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21/02437/FUL and 21/02438/LBC 
 
Hybrid 
 
Hybrid Application to include: Full Application: Restoration & 
conversion of: Grade I Norris Castle to luxury hotel (C1); Grade I 
Norris Castle Farm, bailiffs house, cottage & walled kitchen 
garden to spa & wellness centre providing spa residences, 
treatment rooms, associated retail, restaurant & cafe facilities (sui 
generis); Grade II Pump House to clubhouse (E(f)); Grade II 
Cattle Shelters to a resort residence (sui generis), gatehouse & 
security building (E(g)(i)). Restoration of Grade I Registered Park 
& Garden including preservation of the grotto & ponds; 4 Grade II 
stone watering ponds. Construction of: spa residences within 
walled garden (sui generis); two linked buildings to accommodate 
hotel services, amenities, swimming pool & additional hotel suites 
(sui generis); 4 seawall sentinel buildings containing resort 
residencies (sui generis); resort residences (sui generis), 
boathouse & slipway at harbourside; resort residences within 
Norris Castle Estate walls (sui generis); dwellings in South West 
Field (C3); parking areas, ancillary services, utilities, drainage 
works, SUDS & substations for resort. Repair and restoration of 
Seawall including Grade II elements to stabilise the Norris Castle 
Estate. Consolidation of Grade II Bathing House ruin & 
construction of associated restaurant (E(b)). Demolition of 
Modern Barn & change of use of existing barn for resort storage. 
Creation of resort access road from the Esplanade across 
Springhill Estate & demolition of section of Norris Castle Estate 
boundary wall to provide new entrance to resort.  Hard & soft 
landscaping & all enabling & associated works. Outline 
Application: Construction on Springhill Estate of: senior living 
units with associated communal facilities (C2); dwellings (C3) 
including retention & conversion of existing buildings; associated 
drainage, services, utilities & SUDS; restoration of landscape; 
resort overflow car park & all enabling & associated works (all 
matters save for access reserved). 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site address 
 
 
Parish 
 
Ward Councillor 
 
Applicant 
 
Planning Officer 
 

Listed Building Consent for: internal and external works to restore 
and convert the Grade I Norris Castle to a luxury hotel and the 
construction of two linked buildings to accommodate hotel 
services, amenities, swimming pool and additional hotel suites; 
internal and external works to restore and convert the Grade I 
Norris Castle Farm, bailiff's house, cottage and walled kitchen 
garden to a spa and wellness centre to include the conversion of 
existing buildings and structures to spa residences, treatment 
rooms and associated retail, restaurant and cafe facilities and the 
construction of further spa residences within the walled kitchen 
garden; internal and external works to restore one  Grade II cattle 
shelter to a gatehouse and security building for the resort; internal 
and external works to restore, extend and convert the second 
Grade II cattle shelter to a resort residence; external works to 
consolidate and make safe the Grade II Bathing House ruin and 
the construction of an associated restaurant building; the 
construction of four sentinel buildings on the seawall with resort 
apartments; external repair and restoration works to convert the 
Grade II Pump House to a clubhouse; the restoration of the 
Grade II listed seawall and repair of the remaining seawall; the 
repair and restoration of the four Grade II stone watering ponds; 
the repair and conservation of the grotto and the restoration of the 
man-made ponds; and the demolition of a section of the Norris 
Castle Estate boundary wall to allow for a new entrance to the 
resort (revised and additional information)(revised 
plans)(readvertised) 
 
 
Norris Castle Estate with Springhill Estate, New Barn Road, East 
Cowes Isle of Wight PO32 6AZ 
 
East Cowes 
 
Cllr Karl Love 
 
Norris Castle Estate (Group) Ltd.  
 
Sarah Wilkinson   

Reason for Planning 
Committee consideration 

These are major applications which have an Island wide 
significance and raises competing policy issues. 
  

  
Recommendation Refusal  

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

 Main considerations 
 

 • Principle 
• Impact of the fabric of the listed buildings, the setting of those building, 

the character of the area including trees and ground stability.  
• Viability, and optimum viable use  
• Highway consideration  
• Ecological considerations  
• Socio-economic considerations 

 
1.  Recommendation  

 
1.1  Refusal on grounds that can be summarised as follows:  

 
• Substantial harm to Grade I registered park and garden and,  
• High degree of harm to two Grade I and three Grade II listed buildings 
• Insufficient information on the impact on five Grade II listed 

buildings/structures 

Full element

Outline element



• Contrary to the Shoreline Management Plan 
• Impact on the character of the area and the National Landscape 
• Impact on Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland 
• Impact from light pollution on the National Landscape 
• Impact on archaeology 
• Impact on protected sites 
• Impact of protected species  
• Highway safely 
• Impact on the SPA  
• Flood risk  
• Substantial harm to the locally listed park and garden 
• Impact on the character of the conservation area   

 
2.  Location and Site Characteristics  

 
2.1  The application site is a total area of approximately 76 hectares to the east of 

East Cowes, including a 1.5 kilometre section of coastline extending from Old 
Castle Point to Osborne Bay. Osborne House estate sits to the south-east, the 
residential areas of Millfield Avenue, Oaks Close and Osborne Heights to the 
west, the Esplanade to the north-west and the Solent to the north-east.   
 

2.2  Approximately 60 hectares of the site forms the Norris Castle Estate, which 
includes Norris Castle itself, Norris Farmstead and Walled Garden and the 
Norris Registered Park and Garden. The remaining 16 hectares being formed by 
the Springhill Estate. 
 

2.3  The application site includes two Grade I listed buildings, eight Grade II listed 
buildings and structures all of which sits within a Grade I Registered Park and 
Garden. The listings include the following:  
 

• Cattle shelter x 2 – Grade II listed 
• Pump House – Grade II listed 
• Stone-lined watering pond x 4 – Grade II 
• Norris Castle Park and Garden – Grade I 
• Norris Castle – Grade I 
• Norris Castle Farm, the bailiff’s house, cottage and walled garden – 

Grade I 
• Bathing House and a 50 metre length of raised sea wall at Norris Castle- 

Grade II 
 

2.4  Historic England have confirmed that “The Norris Estate is of outstanding 
importance as a particularly beautiful and unusually well-preserved Picturesque 
ensemble of houses, landscape and ancillary buildings.”  
 

2.5  The Springhill Estate is a locally registered park and garden. The area of this 
Estate inside the application boundary includes the farmhouse and associated 
disused farm buildings, together with the parkland, but does not include the 
former convent building.  
 
 

2.6  The Norris Estate is location within the National Landscape (former AONB). The 



line of the designation is formed by the Norris boundary and as such Springhill 
falls just outside the designation itself.  
 

3.  Details of Application 
  

3.1  The application is a hybrid seeking Outline consent for senior living units, 
dwellings, associated infrastructure and an overflow car park within the 
Springhill Estate and Full consent for the creation of a luxury resort, spa and 
wellbeing complex. The application includes the following different elements, 
within the different areas of the site:  
 
The Castle 

• The conversion of the castle to 17 hotel suites, a bar, lounge and 
restaurant and associated facilities 

• A crescent extension to the castle to provide a further 38 suites, a 
reception, conference rooms and ‘public rooms’ and modern kitchens. 
This extension would be linked to;  

• a terrace extension to the castle to provide a further 19 suites, swimming 
pool and treatment rooms  

 
The Shoreline 

• 80 cover restaurant alongside the Bathing House, which would be made 
safe 

• 50 metre section of listed seawall would be repaired 
• Three ‘Sentinel’ buildings (accommodating 20 resort residences (five in 

each) and a wellness suite in each one) 
• Nine resort residences (to include a further Sentinel), boathouse and 

slipway (coastal cottages) 
 
The West Field 

• 16 resort lodges 
• Conversion and extension to cattle shelter to resort lodge 
• Conversion of cattle shelter to security lodge and office 

 
The Farmstead 

• Conversion to spa and wellbeing centre 
• 33 spa residents 
• Café, gym and ancillary retail 

 
The Modern barns  

• Demolition of barns 
• 22 resort residences 
• 107 space car park 
• Restoration and recladding of existing barn to buggy store and charging 

 
The South-west Field  

• 15 four-bedroom houses 
 
The Park and Gardens 

• Restoration of pleasure gardens 
• Restoration of watering ponds 



• Restoration and conversion of Pump House to clubhouse 
• Restoration of drive(s) 

 
Springhill 
 

• 55 senior living units (referenced later in this report as parcel P1) 
• Up to 25 dwellings (21 houses and 4 apartments) and 25 space overflow 

car park (P2) 
• 17 dwellings (13 detached and 4 apartments) (P3) 
• 8 dwellings (6 new, 2 conversions) (P4) 
• Swales and landscaping  
• Access road [this element of the Springhill works forms part of the Full 

element of the application] 
 

3.2  The development would result in a hotel of 74 suites, 68 resort residences and 
33 spa residences within the Full element of the application and up to 105 units 
within the Outline proportion of the site.  
 

3.3  Access to the resultant development/resort would be from the Esplanade, across 
the Springhill Estate. The access point would be positioned approximately 170 
metres from the junction with Cambridge Road. The point of access from the 
Esplanade would follow the line of an existing access point to a Southern Water 
pumping station. An area of open space sits to the west and a café to the east. 
This access would also provide pedestrian and cycle access to the site.  
 

3.4  The exiting access to the site off New Barn Farm Lane would be used as the 
access to the 15 units proposed in the south-west field and emergency services. 
This route would also provide a pedestrian and cycle link into the Estate.  

 
4.  Relevant History 

 
4.1  None relevant to this application.  
 

5.  Development Plan Policy 
 

 National Planning Policy 
 

5.1  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). At the heart of the NPPF is a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. For decision-taking this 
means approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 
development plan without delay; or where there are no relevant development 
plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining the 
application are out-of-date, granting permission unless: 

i. The application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provide a clear reason for refusing the 
development proposed; or 

ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against policies in the NPPF 
taken as a whole. 

 
5.2  The following sections of the NPPF are considered to be directly relevant to this 



planning application:  

Section 2 – Achieving sustainable development 
Section 5 – Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 
Section 6 – Building a strong, competitive economy 
Section 9 – Promoting sustainable transport 
Section 11 – Making effective use of land 
Section 12 – Achieving well-designed and beautiful places 
Section 15 – Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Section 16 – Conserving and enhancing the historic environment  
 

 Local Planning Policy 
 

5.3  The Island Plan Core Strategy identifies the application site as being located 
immediately adjacent to the Medina Valley Key Regeneration Area settlement 
boundary. The following policies are considered to be relevant to this 
application: 
 

• SP1 - Spatial Strategy 
• SP2 – Housing 
• SP3 – Economy  
• SP4 - Tourism 
• SP5 - Environment 
• SP7 - Travel 
• SP9 - Minerals 
• DM2 - Design Quality for New Development 
• DM3 - Balanced Mix of Housing 
• DM4 - Locally Affordable Housing 
• DM5 - Housing for Older People 
• DM8 - Economic Development 
• DM11 - Historic and Built Environment 
• DM12 - Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
• DM13 - Green Infrastructure 
• DM14 - Flood Risk 
• DM15 – Coastal Management 
• DM17 - Sustainable Travel 

 
 Neighbourhood Planning Policy 

 
5.4  None relevant to this area.  

 
 Relevant Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) and other planning 

guidance 
 

5.5  The Affordable Housing Contributions Supplementary Planning Document. 
 

5.6  The Guidelines for Parking Provision as Part of New Developments 
Supplementary Planning Document. 
 
 

5.7  The Guidelines for Recycling and Refuse Storage in New Developments 



Supplementary Planning Document. 
 

5.8  The LPA’s Position Statement on Nitrogen neutral housing development. 
 

5.9  The Isle of Wight Council Housing Strategy 2020 – 2025. 
 

5.10  Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan East Cowes and Whippingham 
2022 - 2032 
 

5.11  English Heritage Enabling Development and Historic Assets: Historic 
Environment Good Practice Guide in Planning Note 4 (GPA4)  
 

5.12  East Cowes Town Plan 2021 - 2036 
 

6.  Consultee and Third Party Comments 
 

 Internal Consultees 
 

6.1  The Senior Planning Arboricultural Officer has objected to the application. 
Detailed comments are provided within the relevant section within the evaluation 
of this report. 
 

6.2  The Rights of Way Service have raised concerns that the application fails to 
provide rights of way or contribute to the provision of the English Coastal 
Footpath. More details of their comments are presented in the relevant section 
of the evaluation of this report.  
 

6.3  The Planning Ecology Officer outlines that they are unable to support the 
application in its current form and recommended refusal. More detailed 
reasoning is providing within the relevant section of this report.  
 

6.4  The Council’s Geomorphologist has objected to the application on grounds that 
can be summarised as follows:  
 

• The Springhill senior living development is proposed to be placed adjacent 
to a coastline which is expected to return to natural behaviour with active 
coastal retreat occurring during the lifetime of the development.  

• The East Cowes Esplanade road is proposed for use the main access to 
the entire site, but the road is expected to be lost to erosion when the 
existing seawall protecting it reaches the end of its life. Sea flood risk 
already occurs to the road in this area.  

• The Shoreline Management Plan policy for the Norris Castle frontage is 
‘No Active Intervention’. The proposal to rebuild and raise sections of 
seawall would be contrary to this policy approach. 

• The application proposes putting people and property into the area at risk 
on a changing coastline along the Norris Castle Estate frontage. This is not 
sustainable without continued and increasing man-made intervention to 
keep-pace with the increasing coastal risks this area will be subject to, 
including sea level rise. The maintenance of any sections of proposed new 
coastal defence structures for the lifetime of the development has not yet 
been secured. 

• There is clear potential for outflanking of any improved sections of 



defences where the coast is left to evolve naturally between them, where 
erosion and potentially coastal slope failure are characteristic of the area, 
erosion which has started occurring behind old sea defences which have 
already failed.  Measures to understand this risk of outflanking (and 
continuing coastal change in some areas of the sites) through the whole 
lifetime of the development are not sufficiently clear and measures to 
reduce and manage this are not currently secured. 

• The underlying geology of the site has the potential for further landslips 
towards the coastal areas and slope instability further into the site. It is not 
fully clear how this would impact the assets and access around the site 
throughout the lifetime of the development. Beyond limited sections of 
seawall upgrades proposed, it is not fully clear what interventions may be 
needed in other areas and how any slope stability interventions would be 
secured for the lifetime of the development.  

• Maintenance of the access roads/infrastructure to the new properties on 
the coast is not currently secured if any erosion slope or movement affects 
them during the lifetime of the development.  

 
6.5  The Archaeology Officer has commented that their principal concerns relate to 

whether the proposed development conserves and enhances the special 
character of the historic environment and whether the proposal is informed by 
sufficient evidence to understand the impacts upon the significance of heritage 
assets and their setting. Due to the scale of the development, they consider that 
the proposal will undoubtedly impact on the significance of national designated 
heritage assets and will impact on the wider historic landscape and seascape 
and harm the significance of locally listed Springhill Estate. More detailed 
comments are set out within the evaluation section of this report.  
 

6.6  The Council’s Environmental Health Officer has raised no objection, subject to 
conditions requiring the submission of a contamination report.  
 

6.7  Island Roads have commented raising objection/no objection subject to 
conditions. There comments are discussed in more detail in the Highway 
Considerations section in the Evaluation below.  
 

 External Consultees 
 

6.8  The Environment Agency have raised no objection, subject to conditions that the 
development must be carried out in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk 
Assessment and that the submission of details in respect of the design, 
inspection and maintenance of the proposed sea defences. They have also 
provided advice to officers which is discussed, where relevant, in the evaluation 
section of this report.  
 

6.9  Natural England have commented that further information is required to 
determine impacts on designed sites, specially, further consideration on the 
impacts of the proposed seawall stabilisation works on the qualifying habitats of 
the Solent Maritime SAC and the impact the proposals will have on the 
qualifying features of Briddlesford SAC and the functionally linked habitat. In 
respect of the impact on the landscape they recommend consideration is given 
to the advice of the AONB Partnership. They also recommend that consideration 
is given to the English Coast Path. Further advice is also provided in respect of 



protected species, SUDs and sensitive lighting.  
 

6.10  Historic England object to the application on the grounds that the proposal to 
convert the estate into a resort would destroy much of what is special about the 
place. They question the viability of the scheme to secure a sustainable future 
for the estate, even in a “severely mutilated form”. They consider that the 
proposals to be fundamentally at odds with the significance of the ensemble 
formed by Norris Castle, its farm buildings and its designated landscape. As the 
proposals would not secure the future of the estate the applicant has not clearly 
and convincingly justified the harm that the development would cause, nor have 
they set out demonstrable public benefits that would outweigh that harm. 
Furthermore, the proposals would cause substantial harm to the Grade I 
registered landscape. Neither of the tests for substantial harm could be met, 
firstly because the public benefits this scheme promises are not deliverable and, 
secondly, because none of the alternative four tests have been fulfilled.  
 

6.11  The National Landscape (AONB) Planning Officer has raised objections to the 
application on the grounds that the myriad of proposals within this application 
will erode and/or cause harm to the special qualities for which the area is 
designed. They raise significant concerns regarding the harmful visual and 
physical impacts these developments would have on the protected landscape, 
historic listed buildings and the Registered Park and Garden and highlight that 
the proposals in relation to the sea wall are contrary to the AONB Management 
Plan Policy P1 and the Shoreline Management plan, which requires the 
continuation of natural processes and no active intervention. Concerns are also 
expressed in respect of light pollution, the impact on the setting of the AONB 
from the Springhill element of the development. They comment that the 
development proposed would be urbanising, out of character and scale with the 
existing landscape, appearing incongruous in the setting and overbearing on the 
seascape. They also raised concerns regarding the significant loss of trees and 
impacts to Ancient Semi Natural Woodland. The application is considered 
contrary to policies P1, P15, P25, P26, P28, P29, P34, P35, P39, P56, and 
therefore Objectives 1 and 6 of the AONB Management Plan. In line with the 
amended CRoW Act 2000, Section 85, the LPA must seek to further the purpose 
of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB which this 
application fails to do. More detailed comments are provided in relevant sections 
in the evaluation of this report.  
 

