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10" February 2023

Mr Russell Chick

Planning Officer

IOW Council Planning and Infrastructure
Planning Services

Seaclose Offices, Fairlee Road

Newport PO30 2QS

Isle of Wight

Dear Russell,
Re: Planning application 21/01884/FUL (Proposed Development of 57 Dwellings off Hillway Road and Steyne Road)

Build a Better Bembridge Ltd (BBB) continues to engage with community residents, conducting
surveys of community members, hosting focus group meetings and consulting closely with our
Parish Councillors, whilst also providing support resources for our community to understand the
issues. BBB have analysed the amended proposed Thornwood Estates/BCM development planning
application on behalf of the Thornycroft estate for 57 dwellings off Hillway Road and Steyne Road
(21/01884/FUL). As part of our work, we have consulted experts in planning, highways, ecology and
legal policy. We have continue to hold discussions with elected councillors across the Island to
develop a better understanding of the broader perspectives around planning pressures.

We strongly object to the above referenced planning application on the basis of the harm it causes
the Bembridge community.

Our objection is based on seven (7) principle policy and strategy, design and technical issues, many
of which we see as unresolvable under reasonable economic and planning tests:

1) Overwhelming scale / loss of amenity / detrimental to community interest — Bembridge
infrastructure cannot sustain a development of this size and scale, noting the village is already
suffering serious infrastructure failures, and the unique topographical location creates
irresolvable constraints for large scale development:

a) lIrresolvable constraints — Considering relevant legislation including taking into account
the NPPF, Neighbourhood Development Plan and Island Planning Strategy, we view the
application as failing on IPS policies SP1, SP2, SP5, SP7, DM1, DM2, DM3, DM7, DM17,
pending NPPF legislation, local need, BND Policy EH1, BNDP — Policy EH4, IPCS SP5
(Environment) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and BNDP
EH1 (Built Environment) and EH2 (Rural Landscape), IPCS policies SP1 (Spatial Strategy)
and SP2 (Housing) and BNDP.OL.1 (BNDP).

b) Geographic constraints to expansion — Bembridge is a ‘peninsula’ connected by two B-
roads (B3395), including the Harbour Embankment Road which has flood risks and where
closures are not infrequent and Sandown Road from Brading which is bendy and
topographically challenging to widen. When either Embankment Road or Sandown Road
to Brading gets blocked (due to accidents, flooding, etc) there are risks that emergency
services cannot get through. And the continued unrestrained building at the Whitecliff
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Bay holiday park with over 700 units (with more added each year) exacerbates
infrastructure issues. The Map 1 below highlights each of: (i) the restrictive access
vulnerabilities, (ii) existing traffic bottlenecks, (iii) unconstrained holiday home
development areas and (iv) the site of the proposed application.

Map 1 - Unique Constraints to Expansion

Bembridge &8
Beach

RNLI Bembridge @8
Lifeboat Station

i

'Ihe Cra

Application
21/01884/FUL

Bembridge ‘

Airport] |
+ .
A W.ay ® Whitecliff Bay,
0 +4 Holiday Park

-

Access vulnerabilities

Existing traffic
bottlenecks

= Cattle route

_ Unconstrained holiday
\home development

Bembridge lacks infrastructure to support the scale of development, with few local
employment opportunities, no secondary school, no GP surgery, no bank, no petrol
station, few pavements or cycle paths; residents need to drive to access jobs and services
—to Newport, Cowes, Ryde or mainland ferries; plus there are no new village car parking
facilities, limited public transport and no local fire brigade. We have highlighted our
Highways concerns under separate communication, and also have drawn upon expert
analysis from Paul Basham Associates.

The village has serious flooding and sewage issues today as evidenced by the Section 19
flood investigation published last year, with drains backing up in homes around the
community, sewage being commingled with surface water run-off and foul water
dumped into bathing waters off Bembridge beaches; these problems have been made
more acute by an unrestrained expansion of Whitecliff Bay holiday home development
with ¢.700 units plumbed into the local sewage systems — so Southern Water has an
impossible task to keep up with current requirements. These issues are not satisfactorily
addressed in the application. The Council’s own flood investigation acknowledges that it
does not fully understand the drainage network in Bembridge, even after commissioning
third-party experts.

