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21/01776/FUL 
 
Land To The Rear Of Solent View Road, With Access Off Seagrove Manor Road 
Seaview 
 
Land At Seagrove Farm Road, Seaview, Isle Of Wight 
 
Proposed construction of 9 no. dwellings with associated access, car parking, 
landscaping and highway works 
 
 
Dear Richard, 
 
1.1 We are instructed by the Committee of savethedonkeyfield.co.uk, an unincorporated association 
of local homeowners, to set out objections on their behalf to the new application submitted at 
Seagrove Farm Road, for the erection of a further 9 dwellings. This follows the submission of 
application Ref. 21/00779/FUL to which we also lodged objections on behalf of the Committee. That 
application remains under consideration by the LPA. 
 
Overview 
 
2.1 As with the previous application, local residents are opposed to the development of the land for 
housing. The site is a green gap between Seaview and Nettlestone, a wildlife corridor, valued open 
space, is of high ecological value, and as open land is beneficial to the landscape character of the area 
from many viewpoints.  
 
2.2 Since the submission of the previous application, the Planning Policy situation has changed through 
the publishing of a revised Draft Island Planning Strategy (‘IPS July 2021’) which removes any reference 
to a housing allocation at this site (and the site to which the previous application relates).  The 
proposed development is therefore unacceptable in principle within the current and the emerging 
Development Plan, and all impacts must also now be considered cumulatively with concurrent 
application 21/00779/FUL. 
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2.3 The development of the site for housing would see all of the social and environmental benefits 
referred to in paragraph 2.1 above either lost entirely or significantly diminished, and would result in 
the coalescence of two settlements which are currently clearly separated by open and undeveloped 
land.  
 
2.4 In conjunction with the housing scheme proposed under application Ref. 21/00779/FUL, the green 
gap would be substantially developed / lost and the cumulative impact of the two schemes would be 
even more harmful than each considered on its own. 
 
2.5 We submit that the current scheme should be refused, and that the site should be protected as 
open undeveloped land and a green gap. We acknowledge that the council’s housing land supply 
position is open to question, however with full regard to para. 11 of the NPPF, in this case the adverse 
impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, 
when assessed against the policies of the NPPF taken as a whole. The current application is objected 
to on the grounds set out below. 
 
The cumulative impact of two proposed developments 
 
3.1 The LPA is now considering two planning applications concurrently – application 21/00779/FUL 
for 8 dwellings, and this new application 21/01776/FUL for 9 dwellings. Whilst both applications must 
be determined on their own merits, the LPA must also consider potential cumulative impacts of both 
developments on the basis that they could both theoretically progress to construction. 
 
3.2 The applicant’s Planning Statement mentions the earlier application 21/00779/FUL but makes no 
attempt to assess the cumulative impacts of the two proposed developments, and as such, this issue 
is entirely unaddressed by the applicant is and left for the LPA to consider unilaterally. 
 
Development Plan 
 
4.1 The IPS July 2021 has removed any reference to a strategic allocation for this site, and does not 
promote this site (or the adjoining site) for housing.  
 
4.2 The previous SHLAA (2018) and previous version of the Draft Island Planning Strategy did identify 
the wider site as having theoretical potential for housing development. Following submission of 
application Ref. 21/00779/FUL, the LPA has rightly reconsidered the development potential of the site 
and has concluded that it is not suitable for housing – likely due to the practical problems associated 
with it, e.g., access, the range of harms which would be caused (e.g., ecology and the loss of the green 
gap, landscape harm etc.), and the scale of local opposition to the housing development of the wider 
site. 
 
4.3 Draft Policy G2 states that any proposals for non-allocated sites should be located within the 
settlement boundaries of the Primary Settlements, Secondary Settlements and Rural Service Centres 
(as shown on the Policies Map), and such proposals should make as much use as possible of previously 
developed land. The application site is undeveloped greenfield land and is not located within one of 
these identified settlements.  A housing development of the site is directly contrary to Draft Policy 
G2 which seeks to direct new housing development towards sustainable locations in existing 
settlements. 
 