 Parish/Town Council Comments 
 

6.12  East Cowes Town Council objected to the planning application, for the following 
reasons: 
 

• Highway impact on the Esplanade and surrounding road network including 
New Barn Road, including construction traffic, contrary to DM2  

• Impact on the various listed buildings 
• The proposals would not enhance the setting of any of the listed buildings 

or the surrounding landscape setting  
• The Town Council do not support housing within the West Field, as it is a 

remote unsustainable location with no direct access to public transport  
• The subterranean nature of the housing in the West Field would add cost 

and further reduce funds for the preservation of listed buildings  



• The Sentinel units and Coastal Cottages would be new and bulky 
structures, completely incongruous in the overall design of the site  

• Lack of clarity regarding the appearance of retaining walls close to the 
Sentinels, or their impact on trees   

• The structural report provided by HLS for the Council contradicts the 
findings of the applicant’s report 

• Historic England have confirmed that the castle is not moving, or that there 
is major subsidence as claimed by the applicant  

• The castle seemed to be watertight and in a reasonable state of repair 
when the Parish Council visited it 

• There is no detail regarding the intact kitchen and its existing features and 
how these would be affected  

• The proposed mezzanine within the carriage entrance would harm the 
appearance of the listed building  

• The rooms within the castle are small but 5* hotel rooms are normally large 
and if approved, it is expected that there would be attempts later to 
increase the rooms by demolishing internal walls  

• The Parish Council is concerned about the proposed false ceilings and 
walls to be used  

• Concerned that repairs to the listed buildings would not happen  
• There would be insufficient profit to balance the conservation deficit and 

the applicant has not provided alternative approaches to protect the grade 
I listed buildings or the designated heritage assets at the site  

• Viability of the scheme for funding listed building maintenance in the longer 
term 

• The applicants claim that the scheme is not enabling development  
• No justification for the use of Castlepoint (the Bathing House) as a 

restaurant  
• The visual clutter of the changes to the Bathing House would create an 

odd mix of materials between the previous and proposed uses  
• Impact on landscape setting  
• The use of the Bathing House building would put people at risk of flooding  
• The flood levels would require the floor of the Bathing House to be raised 

by 1.1m  
• Concerns regarding the visual impact of retaining walls around the 

restaurant  
• Impact on surrounding businesses in the area 
• Concerns regarding the stability of seawalls at the Esplanade and potential 

for flooding  
• No details of impacts to trees as a result of the footpath route between the 

Bathing House and the rest of the estate  
• No details of lighting for the footpath route  
• Concerns regarding light spillage from windows above ground for the 

Castle Crescent  
• Ventilation chimneys for Castle Crescent would appear incongruous  
• The castle terrace would harm the setting of the castle and break up the 

undulating natural appearance of the land beneath the castle 
• The cost of the terrace would detract funds from repairing heritage assets  
• Lack of information regarding the stability of walls of the farmstead and 

walled garden, and the use of alternatives to support them 



• The new elements within the walled garden would not enhance its setting  
• Queries over whether the subterranean elements within the walled garden 

would destabilise it 
• Additional holiday structures would be cramped and not be high quality 

accommodation and would appear cluttered in relation to the farm and 
walled garden  

• The land around the walled garden is not flat and so proposed units may 
protrude above the walls, causing significant harm to its setting  

• Modern barn residences would appear urbanising and not of a high quality  
• Supported the conversion of farm workers dwellings to holiday use  
• The development within the South West Field would not be sustainable as 

anyone living in the units would have to walk along a road lacking 
pavements or lighting  

• The access would be too narrow to serve the South West Field  
• The layout of the houses in the South West Field would be poor, with 

houses cramped  
• The houses would not bear any resemblance to its setting, with large 

footprints and poor quality design  
• No affordable housing proposed for Springfield plans  
• Conflict between the nearby camping site and the housing at Springfield as 

a result of noise  
• Lack of parking for the Springfield proposals  
• Poor walking or cycling access for Springfield development   
• Structural integrity of designated heritage assets 
• Parks of the proposal being constructed, but repairs to the listed building 

not being made 
• Viability of the scheme for funding the listed building maintenance in the 

long term 
 

 Third Party Representations 
 

6.13  A total of 111 representations objecting to the planning application and 59 to the 
listed building application have been received, which raised the following 
summarised comments/concerns:  
 

• Contrary to the NPPF and Island Plan 
• The site is outside of the settlement boundary 
• No need for the housing  
• The grounds of the castle are grade I listed and the proposals should be 

thrown out immediately as totally inappropriate  
• Development would never be allowed on the grade II Osborne Estate, so 

why would it be allowed on the grade I listed Norris estate?  
• This is an exceptional site and the damage to the whole asset would be 

unacceptable 
• All the major heritage assets would be subjected to development impacts  
• The farmstead is totally unique and its character would be totally destroyed 

with the 34 units and spa 
• A sympathetic restoration could be achieved as all buildings are in a state 

to be saved 
• All major heritage assets are unacceptably impact by the development  



• The farmstead and walled kitchen garden are unique  
• The enormity of the development would have a considerable impact on 

flora and fauna  
• The works to the listed building are only being used to justify a major 

development  
• Applicant has failed to deliver this type of development in other parts of the 

country  
• If the applicant cannot afford to carry out the development then the site 

should be sold  
• The castle is narrow and not suitable to provide a high quality hotel 
• Proposed changes to the castle to provide the hotel would destroy the 

character of the rooms  
• The castle was designed by James Wyatt and is a fine example of neo-

gothic architecture with fine interior rooms with historic associations with 
Osborne and the developers have not taken this history into account  

• The castle is more suited to a private dwelling  
• Continued neglect of the castle has increased conservation deficit  
• Damage to the building has occurred under the current owner  
• The Planning Authority could use legal powers to force the owner to carry 

out essential repairs  
• There are viable alternatives to the proposals, which would cause 

significantly less harm  
• The proposed scheme is not viable/ there would be a deficit of millions  
• The developer paid over the odds for the estate, and are hoping to recover 

their investment through a larger development that might have been 
envisaged  

• The property could be sold to private buyers as a private dwelling  
• There are 3 grade I and 8 grade II listed buildings  
• Norris is one of the few intact estates on the Island  
• It needs to be made clear who would operate the hotel, would it be open to 

residents?  
• Harm to the castle as a result of the subterranean accommodation  
• The dwellings proposed would not be the Affordable Housing that is so 

desperately needed/ houses would be second homes  
• A gated community would not bring much advantage to those who live 

here  
• The proposed sentinel houses, boathouse and bathing station should be 

refused due to the change to the shoreline 
• The coastline is currently untouched which makes it unique  
• The scheme would be overdevelopment including many unnecessary 

buildings designs that would harm the AONB  
• The senior living accommodation would be too large and be detrimental to 

the Esplanade and woodland  
• Impact of the development when seen from the sea  
• Loss of greenspace  
• Loss of the buffer zone between the town and Osborne  
• Loss of the sea views between West Cowes and Springfield   
• Visual impact assessments are inadequate  
• The harm to the seascape caused by the development cannot be justified  
• The proposed seawall would be contrary to the Shoreline Management 



Plan 
• Protection of the land from the sea is not required, as the castle is built in a 

stretch of limestone  
• There could be more economical ways of slowing down coastal erosion  
• Increased risk of flooding  
• Impact of sewerage discharged to the Solent  
• Loss of character to the area 
• Impact of light pollution on the Springhill and Norris estates and wildlife  
• Impact of cars, sun loungers, barbecues etc around the proposed hobbit 

houses, which are not shown on the plans 
• The proposed houses would be ugly and develop ribbon development to 

Wootton 
• Impact on the AONB and the grade I parkland  
• Impact on the East Cowes Conservation Area 
• Impact of traffic on the seafront and play area, walkers/ dog walkers, users 

of the area   
• Access arrangements to the ferry terminal are already unsuitable  
• The Esplanade is too narrow for additional traffic  
• The transport assessment gives a false impression of traffic flows 
• The transport assessment fails to investigate the public danger of 

increased traffic volume  
• Predicted traffic flows are unrealistic  
• East Cowes is on gridlock in the summer due to ferry traffic  
• Roads in the area are narrow and twisting/ not suitable for traffic  
• Access to the site would be inadequate  
• Lack of suitable visibility for the proposed signalised junction onto the 

Esplanade 
• Lack of footpaths/ pavements for some roads  
• Plans for double yellow lines in New Barn Road would not mitigate 

problems  
• To make residents in New Barn Road walk (due to loss of parking) would 

be impractical 
• Risk of accidents to children  
• Impact of flooding and high waves on proposed Esplanade access 
• Impact on the town’s flood response that are planned with a temporary 

barrier system 
• Impact on the sewer system 
• Impact on the use of East Cowes Sailing Clubs use of their dinghy park on 

the Esplanade  
• Impact on the public slipway 
• Impact of additional traffic on East Cowes  
• East Cowes has only one road access  
• Additional pollution to the area  
• Noise and pollution caused by construction  
• The area is unstable due to blue slipper clay/ impact on ground stability  
• The information has failed to note that the castle is built on limestone  
• Impact on the dinghy park   
• The East Cowes Esplanade should not be used as an access  
• Coastal areas should not be privatised 
• The National Coastal Path could be extended through this site – Officer 



comment – the National Coastal Path is the subject of a separate 
consenting process that is administered by Natural England   

• Loss of woodland and impact to wildlife  
• Failure to submit a rigorous biodiversity checklist  
• The information has erroneously claimed that there are no red squirrels at 

the site  
• The development would be less intrusive if the houses were further from 

existing housing 
• The 5 year construction process would cause disruption  
• The castle is beyond affordable repair and being used as a feature of the 

development that would never materialise  
• The developers could just walk away early, with some works unfinished  
• The costs do not add up 
• Impact on Grade II listed Cow Tower  
• The castle has always been a private dwelling and is too small for a hotel 
• Impact of the development on tourists visiting the Island  
• Lack of suitable infrastructure/ lack of doctors and dentists/ impact on 

schools  
• Loss forever of unspoilt landscape  
• Impact on wildlife and habitat  
• No benefit to the local community  
• Lack of willingness to use New Barn Road 
• Impact on the community owned parts of the Esplanade  
• Increasing risk of landslips from Springhill Woods 
• Continuing threat of expanding the development 
• Development could be left uncompleted 
• Impact from access off New Barn Road 
• Road signs would be out of character 
• Currently unrestricted parking on New Barn Road, the build out would limit 

parking for those properties that do not have off road parking and for 
visitors etc. 

• Buildouts would restrict delivery and emergency vehicles etc. 
• Buildouts would cause a hazard to pedestrians 

 
6.14  Nine letters of support/ no objection were received in relation to the planning 

application, which made the following summarised comments: 

• The developers must be careful to protect the character of the castle’s 
surrounding estate  

• Too much development must be avoided  
• Public access through the estate would be beneficial to the public and this 

should be a condition 
• The Esplanade access is brave and might inject some life into a tired area 
• The Island desperately needs development 
• Norris Castle has fallen into disarray  
• The developers have taken public concerns into account and tried to make 

the scheme viable  
• The developers are keen to improve local infrastructure  
• Housing would attract new people and make public houses more viable 

and a busier seafront  



• Highways issues are resolvable  
• Accessing a small part of New Barn road is sensible, with sensible use of 

double yellow lines but visibility must be improved 
• The development would be a great asset to East Cowes and the Island  
• East Cowes has little to offer other than Osborne House and Waitrose  
• The development would bring jobs and boost the Island economy and 

restore a lovely building  
• The current application, while not perfect, is the best we can hope for 
• There should be more flexibility when it comes to saving heritage assets  
• The scheme would save the history of the site 
• This is the quality of development that East Cowes needs  
• The castle’s survival has to be secured by commercial development 

 
6.15  The Georgian Group objected to the proposed development, raising the 

following summarised concerns: 

• Alarming caused by the proposed castle terrace on views of the castle and 
landscape  

• Highly questionable and intrusive approach to the conversion of the 
Castle’s principal rooms; the impact of the glazed mezzanine on the 
service wing 

• The intensive development of the Grade I listed walled garden as a 
residential spa and the questionable structural justification for the spa 
residences; the irredeemable loss of agricultural character within the 
farmstead 

• The negative impact of market housing on the parkland and on key Castle 
views 

• Overdevelopment of this highly significant and tranquil landscape and 
irrevocable loss of character of both Norris Castle and Springhill estates 

• Concerns regarding the viability of the proposed development 
• Concerns regarding the applicant’s structural information  
• Considered that the proposals would cause irreparable substantial harm to 

the Grade I registered park and to the setting and fabric of the Grade I 
listed castle and farmstead 

• No evidence of compensating public benefit sufficient to outweigh 
substantial harm 

• None of the tests set out within the NPPF paragraph 207 have been met, 
with some not even attempted by the applicant  
 

6.16  The Isle of Wight Society objected to the planning and listed building 
applications, raising the following summarised concerns: 

• The harm to the fabric of the castle, its setting, the farmstead and kitchen 
garden and the Registered Park and Garden would far outweigh any 
benefit that might ensue  

• This is a complex Georgian estate still in its original form 
• The developer’s geologist has not taken into account that the castle sites 

on a Bembridge limestone foundation. The castle is 223 years old and will 
not slip in the near future  

• The access plans will severely harm the East Cowes Conservation Area  



• The locally listed Springhill grounds will be severely damaged in character  
• The plans are incomplete and often merely indicative, in places 

contradictory and sometimes illegible and show insufficient detail for a full 
planning application to be considered  

• Many of the roads in East Cowes have been reduced to single width 
carriageways due to parking caused by additional housing  

• As the application for Springhill is outline, the number of dwellings could 
increase 

• New Barn Road is not suitable for widening  
• Millfield Road would not be a suitable means of access  
• The application would result in the change of use of a section of the 

Esplanade as an access road for recreation areas, to an access serving 
280 units with additional trips relating to visitors and staff at the site 

• The development phase would require considerable volume of heavy 
traffic along residential roads  

• Construction traffic must not use Old Road  
• Impact on the ferry service 
• Housing in East Cowes has increased by 50 per cent over the last three 

decades and put considerable strain on services  
• The town would suffer a prolonged period of disruption as the supplies of 

electricity and water are improved 
• For the quality of life for residents, the density of town should not be 

increased 
• The IPS recognises that certain parts of the Island are not suitable for 

further development, surely this must also apply to East Cowes  
• Lack of parking 
• Damage to the grounds and views from the sea 

 

6.17  The CPRE objected to the proposed development, raising the following 
summarised concerns: 

• The house and grounds have remained untouched for a significant amount 
of time and CPRE recognise that the house, model farm and gardens 
require urgent repair  

• Supported the idea of converting the castle to a hotel, but believed the 
proposals would damage the setting of the Listed Building and parkland 

• Concerned about the subterranean aspects and the harm they might 
cause to the structure of the building and landscape setting 

• Concerned that the size of bedrooms currently in the castle, would not 
meet the requirements of a 5* hotel 

• Not enough information to show whether false ceilings and walls would 
cause harm 

• Concerned about the visual impact of the terrace structure as it would 
cause harm to the landscape setting  

• Concerned about the harm caused to parkland by terracing shown on 
some plans, as shown on the sentinel and bathhouse elevations  

• Strongly objected to the proposals within the model farm area 
• Not enough detail within the application in relation to the pleasure garden 

and cant understand how it would fit within the setting, or the planning 
design choice  

• Concerned about highway risks to users of New Barn Road and the 



Esplanade 
• Noted that the housing aspects are in outline, but believed the information 

is too vague  
• The housing would be on greenfield land 
• The applicant states that the whole application is not enabling 

development, and then claims that the housing is required to finance the 
repairs to the castle  

• Lack of information regarding outdoor lighting  
 

6.18  The Gardens Trust raised concerns regarding the applicant’s submitted 
information, which can be summarised as follows: 

• The visualisations within the applicant’s LVIA should be treated with a 
degree of caution due to a high degree of artistic license in deciding which 
area of woodland trees are cropped out in views 

• It is conceivable that existing trees have been retained [in visualisations] to 
hide proposed buildings  

• Confusion between the Arboricultural Implications Report and Land 
Restoration Plan as to which trees would be removed or be retained  

• The lack of a detailed landscape plan adds an element of inaccuracy and 
potential deception  

• The location, size and species of tree planting is not accurately determined  
• Disappointed regarding the lack of visualisations of the farm and walled 

garden or judgment of nighttime effects 
 

6.19  The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust commented that the significance of Norris 
Castle is heightened by its group value of castle, model farm and designed 
landscape, which together create an extremely fine example of Picturesque 
landscape style, crucially and remarkably virtually unchanged since its creation 
c1799. Their comments refer to the grade I listed park and garden as likely to 
have been laid out by Humphry Repton. The Gardens Trust have objected to the 
development, raising the following summarised concerns: 

• We have very serious concerns about the scale of the development  
• The proposals represent an overdevelopment of this extremely precious 

site which will irrevocably alter the character and spirit of place of both 
Norris Castle and Springhill 

• The restoration of the sea wall, one of the most expensive parts of the 
restoration proposals, is in direct conflict with the IOWC’s Shoreline 
Management Plan 

• The sea walls are eroding not due to land-slippage as suggested in the 
application documents, but instead we would argue, by the power of the 
sea 

• The Historic England Structural Engineering Report contradicts the 
applicants information  

• The monolithic Sentinel buildings would permanently alter what is widely 
considered the most famous and historic view towards the castle from the 
north, and we strongly oppose the construction of these and the other 
developments along the seashore 

• Lack of information to assess the visibility of new structures in the 
landscape 

• With vegetation clearance (which we are told could jeopardise the stability 
of the slope) opening up historic views and also necessary for the 



construction of the Terrace, Castle Crescent, Restaurant by the Bathing 
House, Coastal Cottages, and their associated access roads, the newly 
built elements will become considerably more prominent within the 
landscape, negatively impacting its setting and significance 

• The many new roads throughout both estates plus the extensive new 
housing within Springhill will add to this negative, permanent impact upon 
the application site 

• Other introduced buildings which will be visible upon the approach to 
Norris Castle along the main drive: housing in the South West Field, the 
modern barn residences, car parking, and housing within the Walled 
Garden (which will be visible over the walls), will irrevocably adversely 
impact upon the way the various heritage assets are experienced within 
their setting 

• The proposed development in both Norris Castle and Springhill estates will 
be extremely harmful to the setting of the designated and non-designated 
heritage assets 

• During the long construction period the current tranquillity will be lost and 
subsequently, the additional qualities of remoteness, seclusion and privacy 
will also vanish forever 

• Impact of lighting at nighttime  
• Concerns that the Norris Castle developments are in essence a private 

gated community which will be inaccessible to the general public 
• Struggle to accept the applicant’s argument that the new build is not 

enabling development  
• The proposals fail to comply with the NPPF as the development within 

Norris Castle estate will so change the character of the RPG that future 
generations will no longer be able to appreciate its contribution to the 
quality of life as originally designed 

• The development does not make a positive contribution to local character 
and distinctiveness and changes that environment and the character of 
place forever 

• It is the degree of harm to the asset’s significance as a whole rather than 
the scale of the individual areas of development that we feel should be 
considered.  The sum total of all these individual works add up to cause 
substantial harm to the assets and their setting 

• The proposed development will be transformative, with the numerous new 
buildings damaging the setting and significance of a large and varied group 
of highly important designated and undesignated heritage assets, 
particularly their landscape frame. 

 
6.20  Save Britain’s Heritage objected to the planning and listed building applications, 

raising the following summarised concerns: 
• Insufficient information has been provided on the heritage impacts of the 

proposals as currently presented  
• The scheme will cause substantial and irreversible harm to multiple grade I 

listed heritage assets, with insufficient justification to outweigh such harm 
• Alarming that the detailed elements of the proposals are not accompanied 

with commensurately detailed plans and assessment of the existing 
buildings and landscape  

• Failure to provide detailed drawings of the existing layout and fabric of the 
castle and or model farm and so not possible to understand how these 



buildings are to be repaired, altered or impacted upon by the proposals  
• Lack of detail on how rooms within the Castle would be altered  
• No accurate visual representations or scale drawings to facilitate 

assessment of numerous impacts on landscape or key views of the castle 
and farm  

• Major changes to natural and historic environment, including the new 
terrace, sentinel buildings and cottages which would be visible from the 
sea 

• The sheer quantum of new development would be completely at odds with 
the landscapes fundamental character and significance causing 
irreversible and substantial harm to the grade I listed registered park and 
garden  

• The scale of new buildings proposed will have dramatic and far-reaching 
harmful impacts on the historic and natural landscape at Norris  

 
6.21  The Isle of Wight Ramblers Association has made comments that neither object 

or support the development, summarised as follows: 
• East Cowes has few footpaths and none in the coastal area to the east of 

the town 
• The development would offer an opportunity to create a path close to the 

coast and should allow connection to the town using the Esplanade and 
have an exit onto Old Road  

• Such a route would have a huge value to the local community and the 
Island  

• The Ramblers are disappointed that the applicant has failed to propose a 
suitable section of the English Coastal Path through Norris Castle  

6.22  Cycle Wight have advised that should consent be granted, a legal agreement 
should secure a financial contribution towards the East Cowes LCWIP proposals 
to assist visitors and residents access the wider area by walking and cycling. 
They commented that infrastructure in the proposals should meet national 
standards, and that cycle parking should be covered, with electrical charging 
sockets. Cycle Wight supported Rights of Way comments for a public path 
through the site.  
 

6.23  The United Kingdom Sailing Academy (UKSA) has objected the development, 
raising the following concerns about the site access: 

• Most of the properties would be accessed via the Esplanade  
• Traffic on the Esplanade is currently very light and slow 
• UKSA uses the Shrape Water Sports area extensively and believe that the 

increase in traffic will make activities less safe and expose children to 
traffic fumes 

• Increase in peak time traffic  
 

7.  Evaluation 
  

 Principle 
 

7.1  The application is a Hybrid, the Full element seeks consent to renovate a 
number of listed buildings and restore a registered park and garden, to provide a 
luxury hotel complex with a spa and wellbeing centre within the Norris Castle 



Estate, accessed off the Esplanade.  
 

7.2  Policy SP4 of the Core Strategy sets out that the Council will support sustainable 
growth in high quality tourism. The policy continues by outlining that to reflect the 
special tourism offer of the Isle of Wight, proposals for tourism related 
development should utilise the unique characteristics of the historic and natural 
environments without compromising their integrity.   
 

7.3  The principle of a high-quality tourism use of the site is therefore supported. 
However, officers consider that the proposed development would compromise 
the integrity of the designated buildings, structures and grounds and would 
therefore be contrary to policy SP4.  
 

