
Council – Tuesday, 1 November 2022 - Agenda Item No. 2 - Public Participation 

Speech from Tim Corry 

Effective planning depends on balancing the objectives of the LPA and the client, this is the 
planning agent’s role. 
 
Communication with the LPA is a two-way process.  It has unfortunately become characterized by 
the LPAs unwillingness to take up offers to discuss, respond in a timely way, and in some cases to 
respond at all. 
 
Continuity of staffing has clearly been a challenge through the pandemic, this does not explain why 
the LPA chooses not to advise agents of changes leaving agents wondering if information has been 
received or sent on.  One recent case involving plans sent to the LPA four months earlier that on 
checking had not been received by Highways who issued its acceptance on the next day. 
Consistency of advice is an issue in the way policies are applied.  A recent application for an 
essential rural service worker dwelling for a Farrier (SL/2020/0020)) failed to appreciate that 
conditions on which a refusal was based were the same as those for a temporary one suggested 
as an acceptable approach by the LPA. 
  
The provision of temporary dwellings is there to test the viability of new businesses of less than 
three years standing not one that has been profitable and viable for over 11 years and supported 
by the LPAs own viability consultant.   A revised application (SL/2021/1123) comparing it with other 
applications for uses with less than critical animal welfare purposes was not responded to and is 
now a Planning Appeal on the grounds of non-determination. 
 
After constructive dialogue, another application (SL/2020/0076) was promised to be written up as a 
delegated approval.  Two years later, after the original case officer had become indisposed, a new 
case officer took the opposite view on the application at the same time as the original case officer 
returned to work.  A request to have the application re-assigned was not responded to with a 
refusal following. 
 
Returning to Confidence, policies must meet the criteria they set for themselves to be material and 
up to date.  Evidence submitted in relation to another application (SL/2020/0604) demonstrated that 
Policy CS1.2, as it relates to Great and Little Urswick, did not meet two of the three tests to be a 
Local Service Centre and have a development boundary. 
 
The first test requiring a shop for everyday needs was not met prior to the adoption of the policy in 
October 2010, the second requiring `good’ local transport not met prior to the adoption of the 
development boundary in December 2013.  None of the 5 yearly reviews committed to in the policy 
were carried out with the effect that planning applications have been considered unfairly. 
  
The approval by the LPA of a dwelling in open countryside nearby at Carley Lane (SL/2018/0845) 
is relevant as it also established a local precedent for market housing in the open countryside.  The 
applicant’s proposal at least, unlike Carley Lane, is within Great Urswick.  It is increasing hard to be 
confident when policy advice conflicts with reality. 
 
This leads me to Reasonableness.  Providing new detail issues of concern on a refusal decision 
notice not previously raised four months after the expiry of the LPAs own requested extension of 
time falls far short of acceptable practice. 
 
Going back to where I started planning agents are here to help.  We just need proactive and timely 
advice and guidance so we can respond efficiently.  Sadly, the current experience of the LPA is not 
the constructive one that is claimed on its decision notices. 

Response from the Council 

Dear Mr Corry 
 
Public Participation at Council – Tuesday, 1 November 2022 
 
Thank you for email received on 28th November 2022 to which we committed to respond within 7 
days when you spoke at the recent council meeting. 
 



Firstly we would always apologise if you have had trouble in communicating with our planning 
officers, during the period of 2020/21 we had an unprecedented number of applications which on 
top of the issues with the pandemic led to some delays in communication.  However we now have 
a full complement of planning officers and I understand that communication has continued to 
improve through 2022. 
 
Addressing some of your specific points I have asked the officers involved to provide a response 
which are set out below as follows. 
 
Consistency of advice referring to applications at Land at Beckside Smithy Little Urswick.   
 
In consideration of application SL/2020/0020, the proposal was for a permanent two storey dwelling 
for an essential rural worker for medical and animal welfare purposes.  
 
The merits of the proposal were discussed at length in the Officer report. It is noted that the farrier 
business has been operating successfully for in excess of 3 years without the need for a dwelling. 
The application appears to have been in response to a proposed intensification of the use and 
accommodation of horses within the stables during their recovery. The supporting information also 
suggested that this would be for a low number of horses catered for each month and would not 
result in the stables on site being occupied all the time. Overall it was not clearly demonstrated that 
there was a functional need for a permanent dwelling in conjunction with the existing business. 
 
In consideration of the proposal as a further development of the existing business, in line with 
policy DM15, for a rural business established less than 3 years, the need for a dwelling should 
normally be met by temporary accommodation. This would enable the applicant to build upon this 
new element of the business and demonstrate a functional need for a permanent dwelling.  
 