4.4 Draft Policy H4 does support some development of infill sites outside of these identified settlement 
boundaries, but only where these would be infilling a small gap in a row of houses, or an otherwise 
built-up frontage, with a development size of 1 to 3 dwellings. The proposed development is not an 
infill development as described by Draft Policy H4. 
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4.5 The IPS July 2021 is therefore definitively clear. As a greenfield, undeveloped site outside of the 
defined settlement boundaries, the development of the site for housing is not supported as a matter 
of principle. The proposed development of 9 dwellings is therefore entirely unacceptable in planning 
policy terms, and would cause harm in regard to a range of issues as set out below. 
 
Access 
 
5.1 As with application 21/00779/FUL, the proposed development is unacceptable in highway safety 
terms and the Island Roads authority have recommended refusal. The proposed access through the 
site, through the neighbouring site, and the existing access through Seagrove Farm Road and Seagrove 
Manor Road, are all single width accesses / roads. These single width roads have limited facilities for 
passing. On-street parking takes place on Seagrove Manor Road which blocks the pavement and part 
of the road.  
 
5.2 The existing arrangement is unsatisfactory and does not comply with safety standards to provide 
access to and from the existing dwellings in situ let alone further intensification. 
 
5.3 Again, cumulative impacts must be considered.  The submitted Transport Statement makes some 
reference to 21/00779/FUL but provided trip generation figures for the current proposal alone. The 
Transport Statement is deficient in this regard as the full impacts of both developments should be set 
out and addressed. The cumulative impact of both developments will be worse than each on its own.  
A proposed access for the 9 new dwellings, in addition to the 8 proposed under the concurrent 
application 21/00779/FUL, would individually and cumulatively causes significant harm to highway 
safety.  The scale of development proposed requires existing roads to be widened, increased visibility 
splays, and new passing bays, none of which can be achieved within existing insurmountable constraints 
(including private land ownership). 
 
5.4 Within the main site area proposed under 21/01776/FUL, the proposed access will cross a public 
bridleway where full visibility splays to the northern and southern side of the proposed road would 
need to be formed and maintained. These requirements are not addressed in the application 
submission. No footway is shown to the proposed access road within the site, which would lead to a 
conflict between pedestrians and road users and may discourage pedestrians / encourage private 
vehicle use. If any on-road parking were to take place within the site – e.g., by visitors’ private vehicles, 
tradesmen etc, this would block the access road entirely- private vehicles, refuse collections etc. would 
not be able to travel through the site. The single lane access proposed all the way from Old Seaview 
Lane through to the eastern end of the site would, in reality, be entirely impractical. 
 
Loss of Green Gap 
 
6.1 National Planning Policy is clear that previously developed land should be redeveloped as a first 
approach before release of undeveloped land is considered, NPPF para. 119: 
 

119. Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for 
homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy 
living conditions. Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed 
needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land 

 
6.2 NPPF para. 130 sets out that development should be sympathetic to local character and history, 
including landscape setting, and that a strong sense of place should be maintained. 
 
6.3 Core Strategy Policy SP1 states that  
 

‘In all cases development on non-previously developed land will need to clearly demonstrate how it will 
enhance the character and context of the local area’ 
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6.4 Policy DM2 requires that development complements the character of the surrounding area. 
 
6.5 Policy DM13 specifically sets out that coalescence of key settlements should be avoided. This is an 
established planning principle should also be applied to smaller settlements such as Seaview and 
Nettlestone. 
 
6.6 Draft Policy EV10 states that the separate identities of settlements should be maintained, and their 
coalescence should be prevented through the protection of settlement gaps. 
 
6.7 The application site, along with the 21/00779/FUL application site, provide a green gap between 
Seaview and Nettlestone. This green undeveloped gap ensures that the two settlements do not merge 
together and helps to retain their individual distinction and character. It is an established planning 
principle that the coalescence of settlements should be avoided. 
 
