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GREEN SPACES SUBMISSION 
 
 
IS THE LAND ALLOCATIONS DPD IN CONFORMITY WITH THE 
NPPF? 
 
 
1 Introduction 
 
The Green Spaces Committee does not consider that South 
Lakeland District Council’s (SLDC’s) Land Allocations DPD 
meets the requirements of the new National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) in either the spirit or some of the detailed 
provisions. As such the DPD does not meet the test of 
‘sustainable development’. This submission outlines the main 
areas where conformity is lacking, against the relevant 
paragraphs of the NPPF.  
 
The following residents’ groups support this submission, 
without prejudice to any detailed submissions they may make 
themselves:  
 
 Grange and District Action Group (GADAG) 
 Kentrigg West Action Group (KWAG) 
 Save Our Landscape East Kendal (SOLEK) 
 South Milnthorpe Residents’ Group 
 Triangle Opposition Group (TOG) 
 Valley Drive Action Group (VDAG) 
 West Kendal Action Group (WKAG) 

 
 
The Green Spaces Committee is a coordinating body of 
residents’ campaign groups from across South Lakeland, united 
in our opposition to the district council’s approach on land 
allocations.  
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2  Lack of Conformity with NPPF (paragraph numbers relate to 
NPPF document) 
 
2.1 Para 47 Housing Targets 
 
The housing delivery targets in the DPD are inherently unsound.  
The 2011 Annual Report on Residential Monitoring shows an 
annual completion rate averaging around 200 since 2003, 
against an annual target of 400. Even in the boom years before 
the current recession the highest annual completion rate was 
303 in 2005/6. In order to meet the DPD targets a completely 
unrealistic target of over 500 homes per year from now to 2025 
would be required. The DPD targets on housing cannot and will 
not be delivered, but the gross oversupply of prime green field 
sites in the DPD based on these targets will enable developers 
to cherry pick those heritage sites that will bring in the highest 
returns (which will often be the biggest homes in the most 
beautiful settings).  
 
2.2 Para 51 Empty Homes 
 
The DPD contains no contributions to the housing targets from 
“bringing back into residential use empty housing and 
buildings”, nor is SLDC taking any serious initiatives in this 
direction that we have been made aware of. At a recent Special 
Council debate on a petition request for a referendum on the 
DPD (16 May 2012), many councillors, across parties, expressed 
concern about the large number of empty homes they had 
identified in certain parts of the district (eg Ulverston). SLDC’s 
council tax records of April 2011 show a total of 1143 (officially 
recorded) empty homes but this is likely to be only a small 
percentage of the true number. 
 
2.3 Para 52 Planning for Larger Scale Development 
 
SLDC has not adequately considered alternatives to its 
‘doughnut-style’ allocation policy of developing a new ring 
around our existing settlements on green field sites. Kendal 
Town Council (KTC), in its thoughtful submission ‘Sustainable 
Development in Kendal’ (5 September 2011), proposed a ‘hub 
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and spoke’ development model which is much more in line with 
para 52 of the NPPF. This model was rejected out of hand by 
SLDC and no discussions with KTC were initiated.   
 
2.4 Para 70 Community Facilities and Services 
 
One of the main reasons why the doughnut-style policy 
approach described above is discredited (see Taylor Review 
2008) is because it does not facilitate the provision of 
community facilities and good transport links; but merely results 
in urban sprawl with large housing estates merging into each 
other. These estates will have little in the way of facilities; the 
DPD makes no mention of new leisure facilities, allotment sites, 
shops or meeting places.  
 
2.5 Para 72 School Places 
 
There is no detailed analysis available on the impact of the DPD 
allocations on the availability of school places “to ensure 
sufficient choice”. It is clear that discussions with the education 
authority (Cumbria County Council) on the implications of the 
DPD are at a very early stage, if not stalled, and it is 
irresponsible for the DPD to have been submitted with an 
infrastructure ‘position statement’ that simply identifies some of 
the challenges in this area.  
 