There is sewage seeping into Bembridge waters after every major rainfall, as evidenced
by data from Southern Water. Over 35 recent housing developments have been built in
Bembridge for which the developers assured there would be no flooding issues, yet these
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face ongoing challenges®. Between 1 November 2022 and 18 January 2023, the Lane End
CSO has been discharging for 767 hours - so about 32 days (source: Southern Water
Beachbuoy). That is just Lane End, and does not take into account the other outfalls. This
is being discharged into the Solent and will directly effect the protected habitat of the
Solent protection area - so adding another 57 houses will exacerbate an already
untenable situation.

The historic photo below showing chronic flooding on Steyne Road nearby the proposed
development (21/01884/FUL) gives an indication of the flooding challenges which must
be overcome. The fundamental geography of Bembridge remains unchanged — and this
chronic flooding persists notwithstanding many decades of efforts to divert and manage
water flows.

Photo 1 - Historic Flooding on Steyne Road in 1960

e) Traffic problems are serious today and further development creates high risks of Village
gridlock and accidents. Residents will be harmed by the substantially increased traffic
flow associated with a large scale development — with flows on Sandown Road, Steyne
Road, the Steyne Cross Roundabout and Hillway Road unable to handle the development,
whether from the number of proposed homes or from the construction period to build
these. There will be acute safety hazards for development access onto Hillway Road
where the bend is already hazardous. A number of these issues have been communicated
in our recent meeting and follow-up issues list to be addressed with Island Roads.?

2) The proposed development does not meet the criteria of Planning Policy, including the UK
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in July 2021, the Isle of Wight Core
Strategy (2012), nor the draft Island Planning Strategy (Reg 18). The NPPF sets out the planning
policies for England which we note should be applied under all circumstances; paragraphs 10 &
11 state that “at the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour
of sustainable development” unless (bii) “any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits” and “...unless material considerations indicate otherwise”.
BBB observe there are indeed identifiable adverse impacts that would outweigh benefits,
including major impacts being on village infrastructure, road safety, flood risk and sustainable
travel; together these mean that the development would not be “sustainable”, a key criterion. In
addition, NPPF Paragraphs 110 - 113 deal with sustainable transport in assessing development
proposals. The proposal does not meet these thresholds. We also refer to criteria in Section 12,
in particular paragraph 130:

! These include 27 dwellings at Solent Landing (all of which suffer foul water flooding from the CSO surcharging), 3
dwellings at Long Barn (Sandown Road) and 9 dwellings at the site of the old Bembridge Middle School.

2 |W Core Strategy 2012, Policy DM17: Sustainable Travel states that development proposals will be expected to provide
and improve accessibility for pedestrian, cycling, equestrian and public transport.
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It does not add to the overall quality of the area; there is a distinct biodiversity loss, risk
to ancient English oaks under Tree Protection Orders, and a loss of one of the last
remaining fields in the village;

Is not visually attractive as a result of good layout and appropriate and effective
landscaping; the applicant’s design for houses are homogeneous, inward facing, lack
innovative designs, and are not remotely in a style consistent with historic Bembridge;

Is not sympathetic to local character & history, including the surrounding built
environment and landscape setting — keeping in mind the site’s ancient trees and nearby
listed buildings;

It does not establish or maintain a strong sense of place as distinctive places to live, work
and visit;

It does not sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development (including green and
other public space) nor support local facilities and transport networks.

Nor does it meet the tests laid out in the Isle of Wight Core Strategy (2012) nor the Island
Planning Strategy (IPS) (Reg 18) published this past July in draft — Section 3 (para 3.5):
Environment (NO biodiversity gain), Community (NO affordable housing for young, NO
locality hub within the development), Growth (NO jobs, services or facilities), Housing
(NONE affordable), Economy & Transport (it will exacerbate private vehicle use as private
vehicle use will be a necessity to access village services). And furthermore the proposed
development runs against the dozen principles laid out in the currently effective 2012
Island Plan (§3.10). We note that the IPS has not been finalised and that allocation of the
proposed site is the subject of much criticism and objection, and comment that it is
premature for this application to come forward in advance of finalising of the IPS.