6.8 The two settlements are set between the open countryside and the coast; the green gap provides 
a break in the suburban development to either side which adds to the countryside setting of the two 
settlements (see image below) and erosion of this gap would be contrary to Policy DM13. 
 

 
Site (red arrow) provides crucial strategic green gap between settlements, preventing coalescence. 

 
6.9 The application submission fails to demonstrate that the proposed development would enhance 
the character and context of the local area. The loss of the green gap between the two settlements 
would harm the character of the area and should be resisted. Were the proposals under applications 
21/00779/FUL and 21/01776/FUL to both be constructed the loss of green gap would be even greater, 
it is necessary for both applications to be considered on their potential for cumulative impact. 
 
Landscape Impact 
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7.1 NPPF para. 20 states that strategic policies should make significant provision for the conservation 
and enhancement of the natural environment, including landscapes and green infrastructure. 
 
7.2 NPPF para. 130 confirms that planning decisions should ensure that development is sympathetic 
to local character including landscape setting. 
 
7.3 NPPF para. 174 sets out that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes. 
 
7.4 Policy DM12 states that the Council will support proposals that conserve, enhance and promote 
the landscape and seascape of the Island. 
 
7.5 Draft Policy EV9 states that development proposals should conserve, enhance and promote the 
seascapes and landscapes of the island. 
 
7.6 The application site is visible from the centre of Seagrove Bay and is visible from numerous 
neighbouring dwellings. The site therefore forms part of the seascape and landscape. The green space, 
trees and undeveloped land make a key contribution to the landscape character of the local area. The 
land affirms the countryside setting of Seaview and Nettlestone and provides a link between the natural 
landscape of the coastline and the open countryside. Whilst the site itself is not publicly accessible, 
views into the site are obtained from the Football field (western side) over the site down to Seagrove 
Bay (see photograph below). 
 

 
View of site from Football Field to Seagrove Bay. 

 
7.7 There is also a public bridleway along the western side of the site with views into the site and the 
neighbouring site to the west. The pleasant, green, undeveloped views from the bridleway and the 
Football Field would be harmed by the proposed development. The application is not supported by a 
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Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. The impact of the proposed development from key 
viewpoints has not been assessed and demonstrated as acceptable. Given the significant impacts upon 
the landscape and seascape which would result, the proposed development would cause significant 
harm to landscape character, is contrary to the principles identified in paragraphs 7.1 to 7.5 above and 
warrants refusal on this basis. 
 
7.8 Again, if considered with the development of 8 dwellings under application Ref. 21/00779/FUL, the 
cumulative landscape harm of both developments together would be even greater than each on its 
own. 
 
Loss of Open Space 
 
8.1 The application site, as open space, forms part of the Green Infrastructure of the Island and 
represents an asset to the local community which warrants protection, unless the development of the 
site can be justified as an exceptional circumstance.  
 
8.2 NPPF para. 99 confirms that existing open land should not be built on unless specific exceptional 
circumstances apply. 
 
8.3 NPPF paras. 101 and 102 set out site characteristics which warrant designation as Local Green 
Space.  
 
8.4 Core Strategy Policy DM13 states that the Council will support proposals that protect and enhance 
Green Infrastructure, including its integrity and connectivity. 
 
8.5 Draft Policy EN6 states that development proposals should protect and contribute to green and 
open space. 
 
8.6 As detailed above, the application site plays a critical role as the green open space separating two 
relatively dense settlements. The open space, whilst not publicly accessible, provides an attractive 
landscape visible from many viewpoints, neighbouring properties, and public access routes. The open 
space prevents the coalescence of the two settlements. Furthermore, fundamental to the integrity and 
connectivity of the Island’s Green Infrastructure, this open space is part of a link / green corridor 
between the coastal seascape and the open countryside. 
 
