
 Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held at  

6.00pm on 5
th

 April 2016 in The Village Hall, High St, Bembridge 
 

PRESENT: Cllr D Grannum (Chairman), Cllr M Tarrant, Cllr B Dyer, Cllr S Pigot, Cllr G Kendall, Mrs E 

Goldring (Clerk) and Mrs J McDade (Assistant Clerk) PUBLIC: 27 

 

PUBLIC FORUM  

Mr Pusey – major concerns over flooding which has been a regular occurrence since moving in in 

2001.The ditches on the Thorneycroft land were cleared once, which helped for a while. but have 

had major floods 2004, 2010 and 2015. A pond would only increase the problem. Building the homes 

above kerb height will cause more problems for neighbouring properties. 

 

Mr Gerard – find the application dishonest in parts. There is no access at present to Steyne Park 

(p4/41) so how can it be improved? This would be a new public right of way if granted, so should 

have answered yes to question. On the application section 12 they answered no to not within 20m 

of watercourse but later on (2.3.1.) 2 small ditches/streams cross the site. Also states that no 

flooding has occurred but this has been recorded on a number of occasions. 

 

Mr Barry Clarke – I have been mentioned in the application as being in favour of the development 

but this is not the case and I was only on the site to show where the water problems occurred. 

 

Mr Richard Weaver – no61 was built higher than neighbouring properties, so now more water 

affects the neighbours which are built lower. Water flowing down the back of gardens, from the 

fields behind, is a regular occurrence.  

   

Mrs Moore – suffer flooding at present and worried over what will happen when no62/64 

development is finally complete. 

 

Mrs Williams - Object to all large developments in the village, this will set a precedent with the field 

opposite the Windmill being next.  
 

1. To receive apologies for absence. 

Apologies received from Cllr Doe. 

 

2. To receive any pecuniary or other interests relating to items on the agenda. 

Cllr Grannum declared a pecuniary interest in the Glen Auldyn application, living opposite. 

 

3. To receive for approval minutes of the meeting held on 15
th

 March 2016.  

RESOLVED: Approved minutes of the meeting held on 15
th

 March 2016 and duly signed by 

the Chairman 

 

4. To consider planning applications advertised from the 5
th

 to 25
th

 March 2016. 

Application 

Relevant 

Policies 

considered 

 

Discussion Recommendation 

TCP/32327/A - 

P/00285/16 

land adjacent to 

Popes Cottage 

SP1 

BNDP:  

H1 

H3 

See below RESOLVED:   

Recommend 

Refusal 

   



Steyne Road 

Bembridge Isle Of 

Wight PO35 

EH1 

EH4 

D1 

OL1 

 

The committee still have the following concerns which were expressed on previous application and 

have not been addressed: 

1. Clear risk that this is intended to be phase one of further development; 

2. Risk of a precedent being set; 

3. Manipulation of “adjacency” to the “Settlement Boundary” to maximise coverage of land in 

the applicant’s ownership; 

4. Unhappy with the proportion of ‘market’ housing to ‘affordable’, as it does not reflect the 

distribution of need as demonstrated in the Bembridge Housing Needs Survey, which the 

applicant is claiming as justification for the development, rather than profit maximisation; 

5. Intrusion into an attractive rural landscape; it extends beyond the current line of 

building/development and would set a precedent for development of the remaining 

Thorneycroft land with an adverse impact on the rural fringe  of the village 

6. Serious concerns about drainage on the site, as there is a history of significant flooding on the 

site and alongside in Steyne Road; 

7. Increased pressure on inadequate local infrastructure; 

8. Safety of and disturbance to wildlife using the site; lack of recent/sufficient information 

9. To ensure the hedgerow is retained 

 

Cannot see a major difference from original application. Obvious this is the start of a major 

development on the field which intrudes into rural landscape and would set a precedent for 

development on the field opposite the Windmill. Steyne Road is predominately a street frontage area 

and this development would be out of character. The size, shape and position of the site looks 

contrived and awkward and does not fit comfortably into the street scene. Clear from the comments 

made by the Local Planning Authority on previous application that they shared many of concerns and 

gave the applicants a clear steer, but they have chosen to re-submit what is essentially the same 

scheme. 

 

The location of the proposed easternmost unit, positioned well back from the established building 

line, would potentially have a significant effect on No 63 Steyne Road. Not only does this fail to reflect 

the existing pattern of development in the locality but it also have an adverse impact on the amenities 

of the neighbouring residential occupiers and therefore conflict with the requirements of BNDP.E1 

which expects new development to “demonstrate that the amenities of neighbouring property are 

not adversely affected' and BNDP.D1 which expects new development to demonstrate that “the 

amenities of neighbouring residential occupiers will not be adversely affected through overlooking, 

loss of light or outlook, over dominance or disturbance”. 

 

The application lacks a cohesive and appropriate strategy towards accommodating the amount and 

type of development proposed, plus all its associated requirements (such as access and drainage) and 

therefore is likely to give rise to unacceptable over-development plus having an adverse impact on 

the character and appearance of the area and therefore contrary, to IP Policies SP1 and DM2 and 

BNDP Policy D1. 