We address misalignment with the Bembridge Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan (BNDP) in Section 6, below.

3) There is no affordable housing in the planning application which can reasonably be purchased
by young Island families, noting that a 20% discount from the recently advertised smallest unit
(at £625,000) is well above prices which Island families can fund.

a)

b)

The www.rightmove.co.uk website shows the most ‘affordable’ property in Thornwood
Estate’s currently approved adjacent 9 dwelling development (20/00695/FUL) on Steyne
Road advertised for £625,000 (2BR), and we have expert advice from village estate agents
that the smallest property on the currently proposed plan (application 21/01884/FUL)
would be valued at over £450,000.

There is NO supporting evidence of a local need for 57 new houses in Bembridge. The
Bembridge Housing Needs Survey (BHNS) was prepared by Home Consultancy Ltd which
was commissioned to supply supporting evidence for inclusion in the Bembridge
Neighbourhood Development Plan. The BHNS was first produced in 2013, to be reviewed
each 5 years; the 2013 report indicated a need for 63 dwellings; in line with
requirements, it was updated in 2018 and identified a need for 37 dwellings for the
period 2018-2023. The BHNS remains a robust and relevant evidence-based analysis. The
Isle of Wight Council’s Housing Need Assessment Final Report (April 2018 Isle of Wight)
for ‘New Build’, clause 3.93 states that “The demand in Ryde, Newport and Cowes is
driven mainly by local first-time buyers while the demand in Yarmouth, The Bay,
Bembridge/Seaview and Ventnor is driven by mainland investors.” Given the lack of
affordability of the proposed new houses for Islanders, it is inevitable that the majority of
the houses would be sold to second homeowners from the mainland. Thus the planning
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application fails on one of the key objectives of the IW Core Strategy 2012 which states
the objective is “to ensure that housing is provided to meet the needs of Island residents.”

¢) The proposed development will shift the Village demographic balance further away from
young families and more toward second home owners and retirees. This creates issues of
sustainability, including for supporting the local primary school and related family
services. This development phenomenon is happening elsewhere in the country — such as
in Cornwall and other seaside communities. Closer to home, we note that there is no
longer a primary school in Yarmouth for the same reason. The development does nothing
to support the school, attract young families nor employment, which are critical to long
term economic sustainability.

It may be tempting to think the development could support the school and young
families, but the size and affordability of these homes make them purchasable only by
wealthier retirees or second home owners.

4) The technical flooding & highways considerations suggest defects in the design, with a need for
larger attenuation ponds and a maintenance plan to manage these.

Photos 5, 6 & 7: Flooding at Site (21/01884/FUL) and along Steyne Road

Even the planner’s consultants at Eagle Eye Environmental Solutions in their report filed
30-Jun-21 (Para 11.2) for (20/00695/FUL) states: “Given the generally consistent ground
conditions across the site, it is considered that drainage through infiltration will NOT be
viable for this site.”

5) The proposed site runs against ecology and sustainability guidelines.