With regard to the comparisons with other applications as submitted under application 
SL/2021/1123, you have identified that the LPA were unable to approve the previous scheme as no 
horses are accommodated overnight at the time of the application. This confirms that there is no 
existing functional need for a permanent dwelling and that any consideration would need to be 
assessed on a temporary basis. 
 
Consistency of advice in relation to an application at  49 Daltongate Ulverston  
 
With regard to planning reference SL/2020/0076, the original case officer was Michael Hoar who 
went on long term sick before the application report was written up. There is no written record of 
the advice he provided on the proposal and it was not discussed with the delegated officer. 
However I note Cumbria County Council (CCC) as Local Highway Authority (LHA) & Lead Local 
Flood Authority (LLFA) recommended refusal on 01.10.2020 as inadequate information had been 
submitted relating to access, visibility, off-street parking, surface water drainage and its effect on 
local traffic conditions and public safety. They noted that the submitted plans did not show that 
access was safe with adequate visibility, lack of designated area for refuse collection vehicles and 
access for emergency services and delivery vehicles. 
 
The application was reassigned to Josh Parkinson who assessed the proposal and was considered 
unacceptable in principle due to the poor access arrangement. Whilst I can understand the 
outcome being disappointing to the applicant, the highways issue was essentially subjective and it 
was not totally unreasonable for another officer to come to a different view. The applicant also still 
retains a right of appeal.   
 
Confidence in Policies in relation to planning reference SL/2020/0604 & SL/2018/0845  
 
The planning appeals for the site in 2012 and 2017 took into account the development plan and the 
consideration of other planning approvals and claims of precedent, but dismissed the appeals. The 
inspector concluded in the 2017 appeal that the development boundary was not illogical and 
thought it served a clear planning purpose. The inspector further stated that, precedents cited are 
not entirely comparable. The 2017 inspector finally concluded that he noted that residential 
development has been refused by the Council on three occasions, one of which was supported on 



appeal. Therefore now the proposal for residential development has been refused four times, of 
which twice has been dismissed on appeal.      
 
The cases you have quoted have been considered unacceptable in principle and therefore were 
refused by the Council and further supported by the Planning Inspectorate when appeals were 
lodged. If the principle of development is generally acceptable, but there are technical issues to be 
resolved, the Council officers will always engage in discussion to try and obtain a resolution.  
 
I hope this clarifies the Councils position. 
 
Councillor Pete McSweeney 
Chairman of the Council 
 

Speech from David Poole 

 
I am here this evening with regard to my Architectural Consultancy and the deficiency with regard 
to working practices with the SLDC’s Development Control section. 
 
Having worked closely with the Authority for some 28 years ‘on a professional basis’ being able to 
easily liaise with the various Planning Officers and Planning administrators, this liaison has now 
come to an impasse, where it is all but impossible to actually speak with a Planning Officer, 
occasionally gaining access to an administrator, who ‘although helpful’ cannot address the 
multitude of items being dealt with by the designated Planning Officer, this has become impossible 
to deal with particularly when met with messages that is no longer possible to contact Planning 
personnel, along with the total lack of replies and delays in replying to emails, for which this is all 
unsustainable for an Architectural Practice, and not within the remit of the Citizens Charter and 
most definitely not helpful or professional, especially as our Clients are paying a fee for this “lack of 
service” from Officers who are paid regardless of their performance, which is more than can be 
said for those people in business who are at the hands of the to procure a living. 
 
Examples:  

 Application reference: SL/2021/1158; It took nine months to achieve an approval for a 
basic two storey extension (following previous approval for a similar project) for which ‘no 
less than’ four requests for progress updates were sent to the Officer via email, each 
stating that we had not received an Extension of Time request, for which each eventual 
reply acknowledged the delay but an EOT was never forwarded by the Officer, following 
which time our Clients had lost their Contractor, and consequential delays to the build have 
incurred.  

 Application reference: SL/2021/0599; being a recent refusal on the grounds of the 
application was more than 5 miles outside a service centre, for which if the Officer had fully 
read the paper work and was fully conversant with the geographical whereabouts of the 
proposal they would have seen/known that the site was 4 miles from 1 service centre and 
under 5 miles from another and next to a bus route to the service centres and near to a 
large holiday park.  