2.6 Para 74 Existing Open Space 
 
The DPD proposes a significant reduction in existing open 
space across the district (in its own NPPF soundness checklist 
SLDC admits that most of the proposed sites are green field). 
However no evidence is given to show that “the open space is 
surplus to requirements or … that the loss resulting from the 
proposed developments would be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision.” In such circumstances existing open space 
should not be built on.  
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2.7 Paras 76 and 77 Special Protection Areas 
 
Local communities have been given no opportunity “to identify 
for special protection green areas of particular importance to 
them”. Indeed most of our representations have been treated 
with disdain. Many of the contested sites would qualify under 
the criteria laid out in para 77. For example site R121M in East 
Kendal would qualify because of its beauty, historic 
significance, recreational value (sledging, wild orchard and 
footpaths), tranquillity and richness of wildlife (including a Great 
Crested Newt colony).  
 
2.8 Para 99 Climate Change 
 
There is no evidence in the DPD of a proactive approach to 
climate change.  
 
2.9 Para 100 Flooding Risk 
 
This paragraph states that local plans should be supported by a 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and that areas at risk “should 
be avoided”. There is no Assessment accompanying the plan 
and the Cumbrian Surface Water Management Plan is not yet 
even in place. 
 
2.10 Paras 109 and 110 Conserving and Enhancing the Natural 
Environment 
 
The DPD does not “protect and enhance valued landscapes” or 
“minimise impacts on biodiversity”. There is no analysis of the 
“net gains in biodiversity” as a result of these proposals. The 
DPD does not “allocate land with the least environmental or 
amenity value”, in fact its whole thrust is to offer prime green 
field sites to developers.  
 
2.11 Para 111 Brownfield Land 
 
The Core Strategy does set a target for brownfield development 
(CS6.6) of at least 28% of all housing development, but the DPD 
is clearly intent on ignoring it.  28% of the 500 homes required 
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per year would be 140 or cumulatively 1820 over the next 13 
years of the Plan. Where is this strategy reflected in the overall 
DPD or the targets for individual settlements? 
 
2.12 Para 117 Impact on Biodiversity 
 
Sustainability appraisals to support the DPD were carried out on 
each discrete site and there was no attempt to measure the 
overall biodiversity impact even on adjoining sites such as the 
Oxenholme Triangle. We are not aware that SLDC has, or 
intends to, develop “a plan for biodiversity at a landscape-scale 
across local authority boundaries” or has mapped components 
of the local ecological networks and important wildlife corridors. 
For example evidence submitted that site R89 in the Grange area 
is used as a twice daily migration corridor for deer from Cartmel 
Fells has been ignored.  
 
2.13 Para 118 Wildlife Protection 
 
Very little account has been taken in the DPD of protecting 
wildlife and irreplaceable habitats despite evidence submitted 
during the consultation phases. For example the Oxenholme 
Triangle sits across a tributary of the River Kent and is therefore 
covered by the Kent Special Area of Conservation, “an 
internationally important habitat, particularly for the seriously 
threatened White Clawed Crayfish” (ref DPD para 3.6). A housing 
estate of 100 houses is to be built over it.  
 
2.14 Para 124 Air Quality 
 
In SLDC’s own ‘Infrastructure Position Statement’ it is admitted 
that: 
 
 “Kendal suffers from traffic congestion which is resulting in air 
quality problems in its town centre. This is having a detrimental 
impact on the town’s economy and the quality of life of its 
residents”  
 
Because certain streets in Kendal exceed safe EU limits on 
pollutants an Air Quality Management Area has been 



 6 

designated, with little immediate signs of improvement. The 
developments proposed in the DPD will make the situation far 
worse. More traffic will pour into the centre of the town from the 
new ring estates through already overloaded junctions. The 
Kendal LDF Transport Study concedes that even if all the 
proposed improvement schemes are put in place “the level of 
congestion resulting from the LDF development is not fully 
mitigated.” In other words the congestion will be worse.  
 
In Grange over Sands no traffic assessment has been carried 
out on the cumulative effects of the proposed developments in 
the area on the town centre. This is despite the clear and 
unambiguous warning in the Core Strategy (CS5.32) that “ given 
the problem of town centre congestion in Grange at peak times, 
significantly higher traffic could well threaten the core economic 
activity of the town, namely tourism”. Furthermore, in Grange, 
SLDC’s own consultants (Gillespies) concede that the 
pedestrian environment is already poor in the town centre with 
narrow footpaths.  
 