a) Clean waters off Bembridge beaches are core to the economic sustainability of Bembridge.
The village held ‘blue flag’ status several years ago, but this has now been lost due to the
regular incidences of sewage releases by Southern Water as this current system is over-
capacity. Bembridge has already suffered floods due to inadequate infrastructure. The
aims in the IPS say: "...a) ensuring no net increase in surface water run-off, compared with
the predevelopment rate and, where relevant, reduce run-off rates to below the greenfield
run-off rates by at least 20 per cent... “. There is sewage seeping into Bembridge waters
after every major rainfall, as evidenced by data from Southern Water. Between 1
November 2022 and 18 January 2023, the Lane End CSO has been discharging for 767 hours
- so about 32 days. That is just Lane End, and does not take into account the other
outfalls. This is being discharged into the Solent and will directly effect the protected
habitat of the Solent protection area. The application site is located within the 5.6
kilometre buffer zone around the Solent and Southampton Water Solent Protection Area
(SPA). These sites are European sites of nature conservation importance and are subject to
statutory protection under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Any
proposals that would aversely affect the integrity of a European site of nature conservation
importance should Not be approved as per regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations 2017.
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b) There is NO apparent ecological/environmental mitigation and/or compensation included
in the application. We would expect an ecological report considering the 250 meters of
mature hedgerow which is proposed to be removed. The Design and Access Statement
(DAS) for the proposed development claims a Biodiversity Net Gain, but fails to explain
how this would be achieved. The loss of this significant length of hedgerow and most of
the pasture would suggest the need for a robust mitigation and enhancement plan, but
this does not seem to match the recommendations in the proposal which rely on small
and piecemeal replanting, most of which then falls within private curtilages with no
assurance therefore of long-term protection and positive management. In addition,
whilst the submission acknowledges the need for wildlife permeability within the
scheme, particularly for bats and badgers, it is surprising to see that almost all of the site
boundary is given to private garden boundary, with no set-back or perimeter buffer in
place. This means that the LPA can have no assurance that the mitigation measures
proposed (including those relating to external lighting) will be protected and maintained
for wildlife. BBB would also expect a number of measures including, but not restricted to
guidelines set out under the Solent Protection Area (SPA) including the impact on
recreation, mitigation strategy, demonstration of nitrogen neutrality and biodiversity net
gain. See Exhibit 1 — Environmental Impact Assessment for more details.

c) The proposed development site is green field (referenced as HA065 in the IPS) remains
outside the Village development envelope and there have not been sufficient studies to
assess the environmental and strategic impact on development. This has already been
the subject of strong community objection as part of the 15 October 2021 consultation
deadline for the Draft IPS, together with the arbitrary proposed redesignation of the
Bembridge as a ‘secondary settlement’ (instead of a ‘rural service centre’) and the
redrawing of the settlement boundaries to encompass this site, in contravention of the
Bembridge Neighbourhood Development Plan. We do not believe sufficient work has
been carried out to assess the development viability, taking into account the array of
constraints related to the sites, noting the unique situation of Bembridge on a
peninsula.

d) There are no references to energy efficiency or carbon reduction in the development
plans for the proposed homes under the application (21/01884/FUL), which is
inconsistent with the strategies set out by the NPPF and Draft IPS. In fact the applicant’s
designs appear out of place and simply a ‘cut & paste’ design from a development carried
out in nearby Cowes, elsewhere on the Island.

6) The application ignores the Bembridge Parish Council Neighbourhood Development Plan
(BNDP), which has successfully supported infill and affordable development for the community
for years. Needs surveys under this plan have been updated within the last 4 years.

a) We note that under the NPPF (Section 12), the presumption in favour of sustainable
development does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the
starting point for decision making. The development plan for the area in which the
application site is located is the Isle of Wight Core Strategy 2012 and includes the BNDP
adopted in 2014 based on a referendum of over 90%.

The spatial strategy of the Local Plan encapsulated in Strategic Policy 1 of the Island Core
Plan is to support development on appropriate land within or immediately adjacent to the
defined settlement boundaries of the Key Regeneration Areas. Smaller Regeneration
Areas and Rural Service Centres will prioritise the redevelopment of previously developed
land where such land is available, suitable and viable for the development proposed.
Unless a specific local need is identified, development proposals outside of, or not

Page 6 of 10



Build a Better Bembridge Ltd
Comment on application 21/01884/FUL

immediately adjacent to the following defined settlements will not be supported.

Where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including
any neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan), permission should not
usually be granted. Local planning authorities may take decisions that depart from an up-
to-date development plan, but only if material considerations in a particular case indicate
that the plan should not be followed.

b) Bembridge is now structurally overbuilt and needs overdue infrastructure before any new
development on greenfield. And if we do build homes, they should be affordable to
Islanders (and meet environmental sustainability tests). We are a village with village
infrastructure (not a town) —we don’t have wide roadways, multiple access points,
sidewalks, cycle paths, public transport links, GP surgeries, secondary schools and other
public services.