 

Retention of the existing continuous hedgerow, whilst providing improved wildlife habitat will cut-off 

the pedestrian path linking the proposed parking spaces and the road; but more importantly, this 

section of existing hedgerow emphasises a distinct division of the site resulting in the two frontage 

plots separated from the rest of the site so they can no longer be regarded as “adjacent to the 

settlement boundary” and are therefore contrary to Policies IP SP1 and BNDP H.1. 

 

There is a history (and evidence) of flooding on this site and overflowing onto Steyne Road and 

surrounding existing house, which gives rise to significant concerns about the development 

exacerbating existing surface water drainage problems on this site, plus further concerns about the 

attenuation pond.  These concerns include: the overall lack of information concerning 

calculations/capacity etc, proximity of the pond to the dwellings (stagnant water/overflowing etc), 

overflow onto the road, plans for management arrangements for the pond and the general suitability 

of the SUDS approach. The proposed SUDS techniques currently expressed indicate that the approach 

to development of this site cannot be accommodated in an acceptable fashion which would be 



compliant with the planning policy framework. Future management and responsibility for the 

attenuation pond including insurance is likely to end up with the local authority. Local experience of 

the inadequacies of the existing foul water drainage system (with drains backing-up and overflowing 

on the former Primary School site further down Steyne Road) serve to demonstrate that existing 

services are incapable of dealing with existing flows at peak times without an additional 9 houses.  

 

The nature and layout of this application indicates that the applicants are attempting to circumvent 

the Bembridge Neighbourhood Development Plan by developing in a piecemeal fashion, 9 units at a 

time. This is not in the best interests of proper cohesive planning of the area, particularly where the 

land is outside the settlement boundary.  The alignment of the new access road has been designed to 

facilitate future extension into the adjoining land for further development (it as a fact that the 

applicants originally wished to develop on a much larger Scale), this is a clear device to circumvent 

BDNP Policy OL1. 

 

There is a statement in the proposal that pedestrian access to the playing fields of Steyne Park could 

be improved this is something that Bembridge PC would not approve. 

TCP/32379/A - 

P/00107/16 

61a Foreland 

Road Bembridge 

Isle Of Wight 

PO355UA 

BNDP: 

OL1 

EH1 

D1 

D2 

 

 

Comments as previous application: 

Approval would be given if a condition that 

“The building hereby approved shall be for 

private domestic use only, ancillary to the 

dwelling and shall not be used for residential 

purposes”. 

 

RESOLVED: 

Recommend 

Conditional 

Approval 

TCP/32569 - 

P/00282/16 

The Moorings 66 

High Street 

Bembridge Isle Of 

Wight PO35 

BNDP: 

OL1 

EH1 

D1 

D2 

D4 

Does not affect neighbouring properties and 

will improve the character of the property.  

Size of the balcony could be an issue but other 

properties are a far distance away and not 

clear from footpath  

RESOLVED: 

Recommend  

Approval 

TCP/03115/G - 

P/00315/16 

GlenAuldyn 

Swains Road 

Bembridge Isle Of 

Wight PO355XS 

BNDP: 

OL1 

EH1 

D1 

D2 

Will double the size of the property, increasing 

size and mass of building which is contrary to 

D2 and does not meet D1.  Majority of the 

construction is at the back of the property and 

will slightly increase the height of the building.  

The road has many different styles of building 

and this would not be out of character so not 

affecting the street scene.  

RESOLVED: 

Recommend 

Approval 

2 in favour 

1 against 

2 abstentions  

 

 

5. To note planning decisions from Isle of Wight Council for the period 5
th

 to 18
th

 March 2016 

TCP/32536 - 

P/01326/15 

Galen Flat High Street 

Bembridge Isle Of 

Wight PO35 

Change of use of first floor from residential (C3) 

to mixed use A1 retail and A3 restaurant/cafe 
Refused 

Granted 

18/03/2016 
 

6. To receive correspondence concerning planning matters 

• Ratify approval decision on Redworth, Ducie Ave following increased size of workshop.  

• To note tree work consent by IWC for High Point, Heathfield Road.  Works to reduce height by 

0.6m and clean/thin crown by 25% on T1 Oak, T2 Oak and T4 Oak.  T3 Oak to be felled. 

• Respond to ‘Technical Consultation on Implementation of Planning Changes’. 

Clerk to response to consultation. Pg 1 3
rd

 point down the only relevant point to us. Ability of small 

builders (and potentially large ones) to gain permission centrally, bypassing the Local Plan and 

Neighbourhood Plan goes totally against Localism.  

• Letter received from Thomas Fone DCLG with regard to the Clerks letter about Neighbourhood 

Planning and IWC concerns.  

 

7. To confirm date of next meeting   

Confirmed 19
th

 April 2016 at 6.30pm, the CLOISTERS. 

  Meeting Closed: 6.35pm 

 

  Signed: …………………………………………………………. Date:…………………………………………………… 


