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Niton and Whitwell Parish Council 
 
Planning Application 19/01419/FUL: Proposed residential development of 20 dwellings; 
formation of vehicular access, parking and landscaping on land rear of 1, Hillside Terrace 
and Trenale (known as School House Meadow), High Street, Whitwell 

 
These observations on the above application have been prepared following a public meeting prior 
to the submission of the planning application and a well attended meeting of the Parish Planning 
Committee held on Monday 13th January 2020. 

These comments need to be assessed and evaluated in terms of the overall context relating to this 
submission and the benefits or otherwise that may occur in terms of the local community should 
the application, in its submitted form or an amended form, be granted conditional planning 
permission. 

• Whitwell Parish Plan 

• Parish Council Housing Needs Survey 

• The Island Plan approved in 2012 and now well out of date. 

• National Planning Policy Framework 2018 (NPPF) 

• The Review of the Island Plan published in 2019 but not yet approved. (IPS) 

• Parish Council comments on the draft Review submitted in early 2019 

• Island wide housing completions, extant permissions and ongoing housing needs survey 
based on local need, the present shortfall and inability of LPA to demonstrate a five year 
supply. 

The Parish Council OBJECTS to this application. 

NB This is our initial comment within the prescribed timeframe but we intend to make further 
observations should the application proceed in an amended form (whether the application is 
readvertised or not) and following publication of the report to the IWC Planning Committee prior to 
determination. 

Notwithstanding the SHLAA exercise, where there is no presumption in terms of granting 
permission and the draft IPS document this land is not allocated for development in an approved 
up to date development plan. As a consequence, there is a clear argument that this land, indeed 
the village itself, cannot be seen a sustainable area as it is isolated from main centres of 
population and the main employment areas (largely Newport/Cowes/Ryde triangle) in a small 
village that lacks social infrastructure and communal facilities. 

This development, we believe, in effect, is contrary to policy. 

Whitwell is not a Rural Service Centre and therefore does not have a settlement boundary. 

Under the current SP1 Spatial Strategy, proposals for greenfield and/or non-previously developed 
land within or immediately adjacent to Rural Service Centre settlement boundaries have to 
demonstrate that deliverable previously developed land is not available and an identified local 
need would be met. We note that SP1 is to be replaced by PSDG1, PSDG2 and, most significantly 
for this Parish, PSDG3 in the Draft Island Planning Strategy (IPS). 

PSDG1 says that growth over the plan period will be ‘located in the most sustainable settlements 
on the Island’; we submit that for clear and sustainable reasons this does not ‘fit’ especially in 
terms of greenfield development in a village such as Whitwell. In similar terms we would argue that 
a scheme of this nature in this location would also be contrary to PSDG2. Indeed the 



Page 2 of 4 

 

accompanying D & A Statement does not offer substantive evidence to support the notion that this 
is a suitable development in an appropriate location. 
 
PSDG2 deals with the presumption in favour of sustainable development but says the Council will, 
or should, grant permission unless ‘any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly  
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National 
Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole’. The benefits of this scheme are difficult to see other 
than modest reduction in Island-wide housing requirements. The precise nature of the ‘benefits’ is 
difficult to quantify and certainly not achieved in the supporting documentation with the application. 
Overall, if approved, it will have a seriously damaging effect on the very character of the village. 
 
In very similar terms PSDG3 (2) says that non-allocated sites (this site is allocated only in a draft 
plan) must clearly contribute to meeting the Island's objectively assessed housing need, economic 
aspirations or achieving Island-wide regeneration aspirations. Again there is no substantive 
evidence in the application to support the view that this is the case with this site. The LPA should 
not be attaching significant weight to an unadopted policy.  
 
In the draft IPS, the proposed development 19/01419/FUL constitutes HA105 and Whitwell is 
classed as a Sustainable Rural Settlement. Whitwell, with a garage and public house but no 
shops, scant public transport and only a satellite Post Office operating from the Parish Church two 
mornings a week, is barely sustainable currently. This is not a sustainable location that goes 
beyond brownfield or infill development that specifically meets local need. Furthermore the 
submitted scheme falls a long way short with compliance with PSDG4 in terms of developer 
contributions. The developer has failed of establishing a specific need for this type of development 
on a greenfield site in such an isolated location. 

As an overview and to demonstrate this argument, in lay terms, for almost any Island resident not 
just those living in Whitwell, the number of new homes proposed for the Island required is a 
worrying prospect if you take into account the need to provide employment and the necessary 
technical/social infrastructure, which includes access, energy, water supply, foul/surface water 
disposal, flood protection, community facilities, healthcare, education and suchlike with all of that 
included in an overarching need to protect and enhance the urban/rural environment; especially 
the latter if due regard is given to the importance of the tourist industry. If appropriate weight is 
given to the overall size of the village then an increase of twenty new homes is very substantial in 
terms of physical impact and pressure on local facilities that have been subject of austerity 
measures now for more than ten years. 

