
 
 

DCPA/AMW/01 

 
 

HIGHWAYS REPRESENTATION 

RECOMMENDATION FOR REFUSAL 

Planning Reference: 21/00779/FUL 

Location:  Land at, Seagrove Farm Road, Seaview 

Proposal:  Proposed construction of eight dwellings and formation of vehicular access. 

Road Status:   Seagrove Farm Road - Unclassified – Unadopted 

  Seagrove Manor Road – Unclassified 

  Old Seaview Lane – Unclassified 

  Steyne Road – Classified ‘B’ Road 

Date of Site Visit: 26.05.2021 

Date of Report: 28.05.2012 

Planning Case Officer: Richard Holmes 

This application seeks consent for the construction of eight dwellings (2 x two-bedroom, 2 x 

three-bedroom, 2 x four-bedroom and 2 x four/five-bedroom) within a plot of land that is 

currently a greenfield site off of Seagrove Farm Road, the scheme also incorporates the 

construction of the associated carriageway and access onto Seagrove Farm Road. Seagrove 

Farm Road is a narrow (3.1m) unmade track that forms a junction on to Seagrove Manor 

Road, which is a narrow (circa 4.3m) residential public highway which then in turn forms a 

junction with Old Seaview Lane and then onto the junction with Steyne Road. 

Geometry 

Seagrove Farm Road, Seaview is an unclassified unadopted track governed by a 30mph 

speed limit at the point in question However it is accepted that vehicles are restricted by 

way of the environment to circa 20mph (although this has not been backed up by speed 

data). In accordance with design standards (MfS/MfS2) any new or existing vehicle access 

forming a junction with this part of the highway network should provide for a minimum 

visibility splay of X= 2.4m by Y= 25.0m. 
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Seagrove Manor Road, Seaview is an unclassified public highway governed by a 30mph 

speed limit at the point in question However it is accepted that vehicles are restricted by 

way of the environment and are more representative of a 20mph type environment 

(although this has not been backed up by speed data). In accordance with design standards 

(MfS/MfS2) any new or existing vehicle access forming a junction with this part of the 

highway network should provide for a minimum visibility splay of X= 2.4m by Y= 25.0m. 

Old Seaview Lane, Seaview is an unclassified public highway governed by a 30mph speed 

limit at the point in question. In accordance with design standards (MfS/MfS2) any new or 

existing vehicle access forming a junction with this part of the highway network should 

provide for a minimum visibility splay of X= 2.4m by Y= 43.0m. 

Steyne Road, Seaview is a classified ‘B’ public highway governed by a 30mph speed limit at 

the point in question. In accordance with design standards (MfS/MfS2) any new or existing 

vehicle access forming a junction with this part of the highway network should provide for a 

minimum visibility splay of X= 2.4m by Y= 43.0m. 

In addition to the above any new access should also provide for: 

• An associated drainage system to minimise the risk of surface water runoff onto the 

public highway. 

• Where the vehicle access crosses a public footway, the maximum acceptable 

gradient is 1in20. 

• The access should be located a minimum of 11.0m from any adjacent road junction 

or defined pedestrian crossing point. 

• Should the access be gated a minimum gate setback of 5.0m from the edge of the 

adjacent carriageway should be provided. 

With the associated onsite layout providing for. 

• A minimum clear usable access width of 5.0m over the first 10.0m from the junction 
with the public highway to ensure that two private motor vehicles can pass with 
ease without obstructing the adjacent public highway when entering and egressing 
the site concurrently.  

• Beyond the initial junction with the public highway the onsite access road should 
provide for a width of no less than 3.70m with associated passing bays (to ensure 
ease of access and passing for emergency / service and private motor vehicles.  

• Space within the confines of the site for the parking and turning of conventional 
private motor vehicles so they may enter and exit the public highway in forward 
gear. In some instances where space is limited the introduction of a vehicle turn 
table may address this matter.  
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• Parking provision at a level reflective of the Local Authority Parking Guidelines.  

• All proposed parking bays where set perpendicular must provide for minimum 
dimensions of 2.40m by 4.80m, and where set parallel and adjacent to a classified 
public highway must be a minimum of 3.5m by 8.0m with a maximum depth of 4.0m 
to prevent nose-in parking. (dimensions of 3.0m by 6.0m would be acceptable 
adjacent to an unclassified carriageway).  

