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Maria Bishop 
Planning Services 
Isle of Wight Council 
Sea Close Offices 
Fairless Road 
Newport 
Isle of Wight 
PO30 2QS 

By email to development@iow.gov.uk 
21 October 2021 
 
Dear Maria, 
 
THIRD PARTY OBJECTIONS TO PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE: 21/01776/FUL 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF 9 NO. DWELLINGS WITH ASSOCIATED ACCESS, CAR PARKING, 
LANDSCAPING AND HIGHWAY WORKS 
SITE ADDRESS: LAND TO THE REAR OF SOLENT VIEW ROAD, WITH ACCESS OFF SEAGROVE 
MANOR ROAD, SEAVIEW 

 
LP Planning has been instructed by savethedonkeyfield.co.uk (‘the client’) to advise on the 
suitability of the proposed development in respect of its likely effect on the living conditions 
of future and existing residents. We have viewed the site from neighbouring properties and 
public vantage points in the surrounding area. We consider there are clear and compelling 
planning reasons which indicate that planning permission should be refused on grounds of 
residential amenity alone. The reasoning for this objection is detailed below. 
 
We have also considered and raise objections in respect of a limited range of other matters 
relating to character and appearance and the principle of the development. These are also set 
out below. We are further aware that the client also intends to separately submit additional 
objections in respect of certain other planning matters, some of which may overlap with those 
set out below, and those should be read alongside the contents of this letter. These include 
matters relating to highways, ecology and the cumulative effect of the proposal with the 
development of adjoining land as referenced below. 
 

Background/Context 

The application site is a picturesque, hedge-lined field which slopes increasingly steeply down 
towards the coast at Seagrove Bay. Along with the Farmers Field to the north1 and other open 
space including the football field, the site represents the last remaining narrow green space 
distinguishing the two built- up areas of Seaview and Nettlestone (see images below). 
 
In doing so, it serves to preserve the individual character of those two settlements and, in 
providing a green backdrop, contributes strongly to the pleasing character and appearance of 
the area as a whole. This attractive character is reinforced by the area’s close relationship with 
the sea, frequent views of which are gained from a number of locations around and across the 
site. Indeed, the application site has the impression of a green space “tumbling down” towards 
the sea in between areas of built development. 

 
As an undeveloped “green lung”, it also forms part of a wider green infrastructure network 
linking into the Farmers Field, football field and the ancient woodlands (behind Pier Road) 
immediately to the north. 

1 Itself subject to a live planning application for 8 dwellings – planning ref 21/00779/FUL 
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Image: Aerial view of the application site viewed from the south east 

 

 

 
 

Image: Aerial view of the application site viewed from the north west 
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Living Conditions/Residential Amenity 

Solent View Road (‘SVR’) is a residential street immediately adjoining the application site along 
its south western boundary. Unsurprisingly, given the outstanding outlook which the occupiers 
enjoy from the rear of those properties, often with clear views across the site towards the 
Solent, several of these dwellings are served by first floor terraces/balconies. Otherwise, all 
the properties have rear-facing windows and terraces facing directly onto the site. There is a 
variety in the size, design and building lines of the existing properties, but as illustrated in the 
photographs below, they are a mixture of 1 1/2 and 2-storey bungalows and houses. 
 
The submitted drawings show that a broadly linear pattern of development is proposed with 
nine, mainly substantial detached, dwellings largely facing towards the rear of the houses on 
SVR. The proposed layout is such that Plots 1-2 and 6 – 9 are all to be sited close to the south 
west boundary and the properties on SVR beyond. 
 
It is well established planning practice that new development should be designed so as to avoid 
any unacceptable impact on the amenity of existing occupiers of nearby dwellings. Equally, 
future occupiers should not be expected to tolerate unacceptable living standards. Such 
impacts can arise for a variety of reasons including - most pertinently to the current application 
- where any unreasonable degree of overlooking, loss of privacy or outlook would occur for any 
party. 
 
The importance of local planning authorities safeguarding against any such unneighbourly 
effects when determining planning applications is enshrined in Paragraph 130 f) of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’). This requires planning to “create places which promote 
health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users”. 
[emphasis added]. 
 

In order to assist the LPA with assessing the likely effects of the development, the client 
commissioned a professional drone surveyor, CTS Consulting, to record and illustrate the 
relationship between the existing and proposed properties. Whilst no access was gained onto 
the application land itself, the Digital Terrain Model (‘DTM’) and drone technology nevertheless 
allow distances and spot heights to be calculated with a high degree of accuracy through 
overflying. 
 