 
2.15 Para 155 Proactive Engagement of Communities 
 
The Green Spaces submission on soundness (ref: Response 
10882) outlines our concerns over the way SLDC conducted its 
consultation process. Far from engaging with local 
communities, SLDC rejected all the attempts we made to enter 
into discussions on the Plan in order to agree a mutually 
acceptable way forward. In desperation at the lack of public 
engagement we launched a petition calling for a local 
referendum on the DPD. Although this petition had 3844 
signatories the Council rejected the request (although many 
councillors supported our position).  
 
As well as a failure to engage on the overall plan, SLDC has 
generally failed to engage on individual sites. None of the 
groups affiliated to Green Spaces have been invited into 
discussions with SLDC on our concerns over specific sites, we 
have not been consulted where alternative sites were suggested 
and we have been given no input in the drafting of policies 
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contained in the DPD on mitigation measures for sites in our 
areas.  
 
In SLDC’s Compatibility Self-Assessment Checklist (Part1) it is 
stated “Where possible land allocations have been brought 
forward in consultation with parish and town councils”. This is 
misleading if not downright untruthful. As outlined above Kendal 
Town Council’s alternative proposals were rejected out of hand 
by SLDC. KTC has since made a detailed submission to the 
Inspector on the unsoundness of the DPD (April 2012). Other 
town and parish councils have voiced opposition to the DPD 
proposals, eg Ulverston TC, representing a principal service 
centre, does not support the soundness of the DPD.  
 
 
2.16 Paras 157 and 162 Infrastructure Implementation Plans 
 
The Green Spaces soundness submission argues that the DPD 
is unsound as no infrastructure delivery plan is in place (see 
detail in Response 10187). All that exists is a ‘position 
statement’ which amounts to little more than a scoping 
document outlining some of the implementation challenges. 
Despite promises that an implementation delivery plan would be 
published in 2011 and then again at the time of publication of the 
DPD there is still no timetable for completion of the Plan. 
Consultation on the soundness of the Plan has therefore taken 
place in the absence of crucial information on “the development 
and infrastructure required in the area.”  This is inexcusable and 
completely unacceptable.  
 
2.17 Paras 178-181 Duty to Cooperate 
 
It is clear from the absence of delivery plans that there has been 
a failure of SLDC to cooperate in a timely manner with statutory 
partners. We would also draw specific attention to the following:  
 
 The lack of a jointly agreed strategy with the National Parks 

on meeting the housing targets for South Lakeland District 
Council. There may have been some discussions with the 
Lake District National Park and Yorkshire Dales National 
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Park on some boundary questions, but those areas outside 
the National Parks are bearing a disproportionate burden 
of meeting the housing requirements of the whole district. 
Sixty percent of the area of SLDC falls in the National Parks 
but the unacceptable burden on the “squeezed middle” has 
been identified by councillors at several SLDC meetings. 
This dilemma should have been resolved by cooperation 
and a joint strategy.  

 Similarly, there is no evidence that discussion between 
SLDC and Barrow Council has led to an agreed strategy to 
balance the regional housing and investment need in the 
Furness region of Cumbria. Regeneration schemes that are 
key to the future economic success of areas such as 
Barrow in Furness will continue to be undermined by SLDC 
providing green field sites to developers that are less 
challenging to deliver and are more commercially viable in 
terms of location.  

 There is little evidence in the DPD and supporting material 
of “jointly prepared strategy” with the Utility Companies, 
with Cumbria County Council over such matters as school 
places, adult social care and household waste, or with 
Primary Care Trusts and other health bodies.  

 
3 Conclusions 
 
South Lakeland District Council has clearly failed to take into 
account the numerous representations it has received on the 
unsoundness of its DPD. SLDC’s Soundness Self Assessment 
document and its Compatibility Check List fail to acknowledge 
or respond to any of the representations it has received and the 
documents are bland, complacent and self-congratulatory. 
Unfortunately this attitude illustrates only too well the way SLDC 
has approached the whole DPD process: provide information 
and justify the SLDC position; but brook no opposition and 
make no significant changes.  
 
 
 
DENNIS REED           CHAIR GREEN SPACES COMMITTEE 
 