7.4  The application site is located immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary 
of the Medina Valley Key Regeneration Area, and as such the general locational 
principle of development is acceptable. Policy SP1 does however require that all 
development on non-previously developed land will need to demonstrate how it 
will enhance the character and context of the area.  
 

7.5  The units proposed within the Springhill Estate are separated from the 
settlement boundary by Waverly Caravan Park, which sits on the western 
boundary of the site at this point and therefore appear more isolated. However, 
the site as a whole is immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary. The 
general principle of development in this location is therefore considered to be 
acceptable. Nonetheless, officers consider that the development would fail to 
enhance the character and context of the area and would therefore fail to comply 
with policy SP1.   
 

7.6  The conflict with policies as outlined above must be balanced with the benefits 
associated with the scheme; of renovating the listed building and landscape of 
the site. This is discussed in more detail in the viability section below.  
 

 Impact of the fabric of the listed buildings, the setting of those building, the 
character of the area including trees and ground stability.  
 

7.7  As outlined above, the application site includes a number of listed buildings and 
the proposed development would see works undertaken to these to bring them 
into active uses, as part of the overall complex. This section will look at each of 
the buildings and how they would be redeveloped, before looking at other works 
within the grounds, which is a registered park and garden. 
   

 The Castle 
 

7.8  Norris Castle is a Grade I listed building, which was first listed in August 1951. 
This listing was amended in January 2017 to increase the listing to Grade I. The 
Castle was designed by James Wyatt and built in c1799 – 1804 as a marine villa 
for Lord Henry Seymour. The principal reasons for listing set out within the 
official listing includes (but not limited to) the rarity of the building being an 
exemplar of a Regency marine villa, it being among the finest examples of his 
work in the Gothic Revival style, the architect, the fine interior rooms with Wyatt-
designed integral bookcases, stone fireplaces, over mantel mirrors, a stone 
staircase with mahogany handrail, and cast-iron kitchen range. 



 
7.9  As well as the principal reasons relating to the building itself outlined above, the 

official listing also references the group value with the Grade I-registered 
landscaped park that provides the villa’s setting, the Grade I-listed model farm, 
and the Grade II listed lodges [Fort Norris and South Lodge outside of the site 
boundary], Pump House, Bathing House, sea wall (a 50 metre length), cattle 
shelters and watering ponds, as well as the adjacent Grade II* registered park 
and Grade I-listed house at Osborne. This group value is referenced in the 
individual listings for each building within the estate.     
 

7.10  The application has been submitted with an Assessment of Significance. The 
site description within this document identifies that the “Castle area is of the 
highest significance and sensitivity” In the assessment of significance chapter 
the significance is linked to those identified in the official listing. In respect of the 
setting, the document sets out that “the setting of Norris Castle is integral to its 
original design and strongly contributes to its significance. The building was 
constructed on a man-made plateau which provides a series of terraces 
stepping down the slope towards the Solent.”  
 

7.11  Historic England have commented that “The complete and unaltered condition of 
Norris greatly enhances its significance…. The interiors of both farm and castle 
have undergone very little alteration since they were built. All the principal rooms 
in the castle remain largely as conceived by Wyatt. The survival of once 
common but now exceedingly rare features like mechanical smoke jacks and 
plate drying racks in the service wing is remarkable. To have both buildings and 
landscapes from this era surviving this intact is exceptionally rare.” 
 

7.12  The proposal seeks to convert the Castle to create a hotel with 17 suites and 
communal rooms to include receptions, bars, restaurant, dining, kitchen and 
prep room, and treatment rooms/facilities. The details submitted for the changes 
proposed are very limited given the historic importance of the building.  
 

7.13  The principle of converting the building into a hotel has been supported by 
Historic England, who consider that the use could work very well. However, they 
have raised concerns that “the way in which the applicant is approaching 
adapting the interior would lead to a very high level of harm.” 
 

7.14  Officers have a number of concerns in respect of the works proposed to the 
Castle, including proposed changes to the plan form, impact on decorative 
mouldings, the blocking up of windows and doors and insufficient information 
around detailed design. These are discussed in more detail below.  
 

7.15  To facilitate the provision of en-suite bathrooms within the proposed bedroom 
suites it would be necessary to block up windows and doors, which would cause 
visual harm as well as potentially causing issues of maintenance. The provision 
of internal walls within the rooms would cause severe harm to decorative 
mouldings (including skirting boards, dado rails and picture rails) as well as the 
proportions of the rooms.  Of particular note is the subdivision to the second-
floor tower with proposed ensuite and lobby. There would also be a degree of 
harm from the provision of services associated with these, for example waste or 
ventilation, of which there are no details. Although the annotation on the plans 
indicates that “new services can be run in false ceiling void without disturbing 



existing floor structures”. This does not however deal with how the waste etc. 
would exit the building.  
 

7.16  The ‘typical details’ for works to walls, floors and ceilings (for fire and sound 
separation) would involve constructing internal metal frames with plasterboard 
and decorative features replicated which officers consider would be highly 
intrusive. The drawings are not clear exactly where these would be located, but 
it appears to be rooms at the east end of the castle. The frames would cover the 
existing walls and decorative features and there would be a new ceiling 
approximately 0.6m below the existing ceiling to create a void above. This lining 
system would not be used on walls containing windows or fireplaces, but it 
would abut them at ceiling level as this would enclose the whole ceiling. As a 
result, this system would severely harm the rooms because of the visual loss of 
the original features covered and the change in the plan form and proportions of 
the rooms, a critical part of their design. There would also be problems 
associated with the juxtaposition of the replicated mouldings with the original 
walls, where new mouldings would meet the original walls with existing 
mouldings. There are also concerns with the use of plasterboard, a non-
breathable material, to an otherwise breathable building which could 
compromise the performance and longevity of the castle in these specific areas. 
 

7.17  There are contradictory details on drawing ‘protected areas and routes’ in 
relation to suites, staircases, and wall lining/portal frame provision. This is a 
major concern regarding an informed assessment and places considerable 
doubt on the accuracy of the details submitted.  
 

7.18  It is proposed to permanently enclose the staircase at the east end of the castle, 
along with the provision of a new staircase to provide access out to the 
proposed Castle Terrace. These works would result in the loss of historic fabric 
through the removal of the floors and external walls.   
 

7.19  To provide a restaurant space it is proposed to install a glass floor over the 
semi-circular courtyard and across the middle of the covered courtyard, 
including a new lift. There is no detail showing the design or fixing of these to the 
building itself, which is likely to need to be substantial having regard to the 
deadload (the structure itself) and the live-loading (from the use). Furthermore, 
their presence would fundamentally change the appearance and open character 
of these areas, as well as involve harmful alterations to facilitate them such as 
the internal blocking of windows and breaking through a section of the stone 
balustrade. The drawings also include some form of glazed roof over the 
external semi-circular courtyard area and whilst the drawings are unclear what 
form this would take, incorporating a glazed roof over this external area is highly 
likely to result in harm to the appearance of the castle, from this overtly modern 
intervention and the likely physical harm from the works required to 
accommodate it. It is also noted that these floors/ceiling alone would cost in the 
region of £366,000. Viability and costings are discussed in more detail in the 
relevant section below.  
 

7.20  The proposals include alterations to the use of rooms within the lower ground 
floor. Insufficient information has been submitted to support these works. For 
example, the change from a boiler room to a kitchen preparation room, and 
absence of service details that would be required for the treatment rooms which 



have no natural light or ventilation, as well as the means of escape for these 
spaces. The kitchen at the east end of the castle is a very important room 
retaining many fixtures and fixings of historic interest, but there are no details 
showing how or whether these would be preserved as part of the works to 
modernise the kitchen. Similarly, there are no details of the works required to the 
lounge bar and private booths. The castle is a highly significant listed building 
and an assessment of impact from these works has cannot be undertaken. 
Officers therefore consider that sufficient information has not been submitted to 
demonstrate that these works would not result in harm.  
 

7.21  The drawings include large scale details showing proposed upgrading of doors 
which are a minimum 45mm thick. Upgrading doors is likely to be acceptable but 
it is unclear what would happen to the doors less than 45mm thick. This could 
result in the loss of important architectural and historical features.  
 

7.22  Separating floors would be upgraded and whilst the works would be undertaken 
from above and most contained within the floor void, the floor is shown with a 
slight increase in height. This would require alteration to the skirtings and 
possibly doors and would also have a visual impact upon the fireplaces and 
associated stone hearths. Collectively these would result in harm.  
 

7.23  All areas would be protected by a full fire mist suppression system but there are 
no details of how the system would be provided throughout the building. These 
systems, along with the heating and ventilation systems require significant levels 
of service equipment and it is unclear how this would be incorporated in a 
sympathetic manner. 
 

7.24  In an assessment of the significance of the Norris estate Historic England have 
outlined that “The lack of alteration that the interior has undergone is 
remarkable. Seymour’s plunge pool even survives in the basement of the main 
wing. Nearly all the original chimneypieces survive and the service rooms in the 
basement are extraordinary. Here the kitchen survives complete with original 
range, the mechanical jack above it and contemporary shelving. B17 has its 
original pump, the scullery (B19) still has its sinks, slate bins and drying racks 
and B22 retains its stone sink and copper. Other rooms have their original 
shelves.”   
 

7.25  In Historic England’s detailed analysis of the impact of the proposals they 
consider the impact on this significance outlining that “The intensive nature of 
the conversion would mean that Norris’s remarkably rare intact early 19th century 
interior would be lost. This would be most keenly felt on the basement of the 
service wing, which is the most atmospheric part of the castle. Here the 
extraordinary survival that is the kitchen (B13) is to be converted into the main 
restaurant kitchen. No details are given but few, if any of its features could 
survive conversion of this area to meet modern catering standards. The drying 
racks, sinks and bins in the scullery (B19) would be lost as this space is 
intended to be turned into a corridor and stair well. The stone sinks in B22 are 
unlikely to survive this area being transformed into a private booth.  
 

7.26  The proposed treatment of individual hotel rooms would also be harmful. Here it 
is proposed to fit false ceilings, clad two of the four walls and add a compartment 
within the room for an en-suite (Rummey Design’s drawing RE1654-Z1-A507/01 



shows a typical finish in the proposed hotel rooms). It is not clear precisely which 
of the rooms this approach would be applied to, but in rooms with decorative 
cornices and skirting boards (such as suite 4, the former morning room on the 
ground floor and suite 15, the remarkable circular room on the first floor) a real 
historic room would be hidden by an ersatz one. This would compromise the 
authenticity of the castle, harming its significance.  
 

7.27  The vagueness of the proposals raises fears that further harmful works are 
envisaged. It is not clear whether the key ground floor rooms in the main wing 
would be treated in this way. These have décor designed by Wyatt with a great 
deal of care and subtlety and, if a false ceiling was fitted and walls over clad the 
level of harm would be of a very high order.” 
 

7.28  Aside from the works required to facilitate the conversion of the building, it is 
notable that there are no details of the repairs proposed to the Castle itself, 
which would be substantial given the poor condition of the castle and the likely 
structural works that will be required, all of which would have a major impact 
upon the historic fabric. Whilst the principle of repairs is accepted, these details 
form an integral part of the works and so must be provided now to enable an 
informed assessment to be made.  
 

7.29  The Council’s structural engineer has commented that, based on the information 
submitted the structural works proposed for the conversion are not of a 
significant structural nature and they have been considered to retain much of the 
existing structure. Existing small defects in the structure are considered to be 
due to lack of maintenance and all are typical in a structure of this age. They can 
all be simply repaired during the refurbishment works. However, consideration 
and further detailed investigation into the cracking within the walls in relation to 
cause and existing stability is required in the Lower Ground Floor Corridor as the 
existing steel propping appears to be of a simple supporting nature rather than a 
full structural repair.  
 

7.30  The applicant’s consultant has submitted a rebuttal to this stating that this 
assumption is incorrect as the current deterioration of the Castle (and 
Farmstead) is significant and worsening over time. They have however also 
confirmed that none of these defects are due to ground movement or foundation 
instability but are principally concerned with a breakdown of the building fabric – 
mainly through roof leaks but also due to deterioration of the external wall 
construction. Officers consider that the works proposed through the creation of 
the terrace and the seawall, as discussed below, would not assist with these 
issues. The need for works to the Castle is not in question. 
 

7.31  The Environmental Statement, submitted by the applicant, concludes that the 
magnitude of impact to the Castle would be moderate, beneficial with a 
significance of effect being moderate/large. Notwithstanding this and having 
regard to the range of information summarised above officers consider that the 
proposed works to the Castle would be significant and in the absence of 
additional detail, could result in substantial harm to a Grade I Listed Building, but 
in any event result in a very high degree of harm.  
 
 

7.32  The submitted document outlines that the hotel would need an inventory of not 



less than 74 suites for its year-round viability. As outlined above the Castle itself 
would provide 17 suites. The additional would be provided within a 57 suite 
extension, in the form of a crescent and a terrace. 
 

 Castle Crescent  
 

 7.33 
 

The proposed castle crescent would provide 38 suites as well as a reception, 
conference rooms, ‘public rooms’ and a modern kitchen to service the hotel. It 
would be positioned to the west of the castle, within a bowl formed in the 
landscape. It has been positioned here to reduce its visual prominence, with 
there being a 7-8 metre difference between upper and lower levels. It is 
proposed that the suites within the crescent would be attached to the Castle 
underground, via the castle terrace (discussed in the following section). 
 

7.34 
 

 

 

Despite being located within a bowl within the site, to accommodate the scale of 
building being proposed it would be cut into the slope with some excavations 
being over 6.5 metres in depth. This would still result in the proposed building 
projecting above the higher land level. Inadequate elevational and floor plans 
details have been provided of this building. The elevational plans do not show 
the external finish of the building, or the positioning of fenestration. The plans 
appear conceptual, which officers do not consider is acceptable when 
considering the proximity to the castle itself. The design and access statement 
provides a ‘façade study’, indicating the use of glazing and perforated metal. The 
statement goes on to state that “the precise detailing of the façade is to be 
finalised”. Officers do not consider this to be acceptable or something that could 
be covered by condition, for a large-scale building within the grounds of a Grade 
I listed building and registered park and garden. 
 

 7.35 The planning statement and the design and access statement indicate that the 
reception for the hotel could be provided within the crescent, via a “glass chips”. 
However, no details of this glass structure have been provided, with the design 
and access statement stating, “sculptural glass shape to be developed further”. 
Again, officers do not consider this to be acceptable. As a full application within 
the grounds of a Grade I listed building and within a Grade I registered park and 
garden, the design would need to be submitted in detail, especially as this 
element would be a ‘feature’ of the building. 
 

 7.36 The northern end of the building would project one and a half storeys out of the 
ground. ‘Chimney’ features are also incorporated for ventilation but add height 
that would make the structure more visible. Submitted details suggest that these 
chimneys have been incorporated to “punctuate the landform and are a 
reference to the blocky quality of the Castle”. However, officers consider that 
these features provide an alien intrusion within the landscape, that would appear 
incongruous rather than providing a visual link to the castle. 
 

 7.37 Although much has been submitted to seek to demonstrate that this building 
would not be visible from the sea, suggesting that it would therefore not impact 
on the setting of the Castle, there are other views within the estate which are 
equally as important to the setting of the listed building where it would be visible 
and harmful. The castle and its relationship with the foreground are very 
important components of the building and parks significance with the areas 
immediately in front and around the Castle being highly sensitive areas that in 



their current form contribute positively towards the setting of the castle and the 
appearance of the Park. 
 

 7.38 Historic England have commented that “These exploit a bowl in the landscape 
where it appears to be possible to hide development in longer-range views. 
Nevertheless, it will be plainly visible in views from the west side of the castle, 
including from the distinctive D-shaped bastion, and both would be visible in 
close views of the castle from the west. The sense of the castle standing alone 
in a parkland, a key element of the landscape, would be eroded harming the 
significance of castle and park. While not as damaging as some other elements, 
such as the terrace or west field, this aspect of the scheme would harm the 
significance of both the castle and the registered landscape and this harm needs 
to be taken seriously.” 
 

 7.39 The proposed Castle Crescent would impact on the setting of the listed building 
and the registered Park and Garden. Due to the lack of information on external 
elevations and projecting glazing features to demonstrate otherwise, officers are 
of the opinion that the proposed extension would have a significant impact on 
the setting of the Castle and the Park and Garden, resulting in substantial harm 
contrary to policy DM11 and DM12 of the Core Strategy and the NPPF. 
 

 Castle terrace 
 

 7.40 The castle terrace would provide the final 19 suites together with a swimming 
pool and treatment rooms. Although it is proposed to use the Farmstead as a 
spa, the submitted information suggests that this is too far from the Castle and 
therefore the hotel building itself would have to provide similar facilities.  
 

 7.41 The submitted planning statement outlines that “the castle terrace is set within 
the existing man-made terrace which appears unfinished”. However, the 
footnote confirms that “Whether the existing man-made terrace was completed 
or unfinished is not known”. In light of this it also is reasonable to presume that 
the man-made terrace was constructed to the front of the castle to provide a 
natural bank for the castle to appear on top of, accentuating the isolated and 
elevated appearance of the building. The current setting of the castle, regardless 
of potential intent when constructed is open green space and undeveloped. The 
submitted assessment of significance outlines that the setting of the castle is 
integral to its original design and strongly contributes to its significance. The 
documents further outline that the castle is constructed on a man-made plateau 
which provides a series of terraces. It is considered by officers that this 
undeveloped setting is important to the significance of the building and the 
positioning of the terrace would be harmful. 
 

 7.42 Norris Castle represents an exemplar Regency Marine Villa estate. The Castle is 
among the finest examples of James Wyatt’s secular Gothic Revival work and 
the landscaped park and pleasure grounds have strong association with 
Humphry Repton. Laid out according to the picturesque principles the siting of 
the castle took full advantage of the topography of the landscape ensuring 
commanding views of the castle and its setting from the sea. The castle and its 
relationship with the foreground are a very important component of the building 
and parks significance. The areas immediately in front and around the castle are 
highly sensitive areas that contribute positively towards the setting of the castle 



and the appearance of the Parkland. The experience of the castle in its 
landscaped setting is extremely important whether gained from long distance 
views from the sea, in closer proximity whilst travelling through the Park, or from 
the building itself, where uninterrupted views of the sea form an important 
component of the seascape.  
 

7.43 In an appreciation of the significance of the Norris estate Historic England have 
outlined that “The grass terrace to the south of the castle is clearly a conscious 
creation on the part of Repton or Seymour. It forms an area of flat ground 
directly in front of the castle and overlooking the sea that the occupants can use 
for recreation without compromising the effect of parkland coming right up to the 
castle.” 
 

7.44 
 

The heritage impact assessment submitted with the application acknowledges 
that the terraces (terrace and crescent) would provide new structures in “highly 
sensitive locations. The terrace to the north is within the sightline between the 
castle and the Solent, which is a key element of the listed buildings setting”. 
Although much has been submitted to seek to demonstrate the impact from this 
building would be minimal when viewed from the sea, there are other views 
within the estate, towards and from the castle which are important to the setting 
of the listed building and Registered Park where it would be visible and harmful. 
It would be a substantial building that is considered to represent 
overdevelopment of the area around the castle, that would harm the sense of 
isolation of the castle and the clear intention for the parkland to extend right up 
to the castle, which is of significance to the setting of the building. This setting is 
not only appreciated from afar, but also from close proximity in the landscape 
surrounding the castle.  
 

7.45 
 

The submitted design and access statement outlines that the terrace needs to 
“convey the sense of “strength” of the castle” and a number of options are 
presented for the elevational detailing. The elevational plans show opinion C. 
The plans indicate the approximate ground level to the north of the terrace, 
which would result in only the upper section of the terrace being visible. 
However, officers consider seeking to ‘hide’ the building within the landform 
does not remove the impacts associated with development in this part of the 
site, especially as it forms part of the Grade I registered park and garden.  
 

7.46 The application has been supported by a structural survey, which considered 
that that “there is a risk of slope stability affecting both the Castle and the 
landscape, both of which are listed, such that remedial actions are considered 
necessary to ensure the stability of this section of the slope. Other sections of 
the slope may also be at risk of slope instability and will need to be given further 
consideration, although the consequences of any slope movement may be less 
significant and may reduce the necessity to carry out remedial works.” 
 