In conducting the survey, the drone pilot plotted the elevation of the surrounding landform and 
the position and height of the proposed dwellings. Whilst the application site lies on sloping 
and uneven ground, the images and topographical diagrams below confirm that the application 
site tends to lie on marginally higher ground relative to that upon which the SVR are sited - 
typically by around 2 metres or so. 
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Image: Ground spot heights of SVR properties and application site 

 

As a result, the proposed full two storey heights of proposed plots 2 and 7 – 9 in particular are 
such that proposed first floor windows and dormers will have elevated views over the first floor 
windows, balconies and terraces to the rear of properties on SVR. This is also confirmed through 
the surveyed spot heights of the existing balconies of Nos 59, 61 and 67 SVR. 
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Image: Spot heights of selected balconies on SVR and the application site 

 
Moreover, the distance of the nearest proposed first floor windows on Plot 7 to the 
balcony/terrace at 59 Solent View Road is around 28 - 30m; whilst just 17m or so would separate 
the balcony of No 67 to the first floor bedroom window of Plot 9. The approximate view from 
the proposed first floor windows towards SVR is shown in the images below. 
 



THIRD PARTY OBJECTIONS TO PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE: 21/01776/FUL 
 

Page 6 of 13 

       
LP Planning, Unit 5A First Floor, Industry Park, Cricketts Lane, Chippenham, Wiltshire, SN15 3EQ   

Tel: 01249 461869 or 01749 678849 
www.lpplanning.co.uk 

                                                                                     savethedonkeyfiled.co.uk/IoW/04a/201021 

 
Image: Approximate first floor level view from Plot 7 towards Nos 57 – 61 SVR 

 

 
Image: Approximate first floor level view from Plot 8 towards Nos 61 – 67 SVR 
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Image: Approximate first floor level view from Plot 8 towards Nos 57 - 61 SVR 

 

 
Image: Existing view towards site from balcony of No 59 SVR 
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Image: Existing view towards site from balcony of 67 SVR 

 

Naturally, the way that such external areas are used means that they are particularly sensitive 
to being overlooked, or overlooking other occupiers in opposing buildings. In a non-built-up 
context such as this, particular care is needed in managing intervening distances and avoiding 
harmful loss of privacy and outlook. 
 
In this instance, there would be an uncomfortable degree of intervisibility and mutual 
overlooking resulting in an unacceptable loss/lack of privacy for both SVR and new residents. 
Moreover, as a result of the sheer number of existing rear windows, terraces, conservatories 
and balconies along SVR, the new occupiers in particular would undoubtedly experience a strong 
perception of compromised privacy; whilst existing residents would experience a significant 
foreshortening of their outlook. 
 
The adopted Island Core Strategy (March 2012) (the ‘Core Strategy’) contains no specific 
policies on residential amenity and the Council has not adopted any indicative guidelines in any 
Supplementary Planning Document which might dictate appropriate separation distances 
between windows and external areas. In the context of the NPPF policy, these are matters of 
planning judgement. Critically, however, in contrast to a densely populated area such as a main 
town centre where a degree of mutual overlooking can reasonably be expected, the application 
site sits in a rural context, adjoining low density estate housing, where greater separation 
distances and outlook and generous open spaces are a function of the surrounding built form. 
In this context, residents can reasonably expect new development to respect these 
characteristics. The size of the proposed dwellings and their uncomfortable proximity to 
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existing properties would therefore be inimical to the character of the area and would be 
harmful and unacceptable. 
 
The application is extremely vague in its treatment of these issues. The applicant’s Planning 
Statement does not acknowledge or assess in any way the relationship of the proposed 
development with existing dwellings in respect of living conditions. Moreover, paragraph 4.8 of 
the Design and Access Statement merely asserts, without evidence, that “The development 
will ensure buildings are located at a suitable distance from existing buildings following 
established amenity and separation distances; taking into account changes in levels, 
heights of buildings; internal layout and the position of habitable rooms”. [emphasis 
added]. 
 
It is striking that no further information in the above respects is provided by the applicant at 
all. The application does not explain what “established amenity and separation distances” are 
considered to be. It also fails to acknowledge, describe or assess the characteristics of the rear 
of the properties on SVR, and is silent on the actual distances between existing and proposed 
windows and terraces/balconies. In short, the application submission provides no meaningful 
assessment of the effects of the proposed development on the privacy and outlook of existing 
and future residents and therefore provides no justification for its acceptability in planning 
terms. 
 