8.7 Whilst a Neighbourhood Plan has not been adopted, the application site exhibits many of the 
characteristics which NPPF paras. 101 and 102 set out would warrant designation as a Local Green 
Space, as supported by draft Policy EN7. The site is demonstrably special to the local community, 
because of its close proximity to the community, its beauty, tranquillity, richness of wildlife, and its 
function as a green gap between two settlements. The site is very local in character and is not an 
extensive tract of land. Therefore, whilst a Neighbourhood Plan has not been adopted to designate 
the site as such, these characteristics demonstrate that the site is highly valued as open space and is 
worthy of protection. 
 
8.8 The characteristics identified above demonstrate that the protection of the open space is justified. 
The development of the site as housing, housing which could be accommodated on many other less 
sensitive sites across the Island including brownfield sites, would be directly contrary to the objectives 
of Policy DM13. Again, considered cumulatively with the 8 dwelling scheme proposed under 
application Ref. 21/00779/FUL, the cumulative loss of open space which would be caused by both 
developments together would be even greater than each on its own. 
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Ecology and Trees 
 
9.1 NPPF para. 174 states that planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance valued 
landscapes and sites of biodiversity value. Para. 174 also confirms that impacts on biodiversity must be 
minimised and net gains in biodiversity should be provided. 
 
9.2 NPPF para. 180 confirms that if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development 
cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused. 
 
9.3 Core Strategy Policy SP5 states that: 
 

The Council will support proposals that protect, conserve and/or enhance the Island’s natural and historic 
environments. All development proposals will be expected to take account of the environmental capacity 
of an area to accommodate new development and, where appropriate and practicable, to contribute to 
environmental conservation and enhancement. 
 
Development that has a demonstrable adverse impact on the Island’s natural, historic and built 
environments should be avoided. 

 
9.4 Core Strategy Policy DM2 requires that development have regard to existing constraints such as 
adjacent buildings, topography, views, water courses, hedges, trees, wildlife corridors or other features 
which significantly contribute to the character of the area. 
 
9.5 Core Strategy Policy DM12 states that the Council will support proposals that conserve and 
enhance biodiversity. Development proposals are expected to positively contribute to meeting the 
aims and objectives of the Isle of Wight’s Local Biodiversity Action Plan. 
 
9.6 Draft Policy EV2 states that all development proposals should demonstrate how they have 
considered the ecological network on the island. Applications for development should include 
protected habitat and species surveys, a biodiversity mitigation plan which sets out any avoidance, 
mitigation and any compensatory measures, and should use Defra’s biodiversity metric calculator to 
demonstrate how a minimum net gain of 10 per cent for biodiversity will be achieved. 
 
9.7 The site, along with the site immediately to the west and the Football Field, forms a wildlife corridor 
between the coast and the countryside and this would be lost / or at the least, significantly diminished. 
Trees would be impacted, habitat and wildlife will be harmed. 
 
9.8 The application which proposes a housing development upon undeveloped greenfield land which 
is likely to be of ecological value. A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) is required, which is likely 
to identify that a number of surveys are required to establish the value of the site and the presence of 
any protected species. The result of this Appraisal and surveys should inform the design of any 
proposed development scheme, which at its fundamental basis should be designed to minimise harm 
to ecology, and mitigate any harm which would be caused to deliver a net gain in biodiversity terms. 
 
9.9 The submitted Planning Statement details that a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Further 
Survey Report have been undertaken, these reports have not however been submitted with the 
application. A tree survey and report have been submitted. The Council’s Ecologist and Tree Officer 
are yet to comment on the information submitted. 
 
9.10 The comments in the Planning Statement on the report relating to ecology detail that it was 
concluded that reptile and bat surveys are not required. These comments do not appear well founded, 
the site has trees, hedges and scrub around its boundaries and therefore does appear to represent a 
viable habitat for reptiles, bats and birds. Badger activity was reported in the previous site in the 
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documentation relating to application 21/00779/FUL, therefore there may well also be badger activity 
in the application site. 
 
9.11 The proposed development is sited close to the edges of the site, to the western, southern and 
eastern boundaries. Development is these locations would impact upon any species located towards 
the boundaries of the site. Any reptiles on the site would potentially be harmed and would therefore 
require collecting and relocation prior to any development occurring and alternative habitat would 
need to be provided. Bat surveys should be carried out to assess whether there is bat activity within 
the site and how this would be impacted by the development and the new night time lighting and 
activity associated with it.  
 