7.47 The structural information suggests that slope stability remedial action is using a 
combination of approaches, and in this instance the proposal seeks to reduce 
the mobilizing force by slope crest overloading. The report outlines that this 
could be achieved “by removing the historical earthworks which were added to 
provide a level terrace plateau at the top of the slope and represent a significant 
additional weight at the slope crest. Whilst the removal of this soil would have 
significant effect on stabilizing the slope, it is considered that the visual impact of 



this soil removal may be unacceptable. The historical earthworks could be 
removed and replaced with light weight fill, but a significant betterment could be 
achieved by excavating out and constructing the proposed below ground terrace 
building…. It is considered that the construction of the below ground level 
terrace combined with the use of lightweight fill where required would have the 
maximum potential stabilization of the slope.”  
 

7.48 
 

In assessing the submitted structural information officers have commissioned an 
independent assessment. Whilst it is agreed that there is potential within the 
geological strata for slope instability, there is no evidence of historic or recent 
damage due to ground movement to the Castle structure nor has there been 
reported movements to the ground occurring in the vicinity. The proposals for 
the Castle Crescent and Terrace would require significant ground movement 
and relive pressure on the area. 
 

7.49  The submitted information suggests that “the ground on the down slope side of 
the line of pinning piles could be removed as this would provide an element of 
crest unloading without affecting the castle. Replacement of this soil loading with 
a sensibly designed building would make use of this space, minimise the visual 
impact and still allow for some slope unloading as the building would be 
expected to weigh less than the existing soil.” 
 

7.50  This is not disputed. However, the Council’s structural consultants have 
concluded that “the retaining walls for the Terrace are in close proximity to the 
Castle walls and design and sequencing of work will be required to maintain the 
stability of the existing structure, the design must also allow for potential slip 
planes due to the location near the poorly stratified Head Deposits. Full detailed 
site investigation will be required to determine the ground below the Castle and 
to the North of the Castle, a detailed assessment of the geological section will 
also be required to locate slip planes as suggested in the submitted reports. If 
slip planes are located additional work may be required at these locations. 
Specific consideration must also be given to the placement of the large amounts 
of spoil from the construction as it must not be placed to load another area of the 
site which would then have the potential for slope instability.”  
 

7.51  In response to the independent assessment commissioned by officers, a letter 
has been submitted by the applicant’s engineers outlining that “It is accepted 
that there is a requirement at the appropriate time for detailed ground 
investigation to inform the detailed design of the necessary engineering works to 
stabilise the slope and protect the listed building and landscape.” The report 
concluding that “More detailed design and slope assessments will obviously be 
required, but at this stage it is considered that action is required to ensure the 
short term and longer-term stability of the slope at this site, in particular in the 
vicinity of the listed castle structure, which could be at risk of catastrophic failure 
in the event of a slope movement.” Having regard to the harm which would be 
caused to the setting of the listed building and the park from the terrae, officers 
consider it necessary for this additional investigation to be done now, or any 
approved scheme could either cause more harm or not be effective.  
 

7.52  As well as reducing the mobilising force of the slope crest unloading it would 
also be necessary to reduce the mobilising force by increased ground 
resistance. The submitted report set out that “once the most critical slip planes 



have been identified, these can be stabilized through the introduction of 
reinforced concrete piled foundations, installed along a line and to a depth 
depending upon a detailed design to essentially pin through the most critical slip 
surfaces and prevent slope movement in these locations. Initial concept designs 
indicate the requirement for a 150 metre line of 0.6 metre diameter piles 
extending to 30 metres below ground level at approximately 3 metre centres. 
Clearly the cost of this approach [is] significant and it could also be detrimental 
to the landscape. The requirement for this approach could be obviated by the 
suggestions above, or these piles could be incorporated into the design of the 
foundations to the terrace structure to provide a betterment to the slope 
stabilization provided by this structure…” 
 

7.53  The structural information submitted with the application includes a letter written 
to Historic England, who commissioned GeoConsult to undertake a geotechnical 
review of proposed slope stabilisation works. This states that “we [GeoConsult 
on behalf of Historic England] consider that the assessment lacks detail: it 
appears to be based on conjecture and provides no compelling evidence to 
support the conclusion that the proposed stabilisation works are currently 
necessary to mitigate an imminent risk of slope instability. Details of the ground 
models used in the slope stability analyses (including the stratification, the 
presence and location of pre-existing slip surfaces, peak and residual soil shear 
strength parameters and the groundwater regime) and associated factors of 
safety have not been provided. Without this information it is not possible to offer 
meaningful comment on Wilson Bailey’s preliminary stability analyses.….it is 
also significant that the assessment presented by Wilson Bailey [on behalf of the 
applicant] gives no consideration to Norris Castle having stood for over 200 
years without any apparent impact from slope movement (this inference being 
based on there being no mention of any building damage or field evidence of 
slope movement closely adjacent to the Castle). Such considerations are 
relevant to the assessment because they provide a strong indication that the 
prevailing stability of the slope is likely to be adequate in respect of imminent risk 
from slope movement at the Castle’s location. Subject to confirmation of the 
above (which would likely require more detailed study, investigation, and 
assessment) the medium to long term threat to the Castle from slope instability 
could potentially be mitigated by simply maintaining existing conditions.” 
 

7.54  “In this regard, and based on the available information, continued sea erosion at 
the toe of the slope would appear to be the primary risk driver and the most 
likely trigger of slope instability at the Castle’s location in the medium and long 
term. It is therefore possible that suitable toe protection works in combination 
with maintenance of existing drainage measures and surface vegetation would 
adequately mitigate the risk to the Castle from future slope instability.” 
 

7.55  The Geoconsult report continues by outlining that “If sea erosion at the slope toe 
is not arrested, a succession of landslips will inevitably occur and the actively 
unstable section of slope along the shoreline will continue to retreat inland until it 
ultimately undermines the Castle. The timeframe for such events is difficult to 
predict with certainty. However, comparison of the LiDAR data from 2001 and 
2020 suggests that where the seawall has been breached on the line of Section 
A-A’ the toe of the slope is being eroded at an average rate of around 0.1 to 0.2 
m per year (see Figures 6 and 7). On this basis, it is very tentatively estimated 
that it could take around 175 to 350 years for the crest of the unstable slope 



section to retreat by 35 m and begin to impact the Castle.” 
 

7.56  A further report submitted by the applicant sets out that “The section through 
Norris Castle is marginally steeper than elsewhere and it is considered likely that 
the castle may become affected by ground movement if the sea defences are 
not soon repaired. If it is found that the slip here is deep seated, as are most 
slips forming the coastal slopes on the north side of the island, then just 
repairing the sea defences may not be sufficient to ensure stability. 
Nevertheless, there is no engineering reason why the ground on which the 
castle sits, cannot be stabilised by employing a range of techniques, potentially 
including unloading of the slope and installation of piled reinforcement to the 
slope. Recommendations are made for a comprehensive site investigation to 
assess stability and provide the information required for the design of sea 
defences, stabilisation works and foundations of any proposed buildings.” 
 

7.57  The Council’s structural engineer have also commented that “drainage behind 
the large retaining walls is very important and a separate land drain system 
should be designed to ensure no overloading of the existing strata. Any build-up 
of water could cause instability in the adjacent ground”. The applicant’s engineer 
has responded by confirming that “obviously elements of drainage would be 
considered in detail as part of this proposal together with consideration of the 
sequencing of works.” This information does not however form part of the 
submission. 
 

7.58  The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust have raised concerns about the introduction of 
the Terrace and Crescent buildings (and the car parking area), within the 
immediate context of the Castle, which they consider would dramatically alter 
the character and setting of the Castle and views within the Registered Park and 
Garden. They have set out in their comments that they consider that the 
justification for the ‘Terrace’ in performing a structural role in supporting the 
Castle is questionable, given that the Structural Survey within the Viability 
Appraisal Appendix C states, ‘There is little evidence of foundation movement 
causing damage to the load-bearing external walls’.  
 

7.59  Consideration is given to the works to the seawall below, but in respect of the 
Terrace officers consider that it would not be appropriate to support works which 
would have a significant impact on the setting of the Castle and the registered 
Park and Garden when further assessments would need to be undertaken to 
ensure that it would be the appropriate solution. Officers do not consider that it 
would be appropriate to condition this, as it forms part of the applicant’s 
justification for harm. Furthermore, although a detailed design has not been 
undertaken, indicative construction costs have been provided as part of the 
viability assessment, these being between approximately £8.7 and £10.2 million 
for the Castle Terrace [the difference being a discrepancy between the 
submitted costs and the cost considered by the independent viability 
consultant’s report which is discussed in more detail in the relevant section 
below]. This represents a significant cost and officers consider that an 
alternative solution could provide slope stability but be far less harmful and 
costly.  
 
 

7.60  The Planning Arboricultural Officer has confirmed that building the terrace and 



the crescent would cause the loss of several mature self-set ash and sycamore 
and B grade oak trees. It is intended to retain two of the better quality oak trees 
to the northern side of the new build, which the submitted information states is to 
enhance a parkland quality. 
 

7.61  Whilst the “B” grade oak trees that are to be removed may not have formed part 
of the original layout as they are only just mature trees of around 60 to 70 years 
old on average, but they form a linear feature around what in the past was an 
open area of lawn seen in historical aerial photograph on the English Heritage 
website. As such it may be that their planting was intended to frame this area 
and could be said to be part of the landscaping of the property over the years. 
As such the loss could be described as removal of a landscape feature.  
 

7.62  The retention of the two oaks would retain some of the open parkland feel that 
has been seen in the past round the house. However, the proximity of the trees 
to the building could cause pressure in the future as the trees grow into the older 
more mature form extending their branches towards the structure. This would 
require pruning etc preventing the trees from reaching their full potential as 
would be expected in a listed garden.  
 

7.63  The Senior Planning Arboricultural Officer has identified that many aspects of 
the submitted tree information, such as the potential quality, age, possible 
veteran or even ancient status of several trees has been missed or inaccurately 
defined. It is noted that sections of the tree data are missing even though the 
trees are seen on the map and on the grounds of the site. An example of this is 
all the data for trees numbered between 1242 and 1330 is not provided which is 
true of other sections of the report. Three of the trees from this missing data are 
shown on the map to be of veteran status, but not testable to determine whether 
the protection is sufficient due to the missing information. It is also noted that 
there are large trees that don’t appear to be on the survey or maps, an example 
of this being three ash trees near T234 that are around 20 metres tall seen to be 
near an intended new drive. As a result, their protection or consideration of 
impact has not been carried out. 
 

7.64  Several trees have had their diameter at breast height estimated due to issues 
of access or difficultly. By estimating, the trees are not given the significance and 
consideration they deserve. An example of this is Lime tree T234 seen near the 
Castle which has a circumference measured at basal flare of 8.8 meters and a 
trunk circumference of over 5.5 centimetres, determined from the tree a trunk 
diameter being of 1.81 meters when measured at metres above ground level. 
This would mean the tree is worthy of an ancient status or veteran status and 
should be afforded a 15-metre buffer zone or greater. This is not the case with 
the design, as the tree data estimated this to be 1.15 metre trunk diameter and 
which would mean the circumference is 3.61 metres. It should be noted this 
measurement was hard to achieve as there is considerable amount of epicormic 
growth around the trunk, but still possible and necessary with such a significant 
feature tree. 
 

7.65  The lime tree (234) as mentioned above has been underestimated in its quality 
and size and as such not seen to be the veteran – ancient tree it is. In doing so 
the building would potentially be within the generic 15 metre buffer zone. This is 
especially true given the manner the build is to be sunk into the ground and the 



excavation necessary to do so would have to extend beyond the building wall 
lines shown on the plans. This is contrary to the NPPF guidance paragraph 
186(c) and standing Natural England and Forestry Commission concerning 
ancient trees.  
 

7.66  The new drive in this area is to cut across the root protection area (RPA) of 
several high-quality oak trees. The report recommends a non-dig methodology is 
employed, and a cellular confinement system used. Whilst this may have 
addressed the issue of root damage in theory in practicality this may be harder 
as the topography of the ground in this area could prevent this being done. This 
is because it would require excavation and raising of soil levels to achieve a flat 
road, which in turn could cause damage to the roots of the adjacent trees. 
 

7.67  The development of this area may have an adverse impact of trees of high 
amenity and the character and setting they afford the wider area, but due to the 
lack of adequate information provided the level of impact cannot be 
appropriately assessed. 
 

7.68  Historic England have commented that “As a major function of the park was to 
act as a Picturesque setting for the castle, the area around the castle and the 
way that lawns swept up right to the base of the castle walls was an integral 
aspect of both castle and landscape. The proposed terrace would break this 
connection, creating a formal separation between the north front and the park 
that was never intended.” 
 

7.69  In terms of design Historic England have stated that “The terrace is intended as 
a way of hiding additional rooms, but it would only partially achieve this aim. The 
terrace wall and the deep trench scooped out of the landscape beyond would be 
all too obvious from the immediate environs of the castle and would significantly 
change the way in which it is experienced, the close connection between house 
and park would be lost. Even in long range views from the sea the top of the 
terrace wall would be visible as a scar across the landscape, particularly at 
night, where there would be a glow from the large windows of the terrace 
rooms.” 
 

7.70  Having regard to the above, officers consider that the submitted information fails 
to demonstrate that the proposed Castle Terrace would not have a substantial 
impact on the setting of the listed building and the registered park and garden. 
Officers consider it would represent an over-development of the site and harm 
the important relationship between the castle and its surrounding parkland, while 
providing a possible solution to ground stability concerns, it would be extremely 
costly, and alternatives would be possible which could be more financially viable 
and less intrusive.  
 

7.71  Historic England have commented that “The creation of the Terrace and the 
Castle Crescent would have a profound, and very harmful, effect on the castle 
as well as the park though damage to its setting.” 
 

 The shoreline 
 

7.72  Along the shoreline, at Old Castle Point (near the original site of East Cowes 
Castle), is the existing Grade II listed Bathing House and a 50 metre length of 



raised sea wall. The official listing sets out that the reasons for the designation 
include (but are not limited to) the important component the building and wall 
make to the designed landscape; the sea wall was used as a terrace walk and 
the Bathing House was used for bathing and probably served as a recreational 
stopping point on a route around the landscape. The Bathing House is a roofless 
shell constructed of coursed rubble and squared Bembridge limestone, with later 
repairs in red brick and concrete. The building is attached to the sea wall of 
squared coursed quarry-faced stone.  
 

7.73  The Assessment of Significance submitted with the application sets out that “it is 
located on the shore and approached from a narrow footpath, now within the 
dense woodland. Much of this has been thickened by self-seeded growth and 
selective tree clearance would be beneficial. However, the relative reclusion of 
the Bathing House is an important element of its setting, distant enough from the 
Castle to provide a quiet ‘sanctuary’ character.”  
 

7.74  The Assessment acknowledges that the significance of the building has been 
diminished due to a lack of maintenance and gradual decline. Emergency 
structural works, including the insertion of large steel beams have been 
undertaken which, whilst saving the structure, have further eroded the 
significance of the building. Officers agree with this assessment, but do not 
consider that the lack of maintenance should diminish the weight given to the 
significance of the building. The proposal does not seek to restore the Bathing 
House but indicates that it would “freeze” the ruins as are. However, officers 
note that the cross sections show a roof and mezzanine being installed. The 
scheme then seeks to construct a new building to the rear to provide an 80 
cover restaurant. 
 

7.75  The restaurant would have a large footprint, on this otherwise undeveloped 
coastline, measuring approximately 29.5 metres by 10.5 metres and would be 
positioned behind the Bathing Housing, projecting along the coastline. The cross 
sections show the internal height of the building would be 3.5 metres, with the 
building having a flat roof. The annotation on the plans indicate that the building 
would be “visually separated” from the Bathing House by a recessed entrance, 
and by levels.  
 

7.76  The finished floor level of the Bathing House is shown to be 4.209AOD, while 
the restaurant would be 5.300AOD. Opposed to providing a visual separation, 
officers consider that the restaurant building would dominate the Bathing House, 
due to its elevated position and elongated design and scale.  
 

7.77  The front façade of the building consists of a series of pierced corten steel 
screens placed at an angle to the main façade. [Corten steel is a term for a 
group of steel alloys that are often used in outdoor construction. If left outside 
and exposed to the elements it develops a rusted appearance in a few months].  
 

7.78  The proposed angled screens have sought to overcome concerns about light 
spillage, with glazing provided on the oblique and end elevation. Although this 
may assist in mitigating the issue of light spillage it would result in a design 
which would be industrial in appearance and harmful to the seascape. No side 
elevation has been provided.  

7.79  The submitted information sets out that “the building was originally constructed 



in the same castellated style and was a simple building, comprising a square 
‘tower’ element overlooking the sea, and attached to the sea wall, in addition to 
a longer room at the rear. This longer room does not appear to exist anymore, 
aside the remains of a wall. The proposal seeks to incorporate this wall into the 
restaurant, divorcing it from the rest of the Bathing House”.  
 

7.80  The plans also state that the restaurant is an important part of the land 
stabilisation of the northern part of the West Field. It is stated that the retaining 
wall at the rear of the new building would ‘ensure the survival of the Bathing 
House’.  
 

7.81  The submitted structural information outlines that “This slope stability risk has 
been given further consideration and preliminary assessment through 
consideration of the existing topography, which indicates most of the slope up 
from the Bathing House and the coastal Sea Wall in this area to be at an angle 
of greater than 10 degrees and therefore steeper than a residual slope angle 
and consequently at risk of future slope instability…..Slope stability assessments 
need to consider the cause, mechanisms and the consequences of any slope 
instability in order to assess the requirement for remedial actions to mitigate any 
unacceptable consequences.” 
 

7.82  The Council’s structural consultants have stated that the restaurant located 
behind the Bathing House is to be constructed by cutting into the existing slope 
and utilising a retaining wall to retain the ground. They confirm that the design of 
this should take into account potential further landslips in this area and detailed 
consideration should be given to the both the drainage behind the wall and the 
sequence of construction to limit the amount of disturbance to the ground in this 
area.  Officers consider although this approach may be an option to deal with 
slope stability, it would cost in the region of £1.2 million to undertake the Bathing 
House alterations and restaurant, which themselves would have an 
unacceptable visual impact on the area. An alternative, less instructive option 
could achieve the same result in a less intrusive manner, if seen to be 
necessary.  
 

7.83  Geoconsult, the engineers appointed by Historic England, whose comments are 
attached to the structural information supporting the application, outline that 
“alternative stabilisation methods have not been considered. In addition to 
maintaining or enhancing the existing sea wall to protect the slope’s toe from 
sea erosion, such alternatives could include one or more of the following: toe 
weighting; slope drainage; strategically placed earth retaining structures 
(including reinforced earth to minimise visual impact); soil nailing; and spaced 
piles.” Officers therefore give limited weight to the restaurant providing structural 
stability to the slope.  
 

7.84  As outlined above the submitted Assessment of Significance outlines that “the 
relative seclusion of the bathing house is an important element of its setting 
distant enough from the Castle to provide a quiet ‘sanctuary’ character”. Having 
regard to this assessment, officers are of the opinion that the proposed 
restaurant would significantly impact on the setting of the listed bathing house, 
due to the scale of the proposed building and the impact that this would have on 
the setting of the listed building together with the impact on the tranquillity 
associated with this significance of the building that the proposed use would 



cause. 
 

7.85  Historic England have outlined that they consider that “The proposed restaurant 
adjoining the bathing house and overlooking the sea would entail a high level of 
harm to this listed building. The architectural value of the bathinghouse is 
completely bound up with its form as a tower: the power of the design derives 
from the fact that it stands alone. Attaching a large structure to it, particularly one 
of a contemporary design with large amounts of glazing, detracts from its 
defensive character and architectural quality. It would dramatically change the 
setting of the bathinghouse. This would no longer be the secluded and tranquil 
private spot where it is still possible to imagine Seymour bathing.” 
 

7.86  Further to the impact on the setting of the listed building itself, the proposed 
development is considered by officers to have a significant impact on the 
character of the area, more specifically the seascape and would destroy the 
undeveloped character of this coastline contrary to policy DM12. Historic 
England have commented that “The proposed restaurant would dramatically 
change this appearance of this part of the estate in views from the sea. What 
was intended as a secluded, tranquil and highly rural spot would be 
compromised with a large and brightly lit building bustling with activity. This 
change in character in such a visible part of the registered park would result in a 
high degree of harm to it. The harm would be compounded by the necessity to 
raise the sea wall to counter flood risk. This is proposed to be executed in 
concrete with a lip on the crest, which would look starkly functional.” 
 