• A fire appliance will need to be able to reach within 45.0m of the principle access of 
each proposed dwelling and be provided with a minimum access width of 3.70m and 
not have to reverse over a greater distance than 20.0m. Where these standards are 
not met, your submission will need to include for written confirmation of support 
from the Local Chief Fire Officer.  

• Refuse storage and collection facilities in line with the Guidelines for Recycling and 
Refuse Storage in New Developments dated January 2017.  
 

In addition to the above, should the proposal bring about the need to relocate existing 

street furniture and an appropriate location be available, all associated costs will need to be 

met by the applicant. 

On review of the submitted information which takes the form of a ‘Transport Statement’ 

and drawings (2122) L1, P1, P2A, P3, P4, P5 and P6 and when coupled with onsite 

observations and measurements, this office can make the following comments. 

The visibility sight line distance has been assessed for all the junctions leading from the 

development access onto Seagrove Farm Road up to and including the junction onto Steyne 

Road and can be reported as: 

• Proposed Development Access: The Visibility sight line distance (Y) when measured 

from a point 2.4m(X) back from the edge of carriageway at a height of 1.0m, central 

to the access and to a point offset 1.0m from the near kerb line (kerb on 

development side) between the heights of 0.6m and 2.0m above the carriageway 

has been shown to be circa 34m to both the east and the west and is therefore in 

excess of the required 25m. 

• Seagrove Farm Road J/w Seagrove Manor Road: The Visibility sight line distance (Y) 

when measured from a point 2.4m(X) back from the edge of carriageway at a height 

of 1.0m, central to the access and to a point offset 1.0m from the near kerb line 

(kerb on development side) between the heights of 0.6m and 2.0m above the 

carriageway has been shown to be circa 6.0m east and 10.0m north-west and is 

therefore not compliant with required relaxation of a 25m splay distance. It is noted 

that drawing L1 depicts the red line boundary to encompass the area land on the 

eastern side required to provide a compliant visibility splay indicating that the 
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applicant has control over this land, however section 3.2 of the Transport Statement 

describes this land as undeveloped land that the Highways Authority could use their 

powers to trim back the overhanging hedge to the highway boundary in order to 

provide a compliant splay thereby acknowledging that the land is not under the 

control of the applicant. For clarity the highway boundary is the edge of carriageway 

with the existing hedge overhanging by circa 50mm and any trimming back would 

not improve the existing visibility splay, whereby to achieve a compliant splay 

distance the whole hedge over a length circa 4.0 -5.0m of the frontage and a very 

mature tree would be required to be removed. Whereby this office cannot support 

this element (Should the LPA seek to grant consent then compliant visibility splays 

must be secured by way of Grampian condition). In addition to this the visibility to 

the north-west when viewed over the limit of the public highway is also found to be 

limited to just 10.0m, it is acknowledge that a compliant visibility splay exists but this 

is over third party land (driveway of Sea Whispers). Under the planning consent 

(P/00327/13) the layout of the block paving parking layout was approved in relation 

to the existing access, with the boundary treatment not being shown on the drawing 

whereby the removal of the section of wall to improve the visibility was at the 

owners own discretion and is not protected by way of any condition on the consent, 

whereby the continued betterment offered by this situation for perpetuity cannot be 

guaranteed. It is therefore the opinion of this office that this is a sub-standard access 

and cannot be supported. When taking the predicted traffic movements along 

Seagrove Farm Road into consideration it has been demonstrated by way of TRICS 

data that the proposals would generate a total of 30 additional movements per day, 

when included onto the existing 50 movements already attributable to the existing 

dwellings gives a new total of 80 in/out movements. This is an increase of 60% well 

in excess of the 5% threshold whereby concern is raised resulting in a sustainable 

reason for refusal. 

• Seagrove Manor Road j/w Old Seaview Lane: The Visibility sight line distance (Y) 

when measured from a point 2.4m(X) back from the edge of carriageway at a height 

of 1.0m, central to the access and to a point offset 1.0m from the near kerb line 

(kerb on development side) between the heights of 0.6m and 2.0m above the 

carriageway has been shown to be in excess of the required 43m to both the north-

east and south west and is therefore in compliant in terms of visibility. 