For the reasons set out above, savethedonkeyfield.co.uk object strongly on the basis that the 
scheme would, in its particular context, be excessively overbearing and unacceptably harmful 
with respect to privacy – actual and perceived. The application should be refused on these 
grounds alone. 
 
We also note this conclusion is consistent with the case officer’s report in respect of the 
recently refused planning application (for a single dwelling) at nearby Pier Road (Planning ref 
21/01075/FUL). In that case, the officer noted changes in land levels and relatively minimal 
separation distances of 23m and was critical of the lack of any street scene plans showing the 
proposed relationship between buildings. As such, the application was refused in part on the 
basis that the development would result in unacceptable overlooking and would appear over-
bearing contrary to general design principles set out Core Strategy Policy DM2. We submit that 
although the site specific circumstances are different, precisely the same planning concerns 
arise in the current application. 
 

Other Considerations 

Character and Appearance 

As previously noted, the application site is an attractive and sensitively located field, adjoining 
another field (the Farmers Field) which itself is also the subject of a residential planning 
application. It is undeniable that the land contributes very positively to the character and 
appearance of the area in its own right, as well as providing a buffer between two settlements. 
Indeed, given the degree of local interest and objection to development on the land, the site 
can be considered to be a valued landscape which should be protected and enhanced in line 
with NPPF Paragraph 174 a). 
 
However, even if it were not a ‘valued’ landscape, the NPPF makes clear that planning decisions 
should recognise the “intrinsic character and beauty” of the countryside. The application site 
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cannot be considered to be a ‘run of the mill’ or ordinary greenfield site on the edge of a 
settlement.  
 
Instead, it occupies a sensitive position, over which many important and attractive public views 
are gained from the surrounding public rights of way network. In particular, bridleway R67 
bisects the Donkey Field and the Farmers Field and affords splendid public views across the 
whole of the application site to Seagrove Bay and beyond to the east and south east (see image 
below). Public footpath R68 also extends along the entire length of the southern boundary of 
the site from which occasional views into the site are gained. Northwards views across the site 
are also gained from the path where the R68 emerges from Gully Road to the south. 
 

 
Image: View from PROW R67 looking SE across the site 

 
Given the sensitivity of the land in creating a buffer between two built up areas, as well as 
being highly attractive and affording uninterrupted seascape views from public locations, the 
landscape is unquestionably important. It is therefore most surprising that the application has 
not been accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment which would provide 
necessary analysis of the quality of the landscape, its special characteristics and features and 
key visual receptors which would be adversely affected by the development. The absence of 
any such evidence is reason in itself to refuse planning permission for the development. 
 
Furthermore, very little if any thought appears to have been paid to matters of design. Despite 
the submission of a Design and Access Statement, it is entirely unclear as to what considerations 
have informed the design of the proposed dwellings. Whilst not inherently unattractive, they 
are mainly large, detached dwellings which appear to take no design cue from the site’s 
sensitive location. 
 
Paragraph 130 of the NPPF requires that developments “function well and add to the overall 
quality of the area”; are “visually attractive as a result of good architecture [and] layout …”; 
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and “are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built 
environment and landscape setting”. 
 
The proposed layout and design singularly fail to accord with these important principles. 
 
Moreover, the recent revisions to the NPPF (issued in July 2021) brought an enhanced focus on 
the role of the planning system in achieving design quality and was accompanied by a National 
Design Guide and a National Model Design Code. In this regard, a new objective of creating 
“beautiful and distinctive places” is set out. In this context, the lack of any apparent 
consideration of the local context in framing the design and layout of the proposed scheme is 
a serious failing and out of step with the Government’s direction of travel on these matters. 
 
Further still, the site is covered entirely by a blanket Tree Preservation Order (‘TPO’ – 
20/00016/TPO). Whilst few trees remain on site, there are some sizeable specimens including 
towards the centre of the site. Whilst an overview survey plan has been submitted, the 
application does not appear to be accompanied by any comprehensive tree survey report, 
arboricultural impact assessment, tree protection plan or method statement. The effect of the 
proposal on trees has not therefore seemingly been fully assessed as part of the proposal. 
 
Overall, therefore, the application should be refused on design, as well as landscape, grounds. 
Specifically, it conflicts with Section 12 of the NPPF as revised, and Core Strategy Policy DM2 
which (amongst other considerations) expects proposals to: 
 

• Provide an attractive, functional built environment with a sense of place 

• Have regard to existing constraints such as adjacent buildings, 
topography, views, hedges … or other features which significantly 
contribute to the character of the area 

• Complement the character of the surrounding area. 
 