7.87  The bathing house is within the buffer zone of the Ancient Woodland. The 
submitted Arboricultural Implications Report suggests that the restaurant would 
be within the ruin and impact would therefore be negligible. However, this is not 
the case as the proposed restaurant goes extensively outside of the area of the 
bathing house. The proposal would therefore place new development within the 
buffer zone of the ancient woodland, which would result in significant concerns. 
The plans including the annotation “trees retained where possible”. Access to 
the new restaurant would result in further loss of trees. This is discussed in more 
detail in the tree section below in respect of the impact on trees and ecology, but 
officers consider that this would also have an impact on the character of the 
area, with the current building being viewed to the front of a verdant backdrop of 
the dense woodland.  
 

7.88  In association with the restaurant the proposal for this part of the site would also 
see the restoration of 50 metre of seawall. The official listing describes the wall 
as “…. built of squared and coursed quarry-faced stone with a battered outer 
edge. A 50m length survives to full height, extending east from the Bathing 
House. Thereafter the wall is ruinous, having suffered erosion, landslips and 
storm damage, and varies in height with some sections missing altogether; this 
section, beyond the 50m length, is therefore excluded from the listing.” The 
submitted Assessment of Significance outlines that the wall possess historic and 
architectural interest and represents an impressive piece of late 18th century 
engineering.  
 

7.89  The works proposed would involve its repair and alteration, raising its height with 
concrete capping and the provision of handrails. The submitted details separate 
the proposed works into six categories: 



1. Stabilisation and repair of the existing breached seawall. 
2. Repair and raising of existing breached seawall, with the top section built 

up to flood safe level. 
3. Construction of a new section of seawall, backfilled with site-won or 

imported materials to approximately 4.7m AOD. 
4. Construction of new section of seawall, backfilled with site-won or 

imported materials to flood safe level. 
5. Deconstruction and removal of sections of breached seawall, with 

materials retained for incorporation into proposed shore protection works 
along the frontage. Construction of a new section of seawall on the line of 
the removed sections, backfilled with site-won or imported materials. The 
new seawall construction at here is to be designed and detailed to allow 
for foundations to the proposed Boathouse, Sentinel 4 and Coastal 
Cottages and to incorporate a slipway giving access to the water. 

6. Protection of the existing land profile with reclaimed and/or deconstructed 
wall blocks and materials to reduce ongoing erosion. 

 
7.90  The submitted information outlines that where the height of the seawall is to be 

raised, a precast concrete capping with wave return profile would be 
incorporated to locally reduce spray and splash under wave action. The capping 
would also feature a handrail and seating detail at various locations. The access 
level is to be raised to the level defined by the Flood Risk Assessment in these 
locations. This is considered mainly necessary due to the positioning of 
residential accommodation along sections of the wall, as the wall is only being 
raised alongside the proposed restaurant and sentinels (discussed below). 
Officers consider that the raising of the wall and the inclusion of a wave return 
profile and railings would have a significant impact on the character of this 
section of coastline.  
 

7.91  The proposed works to the seawall would be contrary to the Shoreline 
Management Plan (2010). The policy within this plan for this coastline is ‘No 
Active Intervention’. Although this policy does not preclude the maintenance of 
existing private coastal defences, it is noted that often the current fragments of 
seawall on the site appear in a fully failed state, with only isolated pillars 
remaining, separated from the coastal slope, with beach re-established inland of 
them, and then a natural coastal slope behind, so there appears a limited 
amount remaining to maintain. Maintenance of an existing coastal defence 
structure is typically at the same height and on the same footprint as at present. 
Maintenance would not include raising a seawall or structure, or extending the 
structure seaward or laterally into areas which are currently undefended. 
 

7.92  The Environment Agency have commented setting out that the coastline in this 
location has a ‘No Active Intervention (NAI)’ policy in the Isle of Wight Shoreline 
Management Plan 2 (2010). Whilst short term maintenance of existing private 
coastal defences may be permissible in some circumstances, subject to the 
appropriate licenses and permits being obtained, the location of development in 
areas at risk of flooding and coastal erosion introduces a need for significant 
new infrastructure which would not comply with the NAI policy and would be 
unsustainable in the longer term. The construction of sea defences is likely to 
impact upon sediment movement along the coastline and could accelerate 
erosion elsewhere, including outflanking of the proposed new sea wall. They 
state that the full range of impacts caused by changes in sediment movement 



and coastal squeeze should be understood before making a decision on this 
application. 
 

7.93  This coastline is vulnerable to coastal erosion, slope failure and coastal slope 
retreat, and the coastal margin is currently undeveloped, and evolving naturally. 
The application proposes putting people and property into the area at risk on this 
vulnerable coastline. This is not sustainable without continued and increasing 
man-made intervention to keep-pace with the increasing coastal risks this area 
will be subject to, including sea level rise. 
 

7.94  The council’s Geomorphologist raised questions with regards to outflanking 
(where erosion and potential slope failure continues unchecked between any 
improved sections of seawall) and how the coastal slope failure risk is 
specifically considered in the proposals (as the natural coastal slopes along the 
frontage are weak and subject to slumping and vulnerable to slope failure). The 
Planning Agent responded to the matter of outflanking stating that “Recovered 
stones from dilapidated seawall will be used in a shallow slope, openly porous, 
rubble mound feature to protect the upper slope where necessary and mitigate 
the risk of outflanking the sea defences.” 
 

7.95  In respect of coastal slope failure, the agent stated that “the structure of the 
repaired, augmented and maintained seawall will be designed to provide a 
strong “toe” to the slope, increasing its stability”. This clarification is helpful but 
references the seawall only. Construction of access routes across slopes, any 
areas of tree clearance on slopes, and seafront erosion in areas where seawall 
improvements are not proposed also have the potential to negatively impact 
coastal slope stability. This remains a risk through the whole lifetime of the 
development. Interventions and their maintenance are not clear.   
 

7.96  The risk of erosion in embayments is acknowledged in the Flood Risk 
Assessment which states, “Various remnant seawalls, breastwork and groyne 
structures are in poor repair or breached and allowing erosion to occur in 
embayments” and that erosion “would promote coastal slope undercutting. 
Erosion would lead to possible reactivation of inactive shallow landslides and 
ultimately generate significant recession of the coast within several 
embayments.” Additionally, in the application document West Lodges and 
Bathing House slope stability letter highlights that ”It is important to note that 
locally coastal erosion has occurred due to the localised failure of the sea wall at 
locations along the Norris Estate coastal frontage. Where this has already locally 
occurred, localised regression is currently happening resulting in a locally over 
steepened back scarp slope. Over a short period of time, this localised erosion 
will result in a reduction of local slope stability and potential failure as identified 
in the latest independent coastal survey report. Any more substantial erosion, or 
should localised areas start to combine, would result in a significant reduction in 
slope stability that would be expected to rapidly progress towards a substantial 
slope failure.“ In the FRA, where proposed work to the seawall is outlined, there 
is no reference to undertaking rock placement to reduce outflanking (where 
erosion and potential slope failure continues unchecked between any improved 
sections of seawall), of any new defences, to be placed at the toe of vertical 
seawalls, or to improve slope stability, although this was suggested in a 
response from the Planing Agent to concerns previoisly raised. It is therefore not 
understood what the extent, sufficiency and implications of any additional works 



to address outflanking would be (including the predicted shape of the shoreline 
for the full lifetime of the development and how any interventions would be 
secured). 
 

7.97  It is also noted that the Environmental Statement Technical Annex C Coastal 
Morphology contained a proposal for further work to be undertaken to assess 
the potential coastal erosion at the site for a ‘do nothing’ scenario, and a 
scenario where sections of the existing seawall are repaired. This information 
does not appear to have been provided. 
 

7.98  To facilitate this area of development, it would require the removal of Beech tree 
553 and the surrounding mixed species trees that form part of W3. The Beech 
has been given a “U” grade due to there being fungal bodies and decay in the 
tree. However, when assessing such a tree it is important to note its size would 
indicate it is an ancient tree and it also exhibits many of the qualities given to 
show it is of veteran status and as such would require consideration using the 
guidance of NPPF paragraph 186(c). In giving it a “U” grade these 
considerations are disregarded and the possible impact the development may 
have upon the tree. In this case it is said to be removed to enable the restaurant 
in the area of the bath house. It may be thought that its condition would discount 
this consideration, but this is not the case when regarding such trees as they are 
irreplaceable habitats and space for them must be considered in the design. It is 
agreed that due to its height of 26 metres it could endanger the bathhouse if 
retained at its current size and if the surrounding trees were removed. This 
chance of collapse onto the bath house is unlikely as the tree leans away from it 
and if it were to collapse it would do so in the direction of the heavy lean. The 
removal of this tree to facilitate the restaurant would be contrary to paragraph 
186(c) of the NPPF, as there are not wholly exceptional reasons to build a 
restaurant in that location. If it is decided that the tree is to be retained tree work 
can be carried out to reduce the risk of collapse and that which it may present 
the bath house.  
 

7.99  It is also noted the restaurant would be located within the buffer zone of the 
ancient semi natural woodland (ASNW) of Spring Hill Wood. It is agreed that 
direct impact to trees of this woodland may be minimal as the estate wall forms a 
barrier to root ingress. However, it is possible that associated positive aspects of 
the woodland such as mycorrhizal fungi would extend across this boundary and 
could still be damaged, given the potential risks associated with construction. 
The removal of the trees around from the buffer zone would also leave the trees 
of the ASNW exposed to high winds and the elements. It is in part for this reason 
the buffer zone is defined at 15 metres. The buffer zones round ASNW are also 
there to reduce light and noise pollution into the woodland, which the restaurant 
has the potential to create. For this reason, it is considered that the restaurant 
development should be considered through the recommendations of paragraph 
186 of the NPPF, which states: 
 
c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats 
(such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, 
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons67 and a suitable compensation 
strategy exists  
 
[footnote 67 states “For example, infrastructure projects (including nationally 



significant infrastructure projects, orders under the Transport and Works Act and 
hybrid bills), where the public benefit would clearly outweigh the loss or 
deterioration of habitat.] 
 

7.100  The development of this area in the manner indicated would cause the loss of an 
ancient tree and impact on an ASNW contrary to paragraph 186 of the NPPF 
and policies DM2 and DM12 of the Core Strategy.  
 

7.101  The National Landscape (formerly the AONB Officer has outlined that “the 
proposals in relation to the sea wall are contrary to MP [the AONB Management 
Plan] Policy P1 which requires the continuation of natural processes. The 
Council’s adopted Shoreline Management Plan for this area is No Active 
Intervention. The reinstatement and increased height of a sea wall defence is 
therefore contrary to these. Notwithstanding this policy objection, the proposal is 
contrary to the key characteristics of the Landscape Character of Osbourne 
Coast Wooded Coastline. The increase in height of the sea wall together with 
loss of woodland and several large development proposals incorporated into it, 
will have considerable, inappropriate, visual impacts upon this currently 
undeveloped coastline. Whilst a public gain could have been proposed as a 
potential mitigating measure, in line with Policy P28 of the MP, by allowing public 
access to a new sea wall, this has not been forthcoming.”  
 

7.102  The large size of the proposed restaurant, its form, and the materials with the 
proposed tree clearance would dominate the Bathing House and compromise 
the verdant setting of the building and seawall. This, along with the intensity of 
the use associated with an 80 cover restaurant, and the overtly modern profiled 
concrete capping to the Sea Wall, would harm the significance of the listed 
buildings and the Registered Park, compromising their appearance and the 
ability to appreciate their isolated and tranquil setting. The works to repair the 
sea wall would involve traditional materials and standard techniques and as a 
result would not harm the structure. However, it is not possible to assess the 
impact arising from the proposed alterations to the Bathing House and Estate 
Wall (and ruins) because no details have been provided.  
 

7.103  Officers acknowledge that the structural information is clear that works to the 
seawall would be necessary to protect the future of the Castle. This would result 
in an element of harm, which would need to be balanced against the benefits 
associated with undertaking these works. As outlined above, the Shoreline 
Management Plan does allow for maintenance of existing defences. It is also 
noted that the structural information submitted with the application sets out that 
“Examination of the large-scale OS maps show little change in the coastline 
since the first maps in 1864, although the width of the beach has narrowed 
considerably in this time. This is due to the sea defences, preventing further 
erosion of the cliff and the removal of the landslide debris that made up the 
beach before the sea defences were constructed. The removal of this debris 
material will allow a greater wave energy to impinge upon the beach and may 
encourage further landslides by both direct attack on the remaining sea 
defences and also by removing any material resulting from uplift on the beach 
through deep seated landslides that pass under the sea walls. This is what has 
happened in an area to the east in similar strata, where after, being stable for, at 
least, the past 150 years, breaching of an offshore reef, formed from the 
Nettlestone beds, allowed a greater wave energy to attack the base of the cliff 



and cause the existing coastal slope to fail and the rear scarp to retreat. 
Subsequent movement of the slide being controlled by the removal of uplift 
material on the beach. It is clear that the construction of the sea defences and 
the landscaping of the ground has largely been successful in maintaining 
stability of the area. However, the destruction of those defences has resulted in 
further movement and will continue to do so in the future, both from direct attack 
at the base of the cliff, leading to over steepening and by the removal of toe 
weight from the beach due to the higher energy resulting from the narrowing of 
the beach.” It would therefore appear that the previous defences were 
successful and therefore officers consider that consideration should initially be 
given to the repair of these, which would assist in slowing retreat, without the 
need for extensive additional works to increase their height or the addition of 
railing, which would harm the appearance of the coastline.  
 

 Sentinels  
 

7.104  The application seeks consent for four Sentinel buildings. Three of which would 
be located along the coastline. One (Sentinel 1) approximately 100 metres from 
the Bathing House and two (Sentinel 2 and 3) ‘framing’ the Castle, a further 340 
metres along the coastline.   
 

7.105  The design of the sentinels has taken cues from the historic Landing House, a 
Grade II* building located to the south-east of Norris Wood, associated with 
Osborne House. The buildings would have a central ‘tower’ feature, with wings 
either side. A narrow elevation onto the sea, they would extend back into the 
site, with the design and access statement outlining that the “use the existing 
trees (sometimes in the ancient woodland) to ‘absorb’ the building into its 
landscaped setting”.  
 

7.106  The sentinels are suggested to represent a defensive form, reflecting the military 
architecture of the castle and farm. They would be built into the sea wall and 
constructed predominantly from local stone and fenestration would be oblique on 
the front elevation facing the water, but otherwise standard on the side and rear 
elevations. There would be open terraces on the first and second floor and roof 
level. The submission suggests they have been designed to appear narrow from 
the sea to minimise their impact. The central part of the building would be three 
storeys’ high with the first floor being set back. However, the building would still 
extend outwards each side from first floor and more so at ground floor level.  
 

7.107  Sentinel 1 would be located within the west copse, adjacent the Bathing House, 
set back from the sea wall, within the woodland. Whilst this building would not 
affect the views of the castle, development of this form in this location is likely to 
compromise the setting of the Bathing House, undermining the significance of 
this isolated structure in this location. Furthermore, its presence would harm the 
Registered Park which is characterised by the verdant nature of this section of 
shoreline.  
 

7.108  The submission suggests that sentinel 2 and 3 would reinstate this element of 
historic setting of the castle and provide stabilising function to protect the castle. 
The buildings would be located to the edge of the east and west copse to retain 
an uninterrupted central view of the castle. However, the views out from the 
principal rooms at the east end of the castle, namely the tower and external 



terrace, would be affected by the presence of sentinel 2. Furthermore, both 
sentinels would impact upon the transient views of the castle from the Solent.  
 

7.109  Sentinels 2 and 3 would be built on the restored seawall and appear to remove 
access along the top of the seawall, with the submitted details suggesting that 
each would include a section of walkable esplanade, but this would be private. 
The official listing states that the sea wall was used as a terrace walk, and 
possibly a carriage drive, which suggests that they were intended for 
promenading. Although accepting that, due to its condition, this is not possible at 
present officers consider removing this ability entirely would impact on the 
significance of the wall.  
 

7.110  Originally the seawall did include structures, but these were small folly style 
buildings likely to have been sheltered viewing and resting areas and likely no 
greater than single storey, other than the Bathing House which would have been 
the largest by some margin. The sentinels proposed would be three storey and 
whilst the floors reduce in width as their height progress, the buildings extend 
back into the site considerably. As a result, their depth would present expansive 
side elevations when viewed from within the site and transient views from the 
sea. Their size, along with the rear access footbridge, the lift access to the roof 
terrace, and the landscaped terraces proposed to the rear that extend outwards 
to both sides, would create buildings overly domestic in appearance that would 
fail to harmonise with the setting of the Registered Park and the Castle. The 
presence of these buildings, combined with works proposed to the seawall in 
front of and between sentinels 2 and 3 which involve increasing the height and 
adding a precast concrete capping with wave return, and the level of activity that 
would occur from their use within this highly sensitive part of the site, is likely to 
harm the significance of the Castle and the Park.  
 

7.111  The National Landscape Officer has raised concerns with regards to the 
urbanising impact of the bridge and terracing upon the natural landscape of this 
area as well as the scale and height of the building having an overbearing 
impact on the landscape and seascape. They also consider that the roof glazing 
and fenestration would result in light pollution, resulting in a loss of tranquillity. 
 

7.112  Historic England have commented that “The visual impact of these buildings 
would be exacerbated by the terraces planned to surround them and the 
concrete heightened sea wall.  Verified views 2 and 3 give a clear indication of 
how intrusive these buildings would be. They would seriously compromise the 
rural character of the park when viewed from the sea and entail a high level of 
harm to the registered park.” 
 

7.113  The submitted report indicates that the Sentinel buildings are located in such a 
position to minimise their arboricultural impact beyond that of the removal of 
woodland around them. It is also said that they are located outside the buffer 
zone of the ASNW. This is not accurate because the terraced landscaping on 
either side of the sentinel 1 and 2 would extend into the buffer zone of the 
ASNW. In the case of sentinel 1 this would almost reach the ASNW of Western 
Coppice. This is contrary to the NPPF and standing advice. Whilst the buffer 
zones are currently treed it is intended to remove them as part of the tree 
clearance to facilitate all 4 sentinels and the cottages (discussed in more detail 
below). This would defeat the purpose of a buffer zone and would again be 



contrary to standing advice in regard to paragraph 186(c) of the NPPF.  
 

7.114  As well as the above impact on the ASNW the proposal for this area of the site 
would also result in the loss of trees which are protected by an area TPO. The 
tree reports suggest that “direct arboricultural impacts associated with all four of 
these Sentinels are minimal”. Officers do not agree with this. The arboreal 
assessment also states “Nevertheless, accessing the Sentinels, in conjunction 
with other elements of the Proposal (namely the restoration of the historic 
parkland – item (I) discussed in Section 4.10 of this report, and stabilisation of 
the slope and seawall repair – item (J) discussed in Section 4.11 of this report), 
causes the largest arboricultural impact of the Proposal. The entirety of 
woodland 3 and most of woodland 6 will be removed, primarily to facilitate the 
stabilisation of the slopes and repair of the seawall but also to re-establish 
historic views of key buildings and the historic landscape’s setting, including the 
Solent. This work also allows for the upgraded or new tracks to access the 
Sentinels”. The Senior Planning Arboricultural Officer has commented that “It is 
hard to see how the removal of the trees will facilitate the stabilization of the 
slope as the very root structure will hold the upper soil level together and if the 
movement is due to deeper in the geological structure of the land in this area the 
removal of trees will have little impact. In removing these trees it will cause 
greater level of soil erosion due to heavy rain which the trees canopies reduce at 
the present time. The tree removal in the manner described should be avoided.” 
Officers agree with this assessment of the removal of trees from the slope. 
Having regard to the stability that the trees themselves would be providing to the 
slope and the comments above on the balance between the loss of the trees 
and the importance of the views, the harm is considered to be too significant. 
 

7.115  To access all of the coastal properties it is intended to install small tracks to be 
used by electric buggies. Whilst these may be small, they are shown to extend 
through part of the ASNW W1 and in doing so would be contrary to paragraph 
186(c) of the NPPF, unless wholly exceptional reasons justify the development. 
Officers do not consider that the need for units on the coastline and the impact 
of these on the seascape associated with them would represent wholly 
exceptional reasons.  
 