 Application reference: SL/2020/0671; With this application being a more personal example: 
where I personally applied for an Archery Range for a club I run, (as a qualified Archer with 
50 years’ experience) to replace the existing stable block on land that was a registered 
smallholding with equestrian use, for which I paid the fee of £3,250.00, the application was 
allocated a Planning Officer who it appears resided over 90 miles away from my site, to 
which the application should have been invalidated from the start due to the Authority 
allocating the wrong application site (being a next door field) pinned the notice on this site 
for which this “wrong site” was shown on the Authorities OS plan as being the application 
site, this was a major administration error as it would have meant that it was not under our 
ownership and would have required a Certificate B for validation, this error was highlighted 
when comments seemed to link with another site. Further to this I questioned the 
attendance of the officer for which the Authorities reply was that: it was believed that the 
Officer had visited the site, with no actual evidence of such as several further requests 
to view their mileage claims were met with: the claims had been lost? This has gone to 
the Ombudsman for review.  



 
These are just a few of the problems encountered, for which “because of this” I will now only 
deal with Barrow BC and Copeland BC and no longer with SLDC due to the total lack of 
communication and dreadful delays. 

 

Response from the Council 

Dear Mr Poole 
 
Public Participation at Council – Tuesday, 1 November 2022 
 
I write with regard to the comments you raised at full council in respect of the planning process. I 
note that you have also provided some specific examples in your written correspondence. 
I have spoken with the Operational Lead for Place and Environment, Gareth Candlin who has 
responsibility for the development management service who has provided the following response to 
your complaint. 
 
“The council accepts that during the pandemic there were times when our performance on speed of 
communication was not as fast as we would have wished for it to be.  This was due to some 
significant staffing challenges and the huge increase in applications on the back of a very active 
housing market driven by the Government's stamp duty holiday. 
 
This has now significantly improved with a full complement of planning officers and we are actively 
looking at ways we can improve the communication with customers as we move the service 
forward. 
 
Case officers are instructed to negotiate with agents if the proposal can be approved with some 
minor changes, however if the proposal is unacceptable in principle the application will be refused 
without negotiation. The purpose of this approach to fairly manage the expectation of applicants, 
we don’t want to enter into protracted negotiations when there is a low certainly that the application 
can be made acceptable.  We believe it is more transparent and often cost effective for the 
applicant is the refusal of unacceptable schemes are forthcoming quickly and efficiently.  In giving 
clear reasons for refusal it makes it easier for the applicant to identify what needs to be addressed 
for any future application to be acceptable. 
 
However most applications we deal with are approved and done so within the statutory timescales. 
I know from the significant amount of correspondence I see between agents and case officers that 
communication and negotiation on schemes is common practice and I apologise if Mr Poole has 
had a different experience. 
 
We are in the process of setting up an agent’s forum which will give agents a chance to express 
their views and for the Local Planning Authority to provide an update on how we deliver the 
planning service and to answer any questions from agents.  I hope that this will lead to us better 
understanding any challenges agents are having with our service so they can be addressed. 
 
With regard to the more specific examples raised by Mr Poole I would respond as follows:  
 
Application reference SL/2020/0671- I have already provided a long response to the queries 
raised on this application, following this case being through both stages of our internal complaints 
process. It was confirmed in the letter that the planning officer had visited the site and it is irrelevant 
that he lives some distance away from Cumbria. The issue of the site notice was dealt with in detail 
in the response. 
 
Application reference: SL/2021/1158- The complaint with respect to this application is a general 
delay on a ‘basic two storey extension’. The application was registered in December 2021, when a 
number of staff had left the Council (as referenced earlier in my response). A contractor was 
allocated the application and then assessed the proposal, therefore there was a delay in the 
eventual case officer visiting the site. 
 
The proposal was not a ‘basic two storey extension’, it was a very large extension to a dwelling in 
the open countryside which almost doubled the size of the dwelling and concerns were expressed 



with the proposal and changes requested.  Mr Poole was asked to reduce the proposed extension 
but did not do so.   We accept an EOT was requested at the time, however the case officer didn’t 
want to agree to one until he was sure of the outcome of the application as he didn’t want to give 
false hope if the eventual outcome was a refusal. Overall it took longer than expected as he 
needed more information, which was submitted and then the application signed off with an 
approval.    
 
Application reference: SL/2021/0599. With respect to the refusal Mr Poole asserts the officer had 
not read the submission as it is stated in the officer’s report the site is more than 5 miles outside a 
service centre when the site was 4 miles from 1 service centre and under 5 miles from another and 
next to a bus route to the service centres and near to a large holiday park. 
The case officer has responded by stating that she is fully aware of the location of the site and its 
proximity to service centres. Concerns were raised with Mr Poole during the course of the 
application and Mr Poole was made aware of the anticipated decision.  
 