7) Finally, BBB notes that a development of the nature proposed by the applicant will jeopardise
the economic viability of Bembridge. The proposals under the application (21/01884/FUL) will
clearly overwhelm the creaking village infrastructure and terminally impair the tourism and
seaside economy that brings families to this unique community.

We seek an opportunity to present at any public hearings on this matter.

Yours sincerely,

Btecs s Lol

Director Director

Build a Better Bembridge Ltd

cc: Clir John Medland, Chairman, IW Council Planning Committee
Clir Warren Drew, Deputy Chairman, IW Council Planning Committee
Clir Joe Robertson, Bembridge
ClIr Liz White, Bembridge Parish Council Chair
Bob Seely, MP

Exhibit 1 — Environmental Impact Assessment
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Exhibit 1 — Environmental Impact Assessment

Negative Environmental Impact
Context:

The proposed development site is:

a Greenfied site

situated outside of the legally binding Bembridge Neighbourhood Development Plan (BNDP)
agricultural land with long documented history

a mix of woodland, hedge and pasture habitats bounded by road infrastructure (Steyne Rd,
Howgate Rd, Hillway Rd) and existing residential development, giving little room for displaced
wildlife to relocate

The site has:

e Oak trees with individual and area Tree Preservation Orders (TPQ's)

Established biodiverse hedgerows

Potential for riparian tree planting according to The Environment Agencies WWNP Floodplain
Woodland Planting Potential Map

Habitat suitable for many protected species including seven species of bat, dormice, red squirrels,
badgers and amphibians

Objections:
e Development of a site outside of the legally binding Bembridge Neighbourhood Development
Plan (BNDP)

e Development of greenfield site

e Change of use from historical agricultural use

e Disregard for the Islands UNESCO World Biosphere Status

e Development contrary to Bembridge Parish Council’s Development Plan (BNDP.EH.4 —Woodland,
Trees and Hedgerows)

“New development that will involve the loss of or damage to trees, woodland or hedgerows
(including hedgerows of importance) that contribute positively to the character and amenity of the
area, must demonstrate there is an overriding need for the development proposed and must provide
for appropriate replacement planting on the site together with a method statement for the ongoing
care and maintenance of that planting. New development within the proximity of existing mature
trees will be expected to have an arboricultural method statement to BS5837 standards or equivalent
in place before any development commences. This will detail tree protection strategies to be
employed during construction”.

BS5837 survey required, with arboricultural impact assessment and arboricultural method
statement, along with a planting scheme to replace any lost trees and hedgerows. Their worth
should be calculated using CAVAT system.

¢ Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) — is stated in the D&A as having been achieved but there are no
calculations to show this. The loss of 250m of mature hedgerow, and most of the none
pasture, would suggest the need for a very robust and ambitious mitigation and enhancement
plan, but this does not seem to match the recommendations in the proposal, which rely on
small and piecemeal replanting, most of which then falls within private curtilage with no
assurance therefore of long-term protection and positive management.
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e Permeability for Wildlife — The ECIA acknowledges the need for wildlife permeability within
the scheme, particularly for bats and badgers, it is surprising to see that almost all of the site
boundary is given to private garden boundary, with no set back or perimeter buffer in place.
This means that the LPA can have no assurance that the mitigation measures proposed
(including those relating to external lighting) will be protected and maintained for wildlife.