Overall the housing need statistics are a result of the overwhelming need for sustainable 
affordable housing, slow building rates since the last Plan was approved (2012) and persuading 
landowners to develop when there are viability questions arising from achievable house prices and 
the various ‘bolt-ons’ as result of the planning process in terms of on-site and off-site works 
regarded as essential if development is to be permitted; usually characterised by significant 
financial contributions. Ideally this problem should be addressed by a range of measures.  
 

• Smaller, more manageable sites that can be properly accessed. 

• Use of higher density development for sites closer to the village centre and the associated 
facilities, helping to protect some of the large tracts of open space that are a characteristic 
of our area. 

• An innovative approach to the delivery of affordable housing and accommodation for the 
elderly through government investment or funding and/or partnership with local housing 
associations possibly along the lines of ‘rural exceptions’. There is also the issue of 
provision of key worker housing in order to maintain and improve support Sites developed 
solely for affordable housing and/or accommodation for elderly persons. 
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• Possible brownfield development, conversions and making use of upper floor 
accommodation in centre of village. 

• Tackling the issue of the large number of empty or second homes in the area. 
 
It is unlikely that any of the above would apply to the scheme now under consideration and this, in 
itself, questions the need /suitability of this type of development as an expansion of the village. If 
there is to be further development in the village it should clearly be along the lines outlined above. 
 
Niton and Whitwell Parish Council’s Housing Needs Survey 2014-19 does not indicate a need for 
this housing in Whitwell. However, the results of the Isle of Wight Council’s recently launched 
Housing Needs Survey could be useful in showing up-to-date local housing needs. We would not 
dispute that there is a need for additional housing on the Island but how much new housing and 
the precise location for growth continues to be under review with the likelihood that pressure by 
the MP and the Council itself will lead to a (modest) reduction and, as a consequence, a reduction 
in the number of allocated sites in the draft IPS. 

To illustrate the above points against the proposed development of this site (accepting that it is an 
allocated site but as part of a draft or unadopted plan) we would argue that there is clear conflict 
with the criteria set in DHWN3 as there are no clear benefits for the village and the local 
community in connection with this development of twenty units. In similar terms the submitted 
scheme fails to comply with the policy/requirements set out for HA105 in Appendix 2 of the draft 
IPS. 

The matter of provision of affordable housing has not been properly addressed in this application 
in similar way to the fact that the mix of the overall development has apparently been loosely 
agreed with a Planning Officer and does not reflect that shown under DHWN8 that shows that 
anything up to 70% of affordable and/or low cost housing should just be one or two bedroom units. 

In simple terms the proposal, as an urban housing extension, is mundane and lacking innovation, 
certainly it lacks anything that would protect or enhance the character and appearance of the 
village. It is clear that in this type of situation that new units within the established built-up area of 
even brownfield development has to be the more attractive option and less damaging to the 
pattern and established character of the area than a ‘bolt-on’ modern housing estate.   

The proposed access is unsatisfactory and a potential traffic hazard as well as eliminating ‘on-
street’ parking, in itself a traffic calming measure. Although there is 30mph restriction the proposed 
visibility splays are inadequate and there is a distinct likelihood that vehicular traffic may actually 
‘speed up’ without the presence of any ‘on-street’ parking. We fully concur with and support the 
comments of the Highway Engineer on this point and would add that if further engineered 
improvements in terms of visibility are achievable this could have retrograde impact on the visual 
character and appearance on the immediate vicinity including the (listed) water hydrant. 

There are other issues of a technical nature that amount to a sustainable objection to the scheme 
or, as a minimum requirement, lead to further survey work, possible amendments or investment in 
improvements on the part of the prospective developer. This includes locally documented issues in 
terms of surface water drainage, disposal of foul sewage (a matter raised by the Parish Council on 
various occasions) and the threat to bio-diversity. 

Finally, by way of background information the plans presented informally to the Parish Council on 
26th June 2017 and to the public on 12th October 2017 included a proposed shop, playground and 
public toilets. The Action Plan forming Appendix 6 of the Niton and Whitwell Parish Plan 2013 
(SPD) states: 
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7.1 Whitwell lacks a children’s recreational area and facilities.The Parish Council has set a 
six-month target for a suitable site to be identified. The Whitwell ward councillors will 
convene as a committee to consider all options, including discussions with the owners of 
development land. The PC is conducting a Housing Needs Survey (May 2014) which may 
lead to an opportunity to provide a play area in conjunction with a Whitwell development. 

An e-mail from the Clerk to the applicant’s agent on 29th June 2017, giving informal feedback after 
presentation of the plans to the Parish Council, referred to the proposed playground area as 
follows: 

a. Very close to the High Street, giving concern for the safety of excited children. 
 
b. Right beside the main road into the estate. 
 
c. Opposite the shop and therefore a temptation to cross the road to the shop to meet a 
friend without due care. 
 
d. Seems to be a bit on the small side, but it was not possible to visualise the layout 
compared to scale.” 
 

 

The Parish Council might therefore have expected the offer of further discussion with the 
landowner/developer before the playground was omitted from the proposals. Furthermore, the 
Parish Council reiterates our request to be closely involved with any s106 agreements should the 
development go ahead, on the grounds that we remain committed to achieving the best possible 
outcome for the community. 