Mr Poole was also given a further opportunity to seek to address concerns in relation to Policy 
DM18 during the course of the application. The officers report details that the application site is 
located within the open countryside, the nearest service centre is Ulverston, which is over 5 miles 
to the north, as such this is not considered a sustainable location and is not located within or 
adjoining a service centre.  
 
Mr Poole drew attention to a temporary unit in the adjacent field, holiday accommodation derived 
from barn conversions and the nearby holiday park which has been established for a number of 
years, however none of these examples were directly comparable to the application proposal as 
they are subject to different planning policy considerations. Further to this, no financial details were 
provided to evidence how the proposed holiday accommodation unit would support the existing 
farm or business, or whether the income is needed contrary to the second element of Policy DM18. 
Nevertheless, it was considered that the provision of one holiday unit would not provide significant 
economic gains to support an agricultural business, consequently the application was refused. “ 
 
I hope this clarifies the Councils response to your concerns and please be assured that we 
continue to focus on how we can improve communication with our team. 
 
Councillor Pete McSweeney 
Chairman of the Council 
 

Speech from Mr Studholme 

To South Lakeland District Council, 
 
Affordable housing 
 
I have been putting this proposal to the Council now for over 30 years and have submitted it to at 
least 2 Local Plan Reviews.  I have updated some of the figures but the principles remain the 
same.  In doing this I am making use of my training and experience both here and in Canada in 
residential development in the private and public sectors. 
 
I propose that SLDC should take the lead in developing a New Town near to Junction 36.  The 
location is very green in that it has existing excellent road, canal and bridleway connections in all 
directions.  It also has potential to be linked to the West Coast main line and for a commuter station 
to provide a means of getting to Kendal, Lancaster, Barrow and beyond. 
 
The reason for using New Town legislation is that it enables the authority to use compulsory 
purchase legislation which in turn means that the land would be acquired at existing use value. 
Instead of acquiring land at £710k per acre which is the residential development value the price 
would be the agricultural value £12k per acre or 59 times less.  Land density is around 10 per acre.  
When I submitted my proposals 10 years ago development land value was £700k per acre and 
agricultural land value was £7k per acre or 100 times less.  The principle though stays the same 
you can purchase land considerably cheaper     at existing use value than you can at its 
development value. 
 



I suggest that the housing would be both rental and to purchase. I propose that the housing to 
purchase would be developed using the Home Ownership Made Easy scheme (HOME).  The local 
authority specifies how many houses it wants and of what size eg 20 bedsits, 30 2 beds,35 3 beds 
and 15 4 beds. It also specifies the price eg 125K for the bed sit and 200k for the 3 beds.    
Contractors bid to construct them by submitting their own plans.  The plans are then assessed to 
see which contractor is giving best value for money and best design. The winning contractor sells 
the units off plan. This system gives much better value to the purchaser compared to the traditional 
system.   
 
I can provide more detail for all elements of my proposals if required. 
      
John Studholme MSc FRICS. 
 

Response from the Council 

Dear Mr Studholme,  
 
With reference to your query made during Public Participation at Full Council on 1st November 
2022. 
 
I write to forward the Councils’ response as follows: 
 
Local Planning for the South Lakeland area (outside national parks) will be the responsibility of 
Westmorland and Furness Council from April 1st 2023. The kind of issues that Westmorland and 
Furness Council may need to consider will include the scale of development needs and the overall 
strategy for distributing these across the new Council area. Any local plan prepared by 
Westmorland and Furness Council will need to be aligned with national planning policies relating to 
the location of major housing development in relation to services such as schools, workplaces, 
health care, shops and workplaces and accessibility by a choice of means of transport.  
 
If the proposal is to allocate a site in a future Local Plan for a new settlement whose 
implementation would be led by Westmorland and Furness Council, it would be necessary to 
demonstrate to the Secretary of State that the proposal was deliverable. This would include 
commitment to resourcing for land acquisition, master planning and the delivery and forward 
funding of infrastructure – such as roads and drainage, which would need to be in place before new 
homes or workplaces could be built.  
 
The direct delivery of a new settlement would be a very major commitment on the part of any 
Council. It would require a compelling business case and a thorough understanding of resourcing, 
development economics, organisational capacity and the opportunities and risks involved. Whilst 
South Lakeland District Council is not in a position to commit to major projects of this nature during 
the remaining five months of its existence, it is continuing to explore opportunities for the delivery of 
new affordable housing and will encourage Westmorland and Furness to do the same. 
 
We hope this provides the information that you requested and satisfies your enquiry. 

 