¢ Inconsistencies and incomplete explanations in the Ecological Reporting from PEA to ECIA —
The original PEA states that there is badger activity on the site, that there is a potential sett in
the south-east corner (page 52 of the whole document, page 7 of the PEA appendix) together
with other signs of activity. There is no further mention of this, the report simply states
thereafter that there are no setts but that there are signs of foraging and commuting. There
should therefore be some explanation of this reinterpretation of the original survey
observation. There should also be an evaluation of the impact of loss of foraging pasture given
the extent of development being proposed.

e Given the lack of protected species constraint set out in the reports, including the complete
absence of dormice and reptiles, the high levels of precautionary working method nonetheless
recommended in consideration of both seems mismatched. It is of course to be welcomed
that proper and precautionary treatment of habitat potentially suitable for wildlife, now and
in the future, is given and we are pleased to see these measures included. But it is worrying
to us that this suggests a sense of uncertainty or nervousness in the ecological reporting,
around the significant gap between original expectations of habitat value, based on a
thorough professional consideration of both local data and first field assessment, all of which
suggested suitability for protected species (such as dormice and reptiles), and the
comprehensively negative final results obtained. Some explanation or suggestion as to why
the site is so much less biodiverse that expected would be useful.

Background:

e Trees and Hedgerows — Several of the oak trees are believed to be more than 200 years old.
These oak trees all have individual and area Tree Preservation Orders (TPQO’s). Although
current proposals do not include felling any of these trees, the impact of construction works
on both the short and long term health of these trees is inevitably negative. These trees are
part of a complex ecosystem, they are connected to each other through underground fungal
networks. Digging trenches, installing services and hard landscaping will maroon these trees
in isolation - the equivalent of caging a wild animal.

Oak trees have significant amenity and ecological value. The Woodland Trust states:

“The contribution of oak trees to landscapes, biodiversity, culture and economy is enormous.
Renowned in history and legend, oak trees symbolise royalty, patriotism and strength. But
perhaps their greatest feat is nurturing wildlife. They are a haven for a colossal 2,300 wildlife
species, providing vital spaces to eat, shelter and breed.”

The developer also proposes the near complete removal of 250m of hedgerow. It is a large
chunk of habitat and provides a connecting strip of cover within the overall site. Its complete

removal is a significant loss, both in terms of landscape integrity and ecological function.

The Bembridge Parish Council’s Development Plan (BNDP.EH.4 — Woodland, Trees and
Hedgerows) clearly states that:
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New development that will involve the loss of or damage to trees, woodland or hedgerows
(including hedgerows of importanceld) that contribute positively to the character and
amenity of the area, must demonstrate there is an overriding need for the development
proposed and must provide for appropriate replacement planting on the site together with a
method statement for the ongoing care and maintenance of that planting. New development
within the proximity of existing mature trees will be expected to have an arboricultural
method statement to BS5837 standards or equivalent in place before any development
commences. This will detail tree protection strategies to be employed during construction.

The impact of the proposed development on the existing fauna will be highly damaging. The
proposed mitigations and enhancements are outmoded, disregarding the complex
ecological networks associated with established hedgerows and mature trees: these cannot
be replaced by whips and saplings. It takes decades for whips and young trees to provide
comparable habitat value and water draw as mature trees and hedgerow.

Flood Risk — The proposed development site has been identified as having potential for
riparian tree planting according to The Environment Agencies WWNP Floodplain Woodland
Planting Potential Map. This map is the best estimate of where tree planting may be possible
on smaller floodplains close to flow pathways and effective to attenuate flooding.

The site is currently a greenfield with grass, hedging and trees drawing water from the ground.
It is estimated that a mature oak tree draws between 250 and 500 litres of water a day during
the summer months.

Lighting — The EclA advises under 8.6 Disturbance due to Site Lighting (if required) “to reduce
and ideally avoid indirect disturbances to birds and commuting and foraging bats in the
surrounding areas, construction works should be undertaken under a sensitive lighting
scheme” and that when completed that “External lighting should be avoided whenever
possible” both seem highly implausible.

The Isle of Wight Council claims to be committed to:

“Putting UNESCO World Biosphere Status at the heart of local government on the isle of
Wight”.

This application will test the Council’s resolve to honour its commitment to Biosphere
Status.

If this development goes ahead it surely sets a precedent for the whole Island? If a greenfield

site, outside of the Development Plan, in a Biosphere Park is not protected, where will be
protected?
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