9.12 The siting of the houses would require ongoing management / reduction of the larger / closer 
trees. Light spillage from the houses themselves and from any external lighting would impact upon 
species such as bats and birds. Domestic pets such as cats and dogs would lead to predation of wild 
species such as birds and small mammals. It is clear that there would be some impacts upon ecology. 
 
9.13 Whilst ecological surveys and reports (if they have been carried out and prepared) have not been 
submitted, based on the summary comments in the planning statement it appears likely that the full 
range of ecological work required has not been carried out. This is a fundamental concern as such 
surveys and strategies to first minimise harm, and then mitigate any unavoidable harm, should form a 
basis of the design of any development scheme on the site – e.g., it could have been concluded that all 
development should be set away from the edges of the site to maintain a buffer from the boundary 
habitats. 
 
9.14 We acknowledge that the Council’s Ecologist is yet to comment on the application, however at 
this stage it appears that the application warrants refusal due to the failure to establish the ecological 
value of the site and ensure that harm is minimised and fully mitigated, and that a net gain in biodiversity 
terms would be delivered. The development has the potential to cause significant harm in ecological 
terms, which NPPF para. 180 confirms definitively warrants the refusal of planning permission. 
 
Summary 
 
10.1 Since the submission of the previous application, the Planning Policy situation has changed. The 
IPS July 2021 does not allocate the site for housing, and categorically rules development of such 
greenfield sites, set outside the defined settlement boundaries. Therefore, the development proposed 
is unacceptable in principle. 
 
10.2 As with the previous application for the site alongside, there is no feasible proposal for safe 
vehicular access to / egress from the site. The single lane access all the way from Old Seaview Lane is 
problematic in its existing arrangement - serving the existing dwellings in situ. The two proposed 
schemes would introduce a further 17 family dwellings to be served by this deficient access route, 
with a single lane access with no footway also proposed within the site itself. It is clear that on these 
grounds alone the refusal of permission is warranted, as confirmed by the response of Island Roads. 
 
10.3 The proposed development, and the development alongside, would result in the loss of the green 
gap between Seaview and Nettlestone and would lead to the coalescence of the two settlements. The 
application submission does not include a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, fails to identify the 
landscape value of the site, and fails to assess the impacts / harm which the proposed development 
would cause. The proposed housing development would result in the loss of open space and would 
diminish the Green Infrastructure of the Island. A wildlife corridor between the coast and the 
countryside and this would be lost / or at the least, significantly diminished. 
 
10.4 Whilst it is stated that ecology surveys and reports have been carried out / prepared, they have 
not been submitted. The comments on ecology in the submitted Planning Statement suggest that the 
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ecological value of the site has not been fully identified as it was concluded, we consider potentially 
erroneously, that full surveys were not required and that no significant harm would be caused. We 
suggest that given the site characteristics, it is likely that protected species such as reptiles and bats 
would be likely to reside within or frequent the site, and badger activity has been reported at the 
neighbouring site. The proposed houses are sited close to the western, southern and eastern edges 
of the site which are likely to be the most ecologically valuable areas of the site. Ecological harm has 
not therefore been minimised, and the application proposal does not include commensurate ecological 
mitigation or enhancements to deliver a net gain in biodiversity terms. 
 
10.5 We acknowledge that the council’s housing land supply position is open to question, however 
with full regard to para. 11 of the NPPF, in this case the adverse impacts of granting planning permission 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies of the 
NPPF taken as a whole. 
 
10.6 The large number of objections submitted in response to the application make it clear that the 
site in its current condition is highly valued, and that the housing development proposed is opposed. 
The application proposal should be refused, and the site should be protected as undeveloped open 
space, as set out in the policies and allocations of the IPS July 2021. 
 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 
 
Jonathan Puplett MRTPI 
Associate 

WHALEBACK LTD 

 