• Old Seaview Lane j/w Steyne Road: The Visibility sight line distance (Y) when 

measured from a point 2.4m(X) back from the edge of carriageway at a height of 

1.0m, central to the access and to a point offset 1.0m from the near kerb line (kerb 

on development side) between the heights of 0.6m and 2.0m above the carriageway 

has been shown to be in excess of the required 43m to the north but only 33m to the 
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south-west due to the alignment of the carriageway making this a sub-standard 

access onto the main highway. 

When looking at the carriageway widths it is noted that Seagrove Farm Road is only circa 

3.1m in width, causing potential conflict with other users (horses, cyclist, pedestrians 

and other vehicles). It is noted that the Transport Statement makes reference to the 

lane being widened to 4.8m, however any widening along the first 30m (between Sea 

Whispers and Seagrove House) would appear to be outside of the red line boundary. It is 

also noted that this would involve the significant removal of vegetation along the 

eastern side with the boundary between differing landowners being unclear. In addition, 

on review of the information available to this office it would appear that the maximum 

width achievable within this first section would appear to be 4.1m. This width would not 

allow two conventional motor vehicles to pass one another unhindered. In addition, 

section 3.2.10 states that the junction of Seagrove Farm Road onto Seagrove Manor 

Road that a vehicle can access concurrently with a vehicle egressing and has provided a 

swept path analysis (TS6003-TR-1002 Rev. A) to demonstrate this. However, on 

evaluation this is based on an ordinance survey plan whereby this office deems this not 

to accurately portray the real-world environment. The transport Statement does go on 

to say that this manoeuvre would in reality not happen as vehicles would wait for the 

junction to be clear before accessing on to the track. This can be confirmed as on a visual 

inspection at the time of the site visit this manoeuvre is believed to be problematic even 

with the western verge removed and the eastern vegetation trimmed back to any third-

party boundary. Further to this it is noted that due to the narrow nature of Seagrove 

Manor Road that the swept path of an egressing vehicle turning left (north-west) takes 

up a significant extent of the carriageway width resulting in any stationary vehicles 

waiting to enter the track having to stop some distance from the junction to allow this 

manoeuvre. 

Drawing TS6003-HW-1001 Rev. B shows the widening of Seagrove Farm Road to 4.8m 

and depicts a 6.5m long passing bay on the western side between the dwellings of 

‘Broadoak’ and ‘Dolphins’ to provide a total width of 5.5m at that location, however this 

is shown to be outside of the red line boundary as shown on drawing L1.  Based on the 

layout provided it is acknowledged that a forward visibility of a minimum of 25m could 

be achieved from this passing bay. However due to the limitations of the provided plans 

it is unclear if the 4.8m width can be accommodated along the whole route. Should the 

4.8m be achievable within land under the applicants control then this would allow for 

two conventional vehicles to pass one another unhindered up to the point of the 

junction however, there is limited space for pedestrians, cyclists and horses to seek 

refuge in the event of two vehicles passing and no refuge at all for the 30m or so leading 
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to the junction thus putting these groups at risk of conflict with vehicles. Concern is 

therefore raised for the proposed shared space and the significant uplift (60%) in 

vehicular movements along this section of track. 

When looking at the width of Seagrove Manor Road this has been measured at circa 

4.3m with a footway on the northern side of circa 1.9m and on the southern of circa 1.3-

2.0m. The narrow nature of the carriageway means that any on street parking along this 

route is forced to park half on the footway and half on carriageway so to maintain the 

free movement of conventional motor vehicles along the carriageway. Any vehicles 

parking solely within the carriageway are an obstruction no vehicles being able to safely 

pass unhindered. When looking at the traffic generation of the proposals (30 

movements) compared with he existing traffic movements that are stated within the 

Transport Statement (79 Movements) then this gives rise to a 23% uplift along this sub-

standard carriageway, again well in excess of the 5% threshold whereby it cannot be 

supported by this office. 

