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Concerns about the application of SLDC's Land Development Policy for the Cartmel 
Peninsula (including Grange-over-Sands) 

When looking at proposals for land development in Kents Bank (where I have lived for 37 
years) I asked myself the following fundamental questions: 

1.      Why did SLDC planners think it was necessary to increase the residential area of Kents 
Bank by approximately 40%? 

2.      What data had been used as the basis for the statistical projections of 'new build' and 
'affordable housing need for the Cartmel peninsula area? 

3.      How had the information provided by the statistical analysis been applied? 

4.      Was there clear information about errors attached to the statistical analysis? 

5.      Why had Kents Bank been treated as part of Grange-over-Sands when it is a separate 
village with its own Post Office, shop, station and art gallery? 

I worked as an environmental research chemist for over 30 years and am familiar with the use 
of statistical analysis and the problems associated with interpreting results from incomplete 
and potentially biased data sets. 

I therefore read the supporting documents on SLDC's website for the Cartmel peninsula area 
(including Grange-over-Sands) in an attempt to understand the statistical analysis that had 
been used to predict 'new build' and 'affordable housing need for our area. The statistical 
analysis included the following warning:  

"... all population outputs... are simply a representation if various population trends are played 
out as assumed and are offered purely as a guide to what housing needs there might be in 
future..." and "...they cannot be relied on as fact and actual results may be significantly 
different to what the scenarios suggest may happen..." 

The more information I gleaned, the more concerned I became about: 

1.      The way that the numbers for the 'new build' and 'affordable housing need for the Cartmel 
peninsula appear to have become 'set in stone'.  

2.      The way 'sustainability' policies have been applied and  

3.      The process used to identify land suitable for development. 

The scope and size of developments proposed in the SLDC Land Allocations Document, 
January 2011, do not appear to have been supported by a cost/benefit analysis of the impact 
that proposed land development proposals will have on tourism, the main income generator in 
the area, or on the local infrastructure.  

I have identified a number of problems associated with the way that the land development 
policy has been applied: 

1.      A 'one size fits all' policy to determine a 'new-build' housing need for all areas 
including large towns, small towns and rural areas of the South Lakeland district; it is 
a diverse area with different needs.  

2.      Comparison of a robust data set (2001 Census) with an incomplete and biased 
questionnaire data set for statistical analysis to quantify 'new build' and 'affordable 
housing' need for the Cartmel peninsula (2006; only 12.6 % of Cartmel peninsula 
households responded). 

3. A policy that forces developers (and their 'conventional' customers) to finance 
'affordable housing' means that large-scale building projects are needed to make 
development viable.  

4. A policy that encourages land owners to offer land for development means that the 
land and type of development suggested may not be aligned with local community 



needs eg the development may have a negative impact on the main 'drivers' of the 
local economy such as tourism and farming  

5.      A 'sustainability' policy that appears to have been applied without factual information 
about spare capacity in local infrastructure systems such as roads, public transport, 
electrical supply, water supply, foul water systems or environmental baseline surveys 
etc... 

6. A policy that has led to an inequitable assessment of some community needs eg 
Kents Bank has been treated as part of Grange-over-Sands although, traditionally, it 
is a separate village.  

7. A policy that sets 'new build' area targets for SLDC planners puts pressure on SLDC's 
Planning Department to meet these targets rather than to consider the needs of local 
communities.  

(see attached South Lakeland Local Development Framework Consultation Response Form 
outlining the reasoning behind problems that I have summarised above). 

I hope that SLDC will re-consider some of the land development proposals for Cartmel 
peninsula area (including Grange-over-Sands) in the light of submissions from local residents 
and local councils for our area. 

I am especially concerned about MN25M (map 30) which would reduce the important 'green 
gap' between Kents Bank and Allithwaite on Allithwaite Road to a derisory 220m on 
Allithwaite Road, and obliterate an important wildlife corridor linking the protected limestone 
pavements of Kirkhead, Greaves Wood and Wart Barrow. 

Also, the developments MN25M, R672, R35M and R89 (map 30), in a relatively small area of 
Kents Bank, appear to have been proposed without consideration of the combined effect that 
they would have on Kents Bank. They are 'green field' sites; their development would 
significantly increase the residential area of Kents Bank (218 new residential units, plus an 
unspecified number of employment units) and completely change the character of the village. 
Why is this necessary? The majority of local residents do not support it. 

I am also aware that proposed developments for other parts of the Cartmel peninsula 
(including Grange-over-Sands), are likely to have an adverse effect on local communities. I do 
not have enough specific local knowledge to comment on them in depth but the way that 
SLDC's land development policy has been applied will be similar, so that there are likely to be 
similar problems of inadequate utility infrastructure, development proposals on important 
'green gap' sites, inadequate public transport etc... 

The Conservative/Liberal Democrat Coalition Government has stated that it plans to devolve 
more power to local councils for local planning decisions.  

Hopefully SLDC development policy will be amended so that recommendations by local 
councils about suitable development sites, local 'affordable housing' need and local 
infrastructure needs can be incorporated into the final draft of the South Lakeland 
Development Plan. 

Kind regards 

Valerie Kennedy (Mrs) 

No political affiliation 

 
 
