The proposal also fails to recognise the site’s important role as part of a wider green 
infrastructure network, the fragmentation of which would conflict with Core Strategy Policy 
DM13. 
 

Principle of residential development 

The application notes that one of the Government’s objectives is to significantly boost the 
supply of housing and also draws attention to the current lack of five year housing supply on 
the island. 
 
However, the application also correctly notes that the starting point for considering 
applications is the Development Plan. In this case, it should be borne in mind that the site does 
not lie within or near any designated Rural Service Centre or other recognised settlement 
boundary and is not in a location which the Core Strategy supports for new residential 
development. Indeed, even where sites are located within and adjoining settlement 
boundaries, Policy SP1 still requires priority to be given to previously developed land and only 
permits housing which would meet a local need. For greenfield sites, development is required 
to “enhance the character and context” of the local area. 
 
For reasons already given, the site would not enhance the character of the area. Nor would it 
meet a local need. Whilst a commuted sum for off-site affordable housing is referred to, that 
is not the same thing as meeting a local need. The proposed development in fact consists largely 
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of ‘executive’ homes. Overall, therefore, the proposal fundamentally conflicts with the 
Council’s locational strategy for housing. 
 
Whilst the Draft Island Planning Strategy (November 2018) had at one time proposed to allocate 
the site for housing, that document was merely published for ‘Regulation 18’ public 
consultation purposes and carried little, if any, weight. 
 
In any event, the LPA has since fundamentally altered its proposed spatial strategy for long 
term growth on the Island in publishing the revised Draft Island Planning Strategy in July 2021. 
The latter draft Plan makes no proposed allocations covering the application site or adjoining 
sites. 
 
Given the conflict with the Development Plan, great care needs to be taken in determining 
individual planning applications. That is particularly the case where the development would 
have significant and permanent effects on valued and other landscapes and give rise to other 
planning harm as described. 
 
In this context, it is highly pertinent that the Government has recently presaged a significant 
departure from its proposed fundamental ‘White Paper’ planning reforms which had been 
announced in August 2020. The appointment of a new Secretary of State (and departmental 
name change referring to ‘levelling up’) has signalled a temporary pause to planning reforms 
and it seems likely that the proposals as originally conceived will be largely abandoned.  
 
Specifically, both the Prime Minister and the new Secretary of State have signalled a shift in 
emphasis towards brownfield urban regeneration, providing for more housing in different 
geographical locations and further devolving decision-making. 
 
All this may or may not, in time, lead to a different outcome in deciding the amount and 
location of housing that should be planned for on the Isle of Wight. In the meantime, whilst 
accepting there are ongoing housing needs on the Island and nationally, the current significant 
uncertainties as to the Government’s housing policies, coupled with the Isle of Wight Council’s 
own decision to re-think its spatial strategy are material considerations which weigh heavily in 
the planning balance. 
 
Importantly, while there is currently a five year housing land supply shortfall, that is not the 
only material consideration to be weighed in the balance. Specifically, Paragraph 11 d)ii. 
indicates that permission should be granted unless: “any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 
this framework taken as a whole”. Case law has also established that Development Plan policies 
can also be relevant in assessing the extent to which any impacts are outweighed by benefits. 
 
In this instance, given the significant landscape harm that would arise from this development, 
including the cumulative harm when considered alongside the Farmers Field in the event 
permission were granted for that scheme, the adverse impacts would emphatically outweigh 
the benefits of providing nine dwellings. In addition, harm would result in respect of living 
conditions and design as set out above; and other matters raised by other interested parties 
which would further weigh against the grant of permission. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

By any reasonable measure, the Donkey Field forms part of a wider landscape which fulfils 
several functions as well as being of considerable intrinsic value in its own right. 
 
The development of the site in the manner proposed would have significant and harmful 
landscape and visual impacts – effects which have not been adequately documented or assessed 
as part of the application submission.  
 
The scheme would also result in an unacceptable loss of privacy and outlook for existing 
residents, as well as future occupiers of the proposed dwellings. 
 
Whilst there is a general need for housing, the proposed development would not address a local 
need and would fundamentally conflict with the spatial strategy of the adopted Development 
Plan, as well as other policies for environmental protection.  
 
The adverse impacts resulting from the development of the Donkey Field would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. We respectfully urge the Council to refuse planning 
permission on the above grounds, together with other relevant reasons highlighted by 
interested parties. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Ian Bowen 
 

Ian Bowen BA(Hons) BTP(Dist) MRTPI  
Planning Director 
 
Cc savethedonkeyfield.co.uk 

 