When evaluating the swept path analysis it has been demonstrated that should the 4.8m 

width along Seagrove Farm is achievable without impinging into third party land then two 

conventional motor vehicles can pass one another unhindered, a fire tender can access the 

development and turn within the turning head provided and exit back onto the public 

highway in forward gear, in addition the fire tender can pass a conventional vehicle 

unhindered along the Seagrove Farm Road but there is conflict on the bend of the proposed 

carriageway for the development. Further to this the swept path shows an old DB32 refuse 

vehicle (Design Bulletin 32 is no longer in use) with is only 7.9m in length whereby the 

modern refuse vehicles commonly used are circa 10.0m in length. The refuse vehicle used 

by this office for evaluation purposes is a Phoenix -2-17N with Elite 26x2 chassis and is 

10.196m in length. The vehicle is unable to enter the Seagrove Farm Road access in a safe 

manner and is unable to turn within the turning head provided however a conventional 

motor vehicle is able to pass unhindered along Seagrove Farm Road but as with a fire 

appliance is unable to at the bend within the proposed development. 

When looking at the junction between Seagrove Manor Road and Old Seaview Lane the 

junction width is limited and does not allow for a conventional motor vehicle to enter 

concurrently with a vehicle waiting to exit whereby the uplift in traffic movement from the 

proposals about this junction cannot be supported. 

When evaluating the parking layout it is noted that for: 

• Plot 1 shows sufficient space for two vehicles to park on in front of the other with no 

vehicular turning required. 
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• Plot 2 that there is only sufficient space for 1 vehicle to be parked as the length and 

width do not allow for a second vehicle. Plot 2 is a three-bedroom dwelling requiring 

two parking bays. It is noted that there is sufficient space for a widening the drive to 

allow two cars to be parked side by side. 

• Plot 3 allows for the parking of two vehicles but does not allow for the on-site 

reversing when two vehicles are on the drive however, it is noted that onsite turning 

is not a requirement in this location. 

• Plot 4 allows for the parking of two vehicles but does not allow for the on-site 

reversing when two vehicles are on the drive however, it is noted that onsite turning 

is not a requirement in this location. 

• Plot 5 allows for the parking of two vehicles but does not allow for the on-site 

reversing when two vehicles are on the drive however, it is noted that onsite turning 

is not a requirement in this location. 

• Plot 6 allows for the parking of two vehicles but does not allow for the on-site 

reversing when two vehicles are on the drive however, it is noted that onsite turning 

is not a requirement in this location. 

• Plot 7 allows for the parking of two vehicles with on-site turning or three vehicles 

without turning. It is noted that onsite turning is not a requirement in this location. 

• Plot 8 allows for the parking of one vehicle with on-site turning or three vehicles 

without turning. It is noted that onsite turning is not a requirement in this location. 

In this instance as it is the end of the run vehicles would need to reverse out into the 

main turning head on the carriageway to exit the site in forward gear. 

 

 

Accessibility  

The CIHT publication ‘Planning for Walking’ published April 2015 identifies at paragraph 6.3 

‘Land use planning for pedestrians’ that ‘Most people will only walk if their destination is less 

than a mile away.’ It continues to explain that ‘Walking neighbourhoods are typically 

characterised as having a range of facilities within 10 minutes’ walking distance (around 800 

metres).’ And that ‘The power of a destination determines how far people will walk to get to 

it. For bus stops in residential areas, 400 metres has traditionally been regarded as a cut-off 

point and in town centres, 200 metres. People will walk up to 800 metres to get to a railway 

station, which reflects the greater perceived quality or importance of rail services.’  

In terms of accessibility it is noted that sections 2.1.9 to 2.1.12 deal with cycling and bus 

transport. However in regard to cycling the report refers to the aspirations to extend the 

Cycle Route  through St Helens and Brading as published by Cycle Wight and endorsed by 
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the Isle of Wight Council, however this is not in place and there are no guarantees that it will 

come to fruition whereby this cannot be taken into consideration at this time. Whereby no 

Cycle infrastructure exists within the area at this current time. In terms of Bus 

infrastructure, it is noted that the nearest bus stop is the no. 8 located on Old Seaview Lane 

a 350m walk from the site with an alternative route to a bus stop would be to the stop on 

Solent View Road which can be accessed via the 1.5m link from the development onto 

Bridleway/public footpath resulting in a 425m walk that would avoid Seagrove Farm Road. 