7.116  The submitted information also suggests that the Fire Service are happy with the 
arrangement that the coastal properties would only be accessible by buggies. 
However, officers have consulted with the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Fire 
Service, who have outlined that; as a new development, each building on site 
would be required to demonstrate conformance to the guidance contained within 
the relevant version of Approved Document B (fire safety) at the Building Control 
stage. It is therefore strongly recommended that the roadway layouts be 
reviewed in line with this guidance. Their comments also advise that the 
pumping appliances currently operated by HIWFRS exceed the dimensions 
stated in Approved Document B, with an overall width of 3 metres (including 
driving mirrors) and weighing approximately 15 tonnes. Given this it would be a 
requirement that the structures were accessible by a fire appliance this is 
unlikely. As such it is probable that the access track to these properties would be 
far larger than detailed and require a far greater clearance of the ASNW. 
 
 

7.117  Natural England have raised concerns that “to carry out the works to stabilise 



and reconstruct the sea defences along the fore line of the of the site, sections 
of ancient woodland would be lost with immediate effect. The deconstruction and 
construction of the new wall will impact existing habitats along the shoreline. 
These habitats include vegetated shingle which is an Annex 1 habitat of 
international importance and sea grass beds that are associated with the mud 
flats. Both habitats are qualifying features of the Solent Maritime SAC. At 
present the [No Active Intervention] NAI strategy benefits the Solent Maritime 
SAC habitats, as the erosion of the coastline materials creates sediment which 
then services the nearshore sensitive habitats and aids their survival. The 
construction and operation phase of the development is likely to result in 
sediment changes and the new slipway [as part of the coastal cottages 
discussed below] is likely to increase recreation pressure on the foreshore. 
Further consideration is required to establish the impacts the construction of the 
proposed seawall will have on the qualifying features of the Solent Maritime 
SAC.” 
 

7.118  Having regard to the above officers consider that the proposals Sentinels would 
have an impact on the character of the area, the seascape, the setting of the 
listed Castle, and parkland, an ASNW together with protected trees and would 
result in works to the sea wall which would be contrary to the Shoreline 
Management Plan, while also placing residential units in an area of No Active 
Intervention increasing the need for engineering works to protect these 
properties and residents, whilst not providing a safe and adaptable built 
environment. This element of the scheme would therefore be contrary to DM2, 
DM11 and DM12 of the Core Strategy.  
 

 Coastal cottages 
  

7.119  This element of the scheme incorporates eight cottages, Sentinel 4, a slipway 
and a boat house. The submitted documents outline that there was at one time a 
summerhouse in this location and access would have been provided in this area 
for goods coming to the site from the water. However, the assessment of 
significance and OS mapping shows that there was only a very small building in 
this location and not the level of development shown within the submission.  
 

7.120  The coastal cottages would incorporate two different design styles. A terrace of 
five traditional stone cottages with a hipped slate roof punctuated with dormer 
windows and a terrace of three more contemporary strong gable ended units, 
sat behind sentinel 4, which would be designed differently to the other three 
sentinels, being of a more traditional design and hipped room to match cottages 
1 – 5, but would remain three storeys. The design and access statement 
suggests that the design consent would make the cottages appear as 
fisherman’s cottages. No elevational details of these units have been provided. 
The plans entitled elevations providing the view from the sea only and no other 
elevations of the building, so are considered to be more illustrative. 

7.121  The sea wall in this location would be repaired and raised in front of the 
development, with the exception to the slipway which would punctuate the 
seawall. Alongside the slipway would be a ‘boathouse’. As with the cottages, no 
details of the boathouse have been provided, aside from a visual representation 
in a ‘streetscene’ image and an overall layout plan for this area of the site, 
showing its footprint/roofscape.  

7.122  The character of the coastline around the Norris estate is very much a natural 



verdant one, that is punctuated by small folly style structures, including the 
landing house, the bathing house and the former summerhouse. These are set 
at some distance from each other and are small in scale. The assessment of 
significance outlines that “it is currently experienced as largely 
undeveloped…the retention of this view and the undeveloped character is 
important”. These building would add a cluster of development on an otherwise 
almost undeveloped coastline. Furthermore, officers consider the absence of a 
boathouse in this location to have been a conscious choice, not unusual for this 
period. Introducing a boathouse and the other associated development would 
create a cluster of development on an otherwise almost undeveloped coastline 
that would, in conjunction with the precast concrete capping on the raised sea 
wall, harm the seascape and the significance of the Registered Park, where the 
verdant and undeveloped character is so important.  
 

7.123  The National Landscape (AONB) Officer has raised concerns again in respect of 
light pollution but also the impact of the development due to the extent of 
hardstanding and parking and the level of engineering required for site levels 
and the impact upon the natural landscape, trees and ecology. 
 

7.124  The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust have also raised concerns about the 
introduction of a great number of new buildings along the coastal edge (namely 
Sentinels, modern Restaurant, Coastal Cottages, Lodges, the Terrace and 
Crescent) which together, they believe, would have a substantial adverse effect 
on coastal views, and the setting of the Castle itself. They also remain 
unconvinced about the requirement to reinstate the sea wall along its full length, 
at a considerable cost, which would need to be financed by the construction of 
the Sentinels and other new buildings, when a cheaper gabion/rock wall could 
offer a more sustainable solution. This is an undeveloped, wooded coastline 
dominated by the Castle sitting proudly on its own, and new buildings here 
would dramatically change this. Whilst they support the proposed removal of 
woodland to open up views, this would increase the visibility of the Terrace and 
Crescent located immediately below the Castle, which is not considered within 
the applicant’s landscape visual impact assessment (LVIA). Indeed, the LVIA 
somehow suggests that the significance of effect for V5 (looking south towards 
the Castle from the Solent) would revert from minor adverse at year 1 (which the 
Garden Trust believes has been underscored) to moderate beneficial ‘once the 
restored landscape has matured’, even though woodland areas are being 
cleared. They believe the significance of effect from these coastal locations has 
been deliberately underplayed and should be moderate / substantial adverse 
which would be considered ‘significant’ in EIA terms. Officers would agree with 
the assessment of the Garden Trust.  
 

7.125  Wireframe visuals have been submitted, which officers consider support their 
concerns that these structures would be substantial and impact on the 
undeveloped visual appearance of the coastline. Historic England have 
commented that “This would be a sizable development in a very prominent 
location right on the waterside. The design and massing look rather more natural 
than the sentinel houses, it would look something like the waterside 
boathouse/cottage complexes sometimes found in picturesque landscapes. 
Nevertheless, it would still be development in an area intended to be and that 
has long remained open, rural parkland and thus harmful to the significance of 
the park. “ 



 
 

7.126  As with the sentinels, the majority of the cottages are located within flood zone 
3. An inadequate sequential test has been provided to justify development within 
a higher flood level is necessary within this area of the site. The Environment 
Agency have commented that “Finished floor levels of the residential elements 
are 5.6m AOD at Sentinels 1-4 and the Coastal Cottages at Original 
Harbourside. The proposed sea defence crest level is 5.6m AOD at Sentinels 1-
4 and the Original Harbourside. Although the upper end climate change 
allowances have not been considered, the proposed finished floor levels and 
sea defence crest levels offer a 1.2m AOD freeboard above the 0.5% AEP upper 
end tide level in 2120. We are therefore satisfied, subject to appropriate design 
of the sea defence (to be secured via condition), and appropriate resilience 
measures such as those included within Paragraph 10.2.2 of the FRA, that 
further assessment is not required at this time.” In the context of this comment, 
officers are concerned regarding the impact from the proposed sea defence and 
increase in the height and design of the sea wall. Therefore, officers do not 
consider that the proposed required resilience measures.  
 

7.127  The proposed coastal cottages, Sentinel and boathouse would introduce a 
cluster of buildings and built form in a relatively undeveloped coastline, which 
would result in a significant impact on the seascape and is considered by 
officers to be entirely unacceptable and contrary to policy DM12. 
 

 The West Field  
 

7.128  The application includes the proposed construction of 16 lodges within this field, 
the conversion of one of the existing listed field shelters to provide another 
lodge. The second listed field shelter would be converted to a security office.  
 

7.129  The submitted information states that “the west field is outside of the core Norris 
Estate and was part of the grazing land for the model farm”. However, this area 
forms part of the ‘Park’ designation of the registered park and garden. The 
designation outlines that “the park comprises largely open grazed grassland 
interspersed with belts and copses of trees.” The West Field was originally 
planned and laid out to be visually distinct from the Farmstead and Castle. 
Designed as an attractive area of agricultural land for cattle to graze, this area 
therefore forms an important part of the Norris Estate and the Registered Park 
and Garden, with the associated grade II listed cattle shelters and watering 
ponds reinforcing this importance.  
 

7.130  The submitted Heritage Impact Assessment acknowledges the “development 
within the West Field will provide a further intensification of development and 
provision of non-agricultural uses within this part of the Estate. This will change 
its character, from a pastoral part of the Estate, to one with increased activity 
and built development”’. It suggests this area is not undeveloped and makes 
reference to the cattle shelters but accepts this is limited development and the 
intensification of uses proposed will change this. It then accepts the proposed 
works will harm the historic interest and significance of the Norris Castle Estate 
but suggests this would be minimised by the design and siting of the lodges, 
roads and landscaping to minimise their visual impact.  

7.131  Historic England in an appreciation of the significance of the Norris Estate 



outlined that “Seymour’s interest in farming was not confined to the farmstead 
and walled garden but is evident throughout the estate. This is best illustrated by 
the West Field where ornamental landscape and progressive farming techniques 
were combined. This area was separated from the lawns around the house by a 
shelterbelt but ornamental cattle shelters, stone-lined ponds and its prominence 
in views from the sea (now masked by self-seeded tree growth but apparent 
from early illustrations) mark it clearly out as part of the designed landscape.” 
 

7.132  The proposed lodges would be of two different design types. One of an ‘L’ shape 
and one linear. There would be 12 ‘L’ shaped lodges located within the main 
field with the four linear lodges located in the area currently forming a woodland 
down to the shore.  
 

7.133  The proposed lodges comprise single storey and two storey structures, built 
partly underground to seek to reduce the visual prominence. However, their 
presence, along with the changes which would be undertaken to the landform 
involving extensive excavation, retaining walls and reprofiling areas of land with 
engineered bunds, together with the cuts/excavation required for the series of 
tracks and stone retaining walls, would severely alter the character of the 
landscape. The elements of the buildings that would be visible would be 
utilitarian in appearance and would not complement the natural form and simple 
composition of this part of the Parkland, and because of this would harm the 
Registered Park and the setting of the listed field shelters and watering ponds, 
which have a visual and functional relationship with the grazing land within this 
part of the site.  
 

7.134  The National Landscape Officer has raised concerns with regards to the light 
pollution from roof glazing, the creation of an engineered landscape within the 
registered park and garden, impacts to trees, ancient woodland and ecology, 
visual impact of terracing and units and opening in boundary wall (to create the 
proposed access road). 
 

7.135  In order to provide the four linear lodges a number of trees would be removed. 
These include one U grade tree but a number that are grade B and C as well as 
a C grade group. The submitted information suggests that this would be of 
landscape and historic benefit, as it would ‘restore’ views of Norris Tower from 
the Solent and visa-versa (it is presumed this is referencing Fort Norris). 
However, officers do not consider that this provides a sufficient balance, as it 
does not consider the value of this woodland against the restoration of the view. 
As the woodland forms part of the SINC, and is classified as category B within 
the submitted arboreal information, officers would give greater weight to its 
retention than that of the view, which is not considered to be of significant 
importance to the overall value of the designated buildings, especially 
considering the impact the overall development of the field would have on the 
vista from this building, due to the changes in landform. The view would be so 
changed, the restoration of the ‘gap’ between the tree belts is not considered to 
justify the loss of trees. It is clear that by the 1957 Ordnance Survey Map that 
this woodland was well established, and it therefore has some significant 
ecological and arboricultural value. Planting within this area can be seen as 
early as 1863. 
 

7.136  Officers do however also give weight to the comments of the Isle of Wight 



Gardens Trust who welcome the removal of vegetation, where illustrated on the 
Landscape Restoration Plans (RE1654-Z1-P-L107 and RE1654-Z2-P-L107), to 
open up and re-establish important vistas throughout the Norris Castle parkland. 
They state that whilst one never likes to see trees and vegetation being cleared, 
grand gestures such as these are important to ensure the Repton-designed 
parkland does not lose its integrity and become too naturalised (similar tree 
clearance work was carried out successfully at Osborne House to reopen views 
to the sea).  
 

7.137  Historic England have commented that “The 17 proposed lodges would 
transform the character of this area. Open fields would be replaced by buildings, 
an access road parking and extensive walls. While efforts have been made to 
reduce the impact of the lodges by burying them in the land-form its parkland 
character would be completely lost; the level of change would be so great that it 
would no longer be recognisable as a historic landscape. This part of the 
development alone would entail a very high level of harm to the registered park 
and garden.   
 

7.138  There may also be a major impact in seaward views of the landscape. The 
verified views supplied of view 2 year 1 shows substantial trees which do not 
appear to be exist at present. A view showing only existing trees which are to be 
retained would give a better indication of likely impact. It is very difficult to predict 
how much of the existing tree cover would survive building works. Images 
showing year 15 should be given very limited weight, as its difficult to predict 
whether trees planted as part of the development would survive or thrive.” 
 

7.139  The Senior Planning Arboricultural Officer has commented that the four 
properties within W3 would be achieved through its removal. However, 
woodland W3 is detailed for retention in the landscape restoration plan. If this is 
the case the properties in the area of W3 would be shaded and form a perceived 
threat from the surrounding trees and in doing so result in the clearance of the 
woodland even if not intended. As such development in this area is not advised.  
 

7.140  Certain field properties would extend into the RPA of oak trees 275 and 276, and 
it is not clear why this is necessary and as such the potential for damage is 
preventable and unnecessary. Given the size and nature of the field buildings, it 
is considered that they could be moved a few metres outside the RPA to prevent 
impact of tree roots.  
 

7.141  The removal of trees could also lead to an instability to the slope, as discussed 
above. It is acknowledged that the submission is seeking to mitigate this with the 
lodges providing a form of retaining structure, but this level of engineering is not 
considered to be necessary should the trees simply be retained, and this area 
not built upon. 

7.142  The council’s Archaeologist has outlined that impact of the development in the 
West Field would cause substantial harm to the significance and character of the 
Grade I Park, and harm to the setting of Grade II listed watering ponds and 
cattle shelters. The extensive ground works required may also impact on as yet 
unknown buried features relating the park, designated structures or earlier 
archaeological deposits. 
 

7.143  As outlined above the application seeks to convert the listed field shelters to 



provide a further lodge and a security lodge. The grade II northern cattle shelter 
would be extended to provide a further lodge. The official list description outlines 
that the historic interest of the cattle shelters is linked to it forming part of a 
progressive estate within the context of early C19 agricultural improvement, and 
a landscaped park laid out according to picturesque principles. The northern 
shelter is constructed of coursed rubble and is currently roofless. The grade II 
southern cattle shelter would provide the security lodge and has the same list 
description, with the exception that this lodge has a slate roof. The shelters 
appear to be one of the ‘sheds’ mentioned in a set of 1830 sales particulars, by 
which time the boundary wall was also built: ‘One hundred and twenty-four 
acres, nearly encompassed by lofty and substantial walls…Grounds, paddocks, 
with sheds, grass land, well supplied with water, and plantations’. The cattle 
shelters are shown on the 1845 Tithe map and appear on the 1864 and 1898 
OS maps. 
 

7.144  There is insufficient information to be able to assess the impact from the 
alterations and change of uses proposed to the Cattle Shelters because no 
details have been provided, other than an annotation referring to the creation of 
a lodge with an extension and a security office. These uses are likely to require 
extensive changes, especially to create the lodge which could severely 
compromise their functional character which would be harmful to their 
significance. Historic England have identified that although no details have been 
submitted “an extension of the size envisaged in the general arrangement plan 
RE1654-Z1-P-113 02 would cause a high level of harm to the northern shelter.” 
 

7.145  Historic England continue by outlining that “This shelter was conceived as a 
useful but ornamental building, its main architectural feature being a pair of 
symmetrically placed arched entrances. The proposed extension would obscure 
one of the entrances and much of the shelter’s principal elevation. The 
symmetry which is essential to its architectural qualities would be completely 
lost.” 
 

7.146  The Senior Planning Arboricultural Officer has outlined that the information 
provided in regard to this aspect of the development is a little confusing, as the 
report describes the removal of a hornbeam tree but shows it to be retained on 
the plans. The reason for its removal is said to be because there is to be a new 
access point in the wall. However, this is not correct as the new road is shown to 
be north of the southern cattle shed and the tree in question is to the south.  
 

7.147  The Northern shed is said to be converted into a lodge and impact said to be 
minimal. This may be correct in terms of impact during the conversation as the 
nearest tree is beech T1326 of “B” grade (assessed from site visit as no data is 
present in the report regarding this tree). Which is located on the other side of 
the estate boundary wall. The future pressure caused by the crown over hanging 
the structure has not been considered. As liveable accommodation would bring 
the issues of perceived threat from the overhang onto the building this should be 
avoided, and houses should not be positioned under a tree’s canopy for this 
reason. The current use as a field shelter does not put the tree at the same level 
of risk. 
 
 

7.148  The north of the cattle shed is an “A” grade oak tree. The RPA of this tree is cut 



off along the edge of the structure where it should extend through it. This is it is 
presumed because the walls of the current structure are thought to be a rooting 
barrier. This is unlikely as such a structure would only have a shallow foundation 
and not be of sufficient depth to prevent root extension beneath the building. As 
such it would be necessary to have due consideration to prevent damage during 
the conversion. As this has not been recognised, no precautions have been 
considered and root damage to an “A” grade tree are probable.  
 

7.149  The submitted information indicates that neither tree has a wider landscape 
amenity, however all the trees of the estate are considered to have collective 
wider landscape value.  As such, there is a concern from officers that the 
piecemeal removal based on individual assessment such as this could cause the 
depletion of the wider landscape value as the value of trees of lower public 
amenity and landscape value are devalued justifying possible loss. It should be 
noted that the historic park and garden designation is across the whole of the 
estate and not just the areas that have been laid out more formally and as such 
features such as the “A” grade oak tree would be considered part of it and 
contribute to its setting. 
 

7.150  This area of the development has the chance of having an adverse impact on 
two significant trees of high amenity.  
 

7.151  The listings for the Norris Estate identify four grade II listed watering ponds. Two 
of these are located within the West Field, with one within the woodland to the 
east of the field. As with the cattle shelters, the list description states that the 
historic interest of the ponds is as a livestock watering pond forming part of a 
progressive estate within the context of early C19 agricultural improvement, and 
a landscaped park laid out according to picturesque principles. They are 
substantial stone-lined ponds finely constructed of coursed and squared stone. 
They were built in the early C19. There were originally nine ponds situated within 
the park, of which seven survive in varying states of preservation; some of these 
were ornamental, others were provided for livestock. The design, with a watering 
ramp on one side, is likely to have controlled livestock access in order to 
maintain water quality; if given unrestricted access on all sides of a pond, 
livestock can erode the edges, muddy the water through wading, add manure, 
and promote aquatic weed growth. The ponds are described as substantial T-
shaped stone-lined watering ponds approximately 8 metres by 9 metres with a 
watering ramp extending 6 metres on the north side/south side. The squared 
stone walls are about 1 to 2 metres high. 
 

7.152  Insufficient information to assess the impact upon the watering ponds has been 
submitted, with no details provided. Whilst the proposed works suggest 
‘restoration’ of the listed watering ponds, these are rare and unusual structures 
sensitive to change and so the term restoration is too vague to make an 
informed assessment.  
 

7.153  The works in the West Field are said, within the submitted information, to be 
assisting with structural stability of the slope. The Geoconsult comments within 
the submitted structural information sets out that if additional stabilisation is 
required (should maintaining the existing seawall, drainage and vegetation be 
prioritised), it would, from a geotechnical perspective require a comprehensive 
reconnaissance survey, topographical survey, site investigation and quantitative 



slope stability assessment. They do however state that “if the proposed lodges 
are to be constructed on this slope, we would anticipate a need for more 
substantial engineering works than might otherwise be required in the absence 
of such development. Therefore, whilst the stabilisation proposals outlined by 
Wilson Bailey would likely be technically feasible (subject to more detailed 
investigation, assessment, and design), they may not be warranted if the 
proposed lodges were to be relocated further inland where the landslide threat is 
less severe…Alternative stabilisation methods have not been considered.”  
 