 

Parking Provision 

This site falls within Zone 2 as defined within the Guidelines for Parking Provision as Part of 

New Developments SPD January 2017 forming part of the Island Plan. In accordance with 

the guidance set out within Table 1, a development of this nature should typically provide 

sixteen vehicle parking spaces, sixteen cycle spaces and bin storage. 

On evaluation, the applicant proposes to provide seventeen vehicles spaces and is therefore 

compliant with the above policy. However, as previously mentioned Plot 2 should be 

provided with 2 parking bays but only has 1 and would not be able to access the 

overprovision of bays as they are private driveways for separate dwellings. And therefore, 

cannot be supported by this office. For Clarity plots 2 and 4 require 1 bay each but have 

been provided with 2 bays each. 

 

 

Capacity / Traffic Impact 

The traffic generation associated with this proposal will have a negative impact upon the 

operation of the junction between Seagrove Farm Road and Seagrove Manor Road and 

along Seagrove Manor Road whereby as there are no mitigating measures this increase in 

vehicle movements is contrary to policy SP7 (Travel) of the Isle of Wight Core Strategy. 

Accident Data 

On review of accident data, there have been no recorded incidents in the last 3 years within 

the vicinity of this site that are relevant to the proposal. 

Materials Consideration 

There are no materials considerations for this application. 
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Mitigation Measures / Offsite Improvements 

There are no mitigation measures or offsite highway improvement works required as a 

result of this application. 

Construction Impact 

Seagrove Manor Road and Seagrove Farm Road are both limited in width whereby should 

the LPA seek to grant consent then a Construction Management Plane would need to be 

conditioned detailing the form of delivery of materials to the site, drop off areas, storage 

area, operative and visitor parking, delivery times and working times etc. 

Maintainability Assessment 

The proposals do not result in any changes to the project network. 

Applicant Obligations 

The applicant is required to make a formal application to Island Roads, St Christopher 

House, 42 Daish Way, Newport, Isle of Wight, PO30 5XJ, in accordance with the Town 

Improvement Clause Act 1987 Sections 64 & 65 and the Public Health Act 1925 Section 17 

before addressing and erecting a property name / number or street name in connection 

with any planning approval. 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

The proposals envisaged in this application have implications affecting the highway network 

and therefore I recommend refusal based on the following grounds: - 

Inadequate Access Visibility 

The access is (Seagrove Farm Road J/W Seagrove Manor Road & Old Seaview Lane j/w 

Steyne Road) unsatisfactory to serve the proposed development by reason of unacceptable 

visibility and would therefore be contrary to Policy DM2 (Design Quality for New 

Development) of the Isle of Wight Core Strategy. 
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Inadequate Access Width 

The access (Seagrove Farm Road j/w Seagrove Manor Road/Seagrove Manor Road j/w Old 

Seaview lane/Old Seaview Lane j/e Steyne Road) is unsatisfactory to serve the proposed 

development by reason of unacceptable width and would therefore be contrary to Policy 

DM2 (Design Quality for New Development) of the Isle of Wight Core Strategy. 

 

Generation of Traffic – onto public highway  

The proposed development would generate a significant increase in vehicular traffic 

entering and leaving the public highway (Seagrove Manor Road/Seagrove Manor Road J/w 

Old Seaview Lane/Old Seaview Lane j/w Steyne Road) which is limited in width to the 

detriment of highway safety and would add unduly to the hazards of highway users and 

would therefore be contrary to Policy DM2 (Design Quality for New Development) and 

DM17 (Sustainable Travel) of the Isle of Wight Core Strategy. 

 

Parking Provision  

The proposal provides insufficient parking provision for Plot 2 and is therefore inconsistent 

with the guidelines set out by the Local Planning Authority in Policy DM17 Sustainable 

Travel, SP7 Travel and policy DM2 (Design Quality for New Development) of the Isle of 

Wight Core Strategy. 

 

 

Officer: Alan Ransom – Highway Development Control Engineer 