7.154  Although officers accept that it may not be possible to relocate the lodges 
elsewhere on site, due to the designation of the parkland, they also have an 
impact in the location proposed, and may not be essential should lesser works 
be necessary. Viability is discussed in more detail in the relevant section below.  
 

7.155  The Council’s structural engineers have commented that the West Field 
development is also within the geology where there have been recent landslips 
and extends across the Bembridge Marls and Head deposits. These land 
movements will continue to affect the area. The nature of the proposal is that the 
houses are to be ‘sculptured into the landform’, this will by its nature require 
significant digging into the ground and the use of retaining walls. A full Ground 
Investigation would be required in the location of each house to determine the 
extent of the Bembridge Limestone Formation as this is a weaker band with 
potential for the most movement. This detailed investigation has not been 
submitted, so it is difficult to establish whether the positioning of the proposed 
lodges would be suitable.  
 

7.156  In conclusion, the Council’s structural engineers outline that the works to the 
coastal areas, including the Bathhouse Restaurant and the West Field 
Development, will require further detailed design consideration to both tidal flood 
levels and design of retaining structures in relation to both drainage systems a 
potential further landslip. The interbedded nature of the underlying geology must 
be explored by further detailed site investigation. 
 

7.157  The works to construct the lodges within the West Field would cost in the region 
of between £15 and £17.6 million. This is a significant cost, and insufficient 
information has been submitted to demonstrate that it is providing an essential 
function for ground stability, which could not be achieved by other mechanisms, 
or which would be required, should construction not take place in this field. 
Moreover, the results of ground stability information may change the cost of this 
element of the development. 
 

7.158  The proposed works within the West Field are considered by officers to result in 
substantial harm to the Park and Garden and a high degree of harm to the cattle 
shelters, and would impact on the relationship between the shelters and the 
watering ponds. Historic England commenting that “The change in character of 
the west field from an open agricultural landscape to a resort would harm the 
setting of both the cattle shelters and the drinking ponds. The north shelter 
would have car parking hard up against it whilst two of the ponds (list entries 
1438968 and 1438971) would be placed among villas. These listed buildings 
would completely lose their immediate historical context, making it almost 
impossible to understand them as integral components of a ferme ornée.” This 
element of the proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policy DM2, 



DM11 and the NPPF.  
 

 Farmstead, including the Walled Garden 
 

7.159  The proposals include the conversion of the farm and walled garden would 
provide 33 spa residences together with a spa and wellness centre and 
associated facilities including cafe, gym, library, and retail areas. The Farm, 
bailiff’s house, cottage and walled kitchen garden are Grade I listed. The official 
list description outlines that the reason for the listings includes (but not limited 
to), its rarity as a rare example of a late-C18 model farm in a Gothic Revival 
style. Its historic interest along with Norris Castle itself, the farm represents an 
important design within the context of the English Picturesque movement and an 
example of the re-emergence of the Castle aesthetic during the Napoleonic 
Wars (1796-1815) and its architectural interest as probably the grandest 
example of the open court layout generally adopted for model farms by the 
1790s. 
 

7.160  The plan form of the buildings is set out within the listing as a regular ‘double-E’ 
courtyard plan of interlinked walls and buildings enclosed by castellated walls in 
imitation of a medieval castle. The walls extend southwards to enclose a 
substantial kitchen garden with square towers at the angles. The farmstead is 
arranged around two cattle yards with a horse yard to the north and a stack yard 
to the south. The bailiff’s house occupies the centre of the north-west elevation. 
To the south-east of the walled garden is a terrace overlooking the valley of a 
small brook. 
 

7.161  It is noted by officers that the list description states that “*Pursuant to s.1 (5A) of 
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (‘the Act’) it is 
declared that the C20 concrete footings and feed troughs in the cow house are 
not of special architectural or historic interest.”. These features do not therefore 
represent a limitation to any works.  
 

7.162  In Historic England’s comments they have stated that “The farmstead is one of 
the grandest model farms ever built. While there are other examples of model 
farms in the gothic style nothing else comes close in terms of scale to this vast 
mock fort.” 
 

7.163  The details submitted for the changes proposed are very limited and there is a 
reliance on concept drawings. This makes assessment of impact difficult, 
although not impossible given officers’ knowledge of the buildings from site 
visits. As outline above the application seeks to convert the farm into spa 
residences, which would be a mix of small studio flats to three-bedroom 
apartments, and spa amenities including a cafe, gym and ancillary retail units 
together with an entrance lobby to the walled garden, which would 
accommodate the principal spa facilities. The spa would include restored glass 
houses, used as a winter garden and as the entrance to the spa facilities, which 
would be partially below ground. The walls of the garden would be stabilised 
through the construction of 13 further spa residences in two storey building set 
around three sides. It is also proposed to restore the historic grid pattern of the 
garden on top of the spa, at an elevation of 1.4 metres. Assessing the changes 
proposed, there are many concerns, which are set out below and separated into 
the Farm Buildings and the Walled Garden 



 
 Farm buildings 

 
7.164  As outlined above, the proposal would involve the use of the farmstead for 

various alternative mixed uses, associated with the spa and wellbeing centre 
and 20 spa residences. Insufficient information has been received relating to the 
works associated with these changes of use. Examples include the change from 
a store to retail use and the barn to gym. Similarly, there are no details of the 
services proposed to the residential conversions (to include heating, ventilation, 
waste). These have the potential to create an overtly domestic appearance 
which would be harmful to the agricultural character of the site.  
 

7.165  The proposals seek to infill the façade of all the open fronted structures around 
the perimeter of the farm with glazing or render. This includes two occasions of 
extending the front elevation outwards beyond the building line and introducing a 
valley with a pitch roof in the opposite direction. Whilst the precise details of this 
work have not been provided, it is possible to ascertain the changes would be 
dramatic and likely harmful, with the domestic use of these buildings fully 
evident.  
 

7.166  The north-east courtyard would be enclosed to form one for the proposed spa 
residences. This would permanently change this open space harming the 
legibility of this part of the farm, with no evidence remaining of how this space 
would have been originally used. 
 

7.167  It is proposed to use a metal frame lining system (with the exception to the 
Bailiffs House and Workers Cottage). Whilst the use of a breathable board and 
lime finish would be beneficial to the breathability and performance of the 
buildings, it would create a very flat, lifeless surface in comparison to the existing 
finishes which are predominately undulating limewashed or natural stone and 
some lime plaster over stone.  
 

7.168  The historic building record shows evidence of numerous features and with the 
exception to the occasional relocation of harnesses or retention of stalls, there 
are no details how these would all be retained (for example, diamond section 
wooden bars, boarded stalls, hay racks, cast iron vents, stone drainage gulley, 
wooden ventilation hatches, plank and batten doors with ventilation slots). This 
would result in the potential loss of fixtures and fittings. Even those to be 
retained or relocated, would be difficult to appreciate or understand because of 
their different context within a residential conversion.  
 

7.169  Historic England’s comments outline that they consider that “the proposal to 
convert the farm buildings into a series of apartments would entail a high level of 
harm to its significance. All the historic interiors would be lost, making it much 
more difficult to understand how the complex and interrelated processes that 
went on in the farm were intended to function. The agricultural character of the 
place, which gives it much of its interest and charm, would be greatly eroded. …. 
The demolition of the pigsties (adjacent to building 9) would also be harmful. 
These original features which were an important part of the way the farm worked 
(the sties were next to the cattle shelters as the pigs were fed partly on waste 
dairy products) would be replaced by café seating and a glazed shelter that 
would not be particularly agricultural in its appearance. The infilling of courtyard 



B would obscure shelter shed 4, with is distinctive arched openings. The coach 
house doors in building 1 (courtyard A) would be replaced by new doors with 
glazed panels that would compromise the agricultural character of this building.”  

 
7.170  As with the Castle there are no details of the repairs proposed which would be 

substantial given the poor condition of the buildings and the likely structural 
works that would be required, all of which would have a major impact upon the 
historic fabric. Whilst the principle of repairs is accepted, these details form an 
integral part of the works. Without this information an informed assessment 
cannot be made.   
 

7.171  There are also no details of the treatment to the ceilings/underside of the roofs, 
which are likely to require thermal upgrades, or details proposed for the floors, 
which comprise stone flags/setts or brick paviours and some earth. As a result, 
an informed assessment of impact cannot be made.  
 

7.172  In instances where windows are proposed in some elevations, these are 
different from existing windows. This would harm their proportions and 
appearance and the uniformity and relationship with the windows in the adjoining 
buildings.  
 

 Walled Garden 
 

7.173  In an appreciation of significance Historic England have stated that “The 
attached walled garden is closely linked to the farm both visually and practically. 
It makes a key contribution to the farm’s visual impressiveness: its crenelated 
exterior mirrors that of the farm, creating a single entity of gargantuan 
proportions. Its position next to the farm continues the theme of factory-like 
efficiency. Cultivating it was dependent on the plentiful supply of manure from 
the farm. Vine houses and heated pit houses made use of the latest technology 
to produce exotic fruit and vegetables. The sheer size of the garden is unusual 
and emphasises Seymour’s obsession with productive gardening.” 
 

7.174  The proposal seeks to construct a further 13 spa residences within the walled 
garden, along with the sunken spa treatment room. The design and access 
statement outlines that the spa would use the underground voids “thought” to 
exist for heating and drainage ducts. Officers have significant concerns that an 
element of the scheme is reliant on something that is “thought to exist”. The 
document continues by setting out that “the precise extent of below ground 
structures such as service trenches is not known prior to investigation”. As this is 
a Grade I listed building it is essential to understand the potential harm to 
existing features which may be within the voids before any works underground 
are considered acceptable, especially considering the scale of the works 
proposed below ground in this instance. There are no floor plans for the spa, 
and this appear to be a concept at this time. However, this element of the 
scheme is full and therefore full details would be required, for both the planning 
application and the listed building consent. 
 

7.175  Historic England have outlined in their comments that they consider that 
“Converting the walled garden into a spa and apartments would entail a very 
high level of harm. This area is heavily overgrown and the glass houses that 
once stood against the northwest wall and cold frames that stood withing the 



garden have collapsed. However, this is a space that has been neglected, rather 
than lost or changed, and could be restored relatively easily.” 
 

7.176  The residences would be two storeys with a flat roof that would terminate either 
at the top of the wall but below the height of the merlons or above the wall. 
There are different drawings illustrating both scenarios. There would be a first-
floor viewing platform to the rear to provide views of the landscape and there 
would be a 1.2 metre space between the rear elevation and the garden wall. The 
sunken spa would be below the glass houses and pit houses and there would be 
a raised garden on top of this structure. 
 

7.177  The embattled wall of the farm continues around the perimeter of the walled 
garden, embellished by taller square corner turrets. The enclosed space of the 
walled garden is a considerable size, and it is highly unusual being attached to a 
model farm. The land slopes away to the rear of the site meaning the side 
perimeter walls increase in height until they reach the rear southeast wall, which 
is notably lower. The kitchen garden performed a critical role to the estate and 
whilst the castellated wall is most notable as part of the landscape setting, the 
sheer size and dominance of the walls is impressive when viewed in close 
proximity from within this enclosed space.  
 

7.178  The proposed spa residences appear in the section drawings to project above 
the height of the walls, but below the walls in the concept sketches. As a result, 
making an informed assessment of impact is difficult. Furthermore, the 
submitted details illustrate the height of the wall and the houses to be the same 
on all three sides (external sides) of the walled garden. Critically the southeast 
wall is lower than the other walls, purposely designed this way to avoid casting 
too much shade. This means the drawings are incorrect and if the 
residences/houses were as high as shown, they would project well above the 
southeast wall. This would represent serious harm to the appearance of the 
walled garden, the farmstead, and the parkland. Having any building visible from 
the outside of this impressive enclosure would compromise its architectural 
integrity.   
 

7.179  Regardless of height, the houses are shown to be two storey and would obscure 
the wall around their positioning. The walls of the gardens are seminal to the 
significance of the listed building and the scale of the proposed dwellings would 
result in significant harm. Concerns are also raised with regards to the depth 
projecting into the open space of the garden and the design of the bracing and 
resultant space between the wall and rear of the houses. Furthermore, the 
justification for the housing is to structurally support the wall, avoiding 
buttressing, yet buttressing is still proposed on a submitted drawing. Whilst no 
specific details have been provided for the structural invention, this alone would 
not justify the harmful impact from the housing.  
 

7.180  Historic England share the above concerns, their comments stating that “The 
apartments would markedly reduce the open area of the garden, making the 
vast scale of the space, less apparent. Furthermore, most of the garden walls 
would be obscured. This would cause the garden to lose much of its character 
and it becomes much more difficult to understand how it was intended to 
function.” They go on to raise concerns that “The remains of the glass houses 
and cold frames would be replaced by the underground spa buildings. While 



entrance to the spa would retain a semblance of the appearance of the green 
house and the roof lights mimic that of the cold frames true form, and an 
understanding of the function of this important aspect of the garden would be 
lost.” 
 

7.181  There is insufficient information relating to the subterranean spa with no plans 
submitted showing the floor plan/layout, the external appearance (elements 
would protrude above ground level) and uncertainty regarding the impact upon 
historically important features associated with the heating and drainage ducts for 
the glass houses and pit houses that are likely to be present. The extent of 
excavation is likely to cause harm to these features integral to the design of 
these buildings and so a fully informed decision on this matter cannot be made 
until the precise extent of below ground structures and how the works would 
impact upon them is known.   
 

7.182  As well as issues associated with the listed buildings officers also have concerns 
with regards to the impact on trees from the proposed work within this part of the 
site. The walled garden contains a number of fruit trees, some self-seeded and 
others that would have been part of the garden when in use. Given the state of 
the garden and the trees within it is possible to consider that their removal would 
be acceptable, but any landscaping after development of this area should reflect 
its history and past use.  
 

7.183  To the south-east of the walled garden is a raised area which has also suffered 
neglect. It has several large holm oak trees, oak trees and also fruit trees along 
with many self-set trees. It would appear that the  manner in which the holm oak 
and fruit trees have been planted was intentional landscaping of the raised area. 
The self-set trees within the intentional planting are cause crowding and poor 
growth patterns. The larger holm oak trees have been pollarded in the past to 
maintain size but have been neglected for several years.  The submitted 
information indicates that the trees of this area are to be removed due to the 
damage they are causing to the wall and their loss to be mitigated elsewhere. It 
is also indicated that the holm oaks are moderately prominent specimens, but 
only within the Norris Estate and are not visible from longer ranging views 
across the landscape. From inspection these trees are a landscape feature and 
are seen from several points on the eastern side of the estate and would have 
formed part of the listed garden register for Norris Castle. 
 

7.184  Whilst the deterioration of the wall must be arrested, it should be noted that the 
planting of this raised feature of the Farmstead was intended and the removal of 
trees would remove its purpose. The deterioration could be better managed by 
the pollarding of the Holm oak, as done in the past, and in doing so reduce root 
damage to the wall and by removing the self-set trees such as the young holm 
oak trees growing against the garden wall and other ash and sycamore which 
due to their closer proximity are more likely to be causing the damage. The fruit 
trees such as the mature pear and apple trees seen in the area should not be 
removed as these would be the remaining vestiges of the garden’s use and also 
provide significant environmental benefits due to their age and species. In 
removing the self-set and poor-quality trees and managing the remaining trees 
as has been done in the past, it would make these trees an even better 
landscape feature and retain the character and setting of the Farmstead.  

7.185  The Council’s structural engineer has outlined that “the Farm area the structural 



works proposed to the existing buildings are not of a significant structural nature 
and consideration has been given to retaining much of the structures and simply 
adding removable ‘lean to’ type structures. The works proposed within the 
Walled Garden are of a more intrusive nature to the existing structures. The 
construction of the new residences near the boundary wall have been proposed 
with consideration to the wall and include structural ties to restrain the wall, 
however detailed design and sequencing of the foundations for these structures 
will be required in relation to the shallow footings of the existing wall. The 
proposed buttressing of the boundary wall will also require detailed sequencing. 
The proposed underground Spa is noted to be utilizing the existing subterranean 
structures, these will need a full structural assessment prior to any design as 
their full extent and condition is unknown. Any additional digging near the 
existing walls will require detailed assessment in relation to both the ground 
conditions and sequencing of works.” 
 

7.186  The applicant’s structural engineers have provided a rebuttal to this, suggesting 
that the council’s engineers have failed to understand the proposals, as they 
state “that the proposals are to buttress the Farmstead and Walled Garden 
walls. Their understanding of the proposals is not correct. On page 114 of the 
Design and Access Statement the strategy for supporting the walls, which have 
minimal foundations, is set out.” However, the page referenced in this comment 
show the use of buttresses, as do the cross sections on page 118. It is 
acknowledged by the council’s engineers that structural ties are also being used, 
as part of a combination of methods. The applicant’s engineer later confirms this 
by setting out that “Two buttresses only will be located on either side of the 
southern entrance into the Walled Garden. [therefore, confirming buttresses are 
proposed].…HLS has misunderstood the proposal and assumed that this 
buttress scenario is the application proposal, which it is not.” Officers therefore 
do not consider it is reasonable to suggest that their understanding is not 
correct, or that there has been any misunderstanding. A combination of methods 
would be used and this is referenced by the council’s engineers (HLS).  
 

7.187  The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust have raised concerns in respect of the 
proposed 13 units within the confines of the Walled Garden. They consider that 
“the justification of these being required for structural reasons appears 
unwarranted. The ‘Viability Assessment – Appendix E’ at 4.0 states that ‘where 
the centre of gravity of the wall lies outside the middle third of its base section’, 
there is ‘no alternative other than to rebuild these sections’ as they are ‘unstable 
and cannot be remedied’. This being the case, as demonstrated by the Gurney 
Consulting Engineers accompanying survey sections and elevations, significant 
areas of the wall will need to be rebuilt and cannot be saved by structural 
additions, whether this is a buttress or new buildings. These drawings also 
illustrate that sections of the wall are not leaning, suggesting that parts of the 
wall do not require structural additions. On this basis, we estimate that the 
remaining leaning parts of the wall which do require some form of structural 
support are limited, and at most would require approximately 11no. buttresses in 
total (at the suggested 7.5m spacing) and not the 44no. as argued. Clearly, 
11no. sympathetically designed and constructed buttresses, whilst far from ideal, 
would be a far less imposing than 13no. 2-storey buildings, considering that 
buttresses are often part and parcel of historic walled gardens. This is at odds 
with the ‘Heritage Impact Assessment’, which states at 4.4.4 ‘The works are also 
considered to be less invasive and more sensitive than the provision of a series 



of large, traditional buttresses’. We are also concerned about the height of these 
13no. buildings. Whilst no dimensions are shown on cross-sections, one can 
assume that the proposed buildings would be circa 7.5m in height, which would 
exceed the actual height of the grade I listed crenelated walls. The Gurney 
Consulting Engineers survey sections at Appendix E of the Viability Assessment 
show the height of the SW and NE walls to be between 5-7m, and the SE wall to 
be between 4.2-4.8m in height. Clearly this is unacceptable, for the proposed 
buildings would not only obscure the crenelated wall but they would be visible 
from outside of the Walled Garden, within the wider park. We are also 
concerned about the changes of level within the Walled Garden as a result of 
the partially submerged Spa, which raises a platform level and thereby further 
changes the character of this unique space.”  
 

7.188  The council’s Archaeologist has stated that the development within the walled 
garden of the Grade I Norris Castle Farm has potential to impact upon 
archaeological remains relating to the walled garden. Granting consent may 
preclude preservation in situ of features of significance within the walled garden, 
where new buildings and structures, new planting scheme etc. are proposed, 
and therefore significant features could be lost. 
 

7.189  The application contains insufficient information on the impact on important 
features within the grade I listed building and those works that have been 
specified would reduce the visual relationship between the wall and the garden 
and the form of the farmstead. This would in turn result in a very high degree of 
harm to the listed building and its setting contrary to policy DM11 and the NPPF. 
 

 Modern barns 
 

7.190  This element of the scheme would see the demolition of a large atcost barn. The 
modern barn is located close to the Farm and is a prominent feature in views out 
from the farm towards Fort Norris. The barn would be replaced with 18 town 
houses (said to be serving the spa), four farm workers cottages/resort 
residences and a car park providing 107 spaces. Another existing barn would be 
converted to provide a buggy store. Whilst the impact of the modern barn is 
harmful within the Park, officers consider that replacing this with three storey 
dwellings with an appearance reflecting townhouses would not represent an 
improvement. The number and scale of dwellings proposed is considered to be 
unacceptable and their character incongruous within a rural landscape. These 
dwellings are proposed to be three storey in height, which would sit higher than 
the existing barn. The submitted floor plans show that the ground floor of the 
buildings proposing a space for a games room/gym/cinema, together with four 
bedrooms over the remaining floors and a large lounge, kitchen and dining 
room. This is not considered to be essential to the provisions of a dwelling to 
justify the scale being sought.  
 

7.191  Combined with the provision of the car park, the dwellings would introduce 
residential development immediately in the heart of the agricultural setting of the 
farm and adjacent one of the listed stone lined watering pond, harming its 
significance. The presence of the trees would help mitigate some of the impact, 
but they would not screen the development sufficiently to avoid harming the 
setting of the farmstead. Officers consider that the submitted wireframes confirm 
this impact. On balance, there would be less visual harm from the retention of 



the Atcost barn, with its utilitarian appearance reflecting the agricultural use of 
the site, or for it to be simply removed and the land it occupies suitably 
landscaped.  
 

7.192  Historic England have raised similar concerns outlining that “As view 5 of the 
verified images shows the proposed buildings would feature much more 
prominently in views across the landscape from the west drive than the existing 
building. These views are currently characterised by glimpses of the grade I 
listed farm, as the barn itself is low and visually recessive.” 
 

7.193  The units have been designed as ‘townhouses’ with reference being given to a 
scheme in Cliveden (Buckinghamshire). However, Cliveden is a mansion, which 
was built as a hunting lodge. It is not a farm therefore the settings of the two 
buildings are very different. This design approach and scale is not considered to 
be suitable in this setting. No buildings on site have a ‘classical’ appearance and 
officers consider that cues should have not been taken from a different scheme 
in an entirely different setting. Historic England have commented that “if built, the 
residences would be much more assertive and draw the eye rather more than 
the farm. These buildings would add to the sense of suburbanisation of the 
landscape and would thus be harmful”. The only elevational details of these 
units provided are the front elevation of a terrace of four, entitled ‘part elevation’. 
As a full application this is not considered to be sufficient information and 
detailed elevations for each unit showing all sides of the building should have 
been provided, especially considering the listed status of the site. 
 

7.194  Insufficient information has been provided on the four farm workers cottages to 
enable a detailed assessment to be made. Based on the details submitted, they 
are likely to have less visual impact than the modern barn residences because 
of their number and location amongst the trees which would help mitigate their 
impact. However, their presence would result in the loss of woodland and 
introduction of new development with associated domestic paraphernalia within 
the Park that would represent a degree of harm to the protected landscape.  
 

7.195  These units would appear to result in the loss of part of W4 woodland. A ‘B’ 
grade woodland which consists of prominently oak trees, but also some ash and 
sycamore. The group is assessed as being of moderate quality and value and of 
long-term potential. Works to facilitate the development of these four units is not 
identified with in the arboricultural implications report but is indicated within the 
‘detailed general arrangement’ plan. These units would have a significant impact 
on trees, which has not been assessed or considered within the application 
submission. Officers consider that the harm to the setting of the park would be 
unacceptable.  
 

7.196  The council’s Archaeologist has again raised concerns that the impact of the 
development in the area of the modern barns (new build resort residences and 
parking) will also impact on the significance of the Grade I park. The introduction 
of 3 storey townhouse style buildings would seem wholly inappropriate in the 
rural parkland setting of a Grade I designated landscape. 
 
 
 

 The South-west Field  



 
7.197  This field is located just within the entrance off New Barn Road. The submitted 

documentation considers this field to be outside of the ‘true’ Norris Estate, as it 
sits outside of the walls. Whilst this field is outside the walled Estate enclosure, 
the inclusion of this land within the estate and introduction of the South Lodge in 
the early twentieth century, it has become an important part of the Estate, 
recognised in its inclusion within the Registered Park designation. This field, 
along with the fields to the southeast of the farm, form an important buffer that 
protects the setting of the Registered Park and the Farm.  
 

7.198  Historic England have commented that the land “…. ensures that the park is set 
in and approached through a rural setting, that it is experienced as part of the 
countryside of the Island rather than a pocket of rurality within east Cowes. As 
East Cowes has expanded during the 20th century this land has become more 
important, it is now all that separates the parkland from the surrounding 
suburban development.”   
 

7.199  The application seeks to construct 15 four-bedroom houses within this area of 
the site. These are all very large units and although three different unit types are 
proposed there is limited variety in respect of scale and mass. The design and 
access statement suggests that these units are seeking to meet a local need, 
however, officers consider the mix is entirely wrong to achieve this. This point is 
discussed in more detail in the socio-economic section below.  
 

7.200  The encroachment of this scale of development from the west, into this field, 
would harm the significance of the park by introducing an incongruous 
development and removing the verdant backdrop to the Estate, harming its 
setting. There are also concerns regarding the scale, mass and design of the 
units but given the harmful impact upon the setting of the park outlined above, 
seeking amendments would not overcome these concerns.  
 

7.201  Historic England have raised concerns that “The proposed housing would harm 
the significance of the park as it would bring suburbanisation right up to the park 
wall, compromising its rural setting. The sense of approaching a park through 
open countryside would be lost. The visualisations supplied (view 7) also 
underestimate the impact of these houses as the tree planting shown in years 1 
and 15 is over-optimistic. Even if the planting is successful in eventually 
obscuring these buildings replacing an open approach where the wall is clearly 
visible and there is a strong sense of approaching a park with an entrance 
hemmed in with planting would degrade the aesthetic qualities of the landscape.   
Furthermore, this land would no longer be recognisable as once part of 
Seymour’s landscape, and thus its historic interest would be lost.” 
 

7.202  Furthermore, Historic England have raised concerns in their comments that 
“Placing housing on the south-west field would surround the lodge [South Lodge] 
with residences and cut it off from the park. Separating the building from the 
park it was intended to guard the entrance of makes it much more difficult 
appreciate the purpose of the building, greatly diminishing its significance.” 
 
 
 

 The Pumphouse 



 
7.203  The proposal includes the repair and restoration of the Pumphouse and its 

conversion to a clubhouse. It is a simple utilitarian building located between the 
Castle and Farmstead. It has been used to supply fresh water to the estate, a 
critical role. It is also likely to have been used as a Rookery with references on 
the OS plans to this use. The building is a Grade II listed building in its own right 
and the official list description outlines this is due to its rarity as a relatively rare 
surviving example of an early C19 pump house on a villa estate, its historic 
interest as an important component to the working of the Norris Castle estate, 
providing a water supply to the house, farm and ancillary buildings within the 
landscaped park and its fixtures and fittings for the notable survival of a mid-C19 
cast-iron hand pump and late-C19 double cylinder pump. The building is a small 
single storey building with a hipped slate roof and a single bay extension at the 
east end, thought to be added prior to 1845. It is constructed of coursed rubble 
with a red-brick water tank and slate roof coverings. Due to the use of the 
building, the north-west, north-east and south-east elevations are blank. 
 

7.204  As outlined in the list description, original fixtures and fittings remain inside the 
building. The listing contains the following details about the interior of the 
building: “the main part of the building, at the west, has latterly served as a 
coach house. It is covered by a king-post roof with wrought-iron straps and 
dragon ties and contains a well set into a flagstone floor. There is a blocked 
doorway in the south-east wall. The single bay extension contains two hand 
pumps; a mid-C19 cast-iron hand pump inscribed ‘J. TYLOR & SONS LONDON’ 
mounted on a wooden plank attached to the north-west wall, and a late C19 
double cylinder hand pump inscribed ‘CLEMENTS JEAKES & CO. 51 GT. 
RUSSELL ST. LONDON’. 
 

7.205  The submitted details include written references to the building having “minor 
alterations to provide a new use, which are likely to result in a minor impact, and 
a low level of less than substantial harm, through some alterations to historic 
fabric and a change to the character and use of the listed building”. However, no 
information has been submitted (floorplans or elevations) showing the works 
proposed. Therefore, insufficient information has been submitted to make an 
informed assessment. Officers therefore consider that this element if the 
development to be contrary to policy DM11.  
 

7.206  In respect of the developments within the estate as a whole the council’s 
Archaeologist has raised concerns that the impact of development upon areas of 
unknown archaeological potential, including development along and adjacent to 
the foreshore, (Sentinel buildings, boat house, slipway at harbourside), within 
the Norris Estate (e.g. dwellings in southwest field and associated infrastructure, 
lodges in the West Field), and residential development within the Springhill 
Estate. Further assessment and evaluation would be required and due to the 
scale of development this would require a significant programme of 
archaeological investigation which may be costly. A generic set of 
archaeological mitigation has been suggested in the submitted desk-based 
assessment, but the assessment is not sufficiently detailed and there is no 
specific consideration of archaeological investigation of areas of development 
such as the walled garden or parkland to further understand how these heritage 
assets may be impacted. 

 Park and Gardens 



 
7.207  The application includes works to restore the registered park and garden, 

including the restoration of the circular drive and the reinstatement of 
carriageways around the Estate. The grounds presenting approximately 60 
hectares within the application boundary. The Park and Gardens are Grade I 
listed (officers consider it noteworthy that Osborne House gardens are Grade II* 
listed). The official list description sets out that the reason for the designation 
includes (but is not limited to) its rarity as an exemplar of a Regency marine villa 
estate. Its authenticity as a well-preserved, essentially single-phase, designed 
landscape with the overall layout remaining largely in its entirety and there have 
been few changes or alterations representing a high degree of survival. The 
designer, Humphry Repton being one of England’s greatest late C18 and early 
C19 landscape designers, is likely to have been involved in the design of the 
landscaped park. Vistas and external views for the manner in which the 
landscape appropriates the natural topography, and for the controlled views 
along the approaches, as well as the commanding view of the Castle, in its 
setting, from the sea and its historic association as an estate closely linked to 
the C19 royal family in which The Prince Regent, Queen Victoria, Kaiser 
Wilhelm and the King of the Netherlands visited. The designation and the park 
and garden is also closely linked to its relationship with the listed buildings within 
it. 
 

7.208  The application has been submitted with indicative plans to show how the 
‘structure’ of the existing landscape and character would be “improved” through 
the reinstatement of views by removal of vegetation, by the replacement of some 
planting for the long term, by the management of grasslands and by the 
restoration or reinstatement of some landscape ‘set pieces’. 
 

7.209  Historic England have raised concerns that “The indicative design for the 
pleasure garden RE1654-Z1-P-L106 01) shows something much more elaborate 
that Repton’s original design, with an additional pond, a maze, sculptures and a 
folly, all of which are alien to the original concept. Much of the proposed 
planting, for instance the wildflower meadow and clipped box and beach has 
little in common with a Reptonian pleasure ground. The proposals therefore 
would cause a degree of harm by confusing the original design intention here.” 
 

7.210  The supporting information sets out that the principal restoration works include 
the thinning of secondary woodland (along the coast) to restore views at the 
coast, management of ancient woodland (according to a Woodland 
Management Plan) to improve its quality, health, age composition and amenity 
value. Replanting of lost tree belts such as west of the Castle and north of the 
Farm (as shown on historic maps). The restoration of the pleasure grounds, 
including exotic species, and informal arrangements of meadows, naturalised 
bulb planting, shrubs and informal footpaths with seating. The semi-improved 
grasslands currently have low floristic diversity. These would have enhanced 
diversity of species to add visual and biodiversity interest, principally through 
altering the management regimes. Mown grass and gravel paths would link to 
restored carriage drives and other access routes to provide circular walks and 
access. Hedgerows would be reinstated in selected locations to, it is suggested, 
assist with habitat enhancement and connectivity and to compartmentalise the 
landscape, where field boundaries previously existed. 

7.211  The driveways would be cleared of vegetation, where this has encroached, as 



necessary, and resurfaced to create a durable un-kerbed driveway. The section 
between Fort Norris and the Resort access road would be cleared to restore the 
alignment and a gravel footpath provided. The new access route from the 
Esplanade would it is said restore the historical clockwise approach to the Castle 
with its series of designed “dynamic” views aimed at a controlled reveal of the 
Castle and Solent. The new proposed access is discussed in more detail below.   
 

7.212  The principle of the restoration of the park and gardens is supported in principle 
and the Isle of Wight Garden’s Trust have applauded the level of research that 
has been undertaken by the various consultants as presented within the 
application documents which recognise the historical significance of the 
parkland. The ‘Assessment of Significance’ report rightly identifies the majority of 
the Norris registered park and garden as either of Very High Significance or High 
Significance.  
 

7.213  The Trust welcome the aspiration to restore the parkland at Norris (and at 
Springhill), in keeping with their separate, intrinsic characters, by managing 
existing landscape features, removing naturally colonised vegetation, carrying 
out extensive replanting, and introducing long-term management regimes. The 
‘Heritage Landscape and Ecology Management Plan’ (HLEMP) recognises the 
importance of the unique landscape at Norris Castle and provides details on the 
management, restoration and enhancement of existing and proposed 
hedgerows, woodland and trees, grassland areas, ponds, carriage ways and 
stone walls. However, they have also outlined that they believe the planning 
application is missing key information, and the material provided in respect of 
the landscape proposals is often vague and non-committal. There is no 
information about proposed planting species or the sizes at which trees and 
other vegetation is planted. There are no external lighting proposals, nor do any 
of the submitted plans include external levels or an indication of how proposed 
buildings integrate into the existing topography, the Castle itself, or within the 
West Field. 
 

7.214  Officers therefore consider, that while the principle of the garden restoration 
works are supported, there is not sufficient detail. Furthermore, as outlined in the 
relevant sections above, the impact on the proposed works on the park and 
garden is significantly greater than could be mitigated by the proposed 
restoration works.  
 

 Access 
 

7.215  The application includes the creation of a new access off The Esplanade. This is 
discussed in more detail below in respect of the highway considerations 
associated with this access and the internal layout. However, due consideration 
has also been given to the impact of this to the character of the area and the 
listed buildings.  
 

7.216  The access would pass through the Springhill Estate (discussed below) and 
enter the Norris Estate through a new opening in the boundary wall, close to the 
southern field shelter. The route would join the carriageway drive at its north-
western arm. Although the removal of a section of wall and the road itself would 
result in an element of harm, officers accept that to facilitate development of the 
estate a new access is necessary, as the existing route off New Barn Road 



would not be suitable for the increase level of traffic generation associated with 
the development of the site.  
 

7.217  The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust have raised concerns that about the highway 
impacts on the parkland at Norris and Springhill. New roads, designed to meet 
highway standards required of emergency and refuse vehicles (wide roads or 
with frequent passing places and vehicle turning areas), would carve through the 
landscape, and would not only be highly visible but would cause undue harm to 
the intrinsic landscape character of the RPG and locally listed park. 
 

7.218  The proposed access point is within East Cowes Esplanade Conservation Area. 
The appraisal identifies this area as being a quiet and unspoiled esplanade and 
notes the setting to the south (which includes Springhill) as green and 
predominantly treed. The provision of the access into these sites would 
dramatically increase traffic generation in this area, resulting in a busier 
character within the conservation area.  
 

7.219  Concerns have been raised in respect of the access point by both the 
Environment Agency and the council’s Geomorphologist. The Environment 
Agency have commented that “The principal entrance to the site is via The 
Esplanade, which is subject to a ‘No Active Intervention’ Policy from 2026. The 
feasibility of using this route as the principal access should therefore be 
considered. As there is an alternative access to the site, we have not raised an 
objection as a result of a lack of information on the flood characteristics 
associated with the principal access. However, the implications for the ability of 
the site to function as intended when access to the Esplanade could be 
increasingly frequently flooded, and at risk of loss to coastal erosion, should be 
considered. Any proposals to safeguard the access route will be contrary to the 
NAI policy and the impacts should therefore be fully considered before making a 
decision on any such proposals.”  
 

7.220  As the alternative access referenced is New Barn Road, which would not be 
acceptable to serve the whole development, officers have concerns over the 
proposed access, as it may not be usable for the lifetime of the development.  
 

7.221  The applicant’s revised Flood Risk Assessment says that “There is no known 
history of flooding across the Site.”  This summary is not correct, as the 
Esplanade part of the site does have known occurrences of sea flooding. The 
FRA continues “Parts of the Esplanade in the north-western corner of the Site 
are also located within Flood Zone 3, equating to land flooding from the sea at 
least once every 200 years. The tidal floodplain is based on an assessment 
which ignores the presence of flood defences, such as the existing coastal wall 
adjacent to the Esplanade. Practically the sea wall would need to either fail or be 
overtopped prior to flooding of the Esplanade occurring.” That assessment is 
also not correct, as sea flooding of the Esplanade already occurs during high 
tide events. This issue is also not raised in the conclusions of the FRA.  
Furthermore, in Appendix J of the FRA (Coastal Flood Risk Assessment) the 
mapping does not appear to cover the East Cowes Esplanade area of flood risk.  
In the Flood Emergency Plan, the flood risk to the Esplanade area is visible 
within Figure 2, but this plan also incorrectly assumes that “The Esplanade, 
which is located to the north-west of the site is the primary access route for the 
Norris Castle development. Currently there is a sea wall adjacent to the 



Esplanade which has an identified level of protection approximately equal to the 
present day 1 in 1000-year event. However, this level of protection will decrease 
over the development lifespan as climate change impacts raise the estimated 
peak sea level elevations." This perceived protection is not correct and the 
intermittent sea flood risk occurring in this area from the current day onwards on 
the proposed principal access road is not further addressed in the Flood 
Emergency Plan. 
 

7.222  The Geomorphologist recommends that if the developer wishes to use this 
esplanade road access route, which is expected to be lost, it is recommended 
that they should pay the full cost of (and undertake) the seawall 
refurbishment/improvement required to provide an adequate design life and 
standard of protection for the seawall, protecting the lengths of the esplanade 
road they wish to use (not just the sections within the current red line), and for 
the full lifetime of the development (addressing both erosion and sea flood risks 
to the road). This should also include works to any additional lengths of seawall 
required to defend the proposed properties in the Springhill area for the lifetime 
of those developments (including the proposed Springhill Senior Living, which 
would become perched on an actively retreating cliff top/coastal slope without 
any intervention, and vulnerably located). This would all be subject to seeking 
and securing the required approvals. The adopted coastal policies in the West 
Wight Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management Strategy (2017) and Isle of 
Wight Shoreline Management Plan (2011) are clear that this ageing seawall 
replacement/upgrade is not due to occur at public expense, and that coastal 
change is therefore expected and has to be factored into decision-making. As 
context, the first version of the Shoreline Management Plan published in 1997, 
25 years ago, also stated that there was insufficient development to warrant 
coastal defence throughout this unit.  
 

7.223  Such works would simply not be economically viable, when the scheme already 
results in such a significant conservation deficit. This therefore raises substantial 
issues in respect of the principle of the acceptability of the proposed access 
road.  
 

 Springhill – Outline 
 

7.224  The Springhill Estate would provide an access road into the site from the 
Esplanade and the Outline element of the scheme for approximately 105 units 
together with sustainable drainage features, such as swales and landscaping.  
 

7.225  The proposed access road into the site from the Esplanade would enhance an 
existing entrance to a Southern Water pumping station. The road would continue 
past the entrance to the pumping station and would travel through the site, with 
smaller entrance points into the proposed housing parcels. The road has been 
designed as a single track with passing places as it is said in the supporting 
information that it would follow and tuck into the contours of the landform.  

7.226  Springhill is a locally listed park and garden, and is highly visible from the 
seascape and Cowes, due to the topography of the land and the foreground 
views available across Cowes Harbour.  
 
 

7.227  The parkland is locally listed and the Trust outline that the aesthetic interest of 



the Springhill landscape is of group value because of its juxtaposition to Norris 
Castle which in turn lies to the east of Osborne (Grade II* RPG) and Barton 
Manor (locally listed parkland). The four estates make up a block of 
undeveloped parkland close to the Solent coast, all except Springhill being 
within the Isle of Wight AONB. The Norris Castle and Springhill estates were 
both carved out from pre-existing agricultural holdings in the 1790s. The 
landscape at Springhill may have been similar to that of Norris Castle in 
combining ornamental qualities with an emphasis on cattle farming. 
 

7.228  Together with the works to the road the outline elements of the scheme for 
housing would be incorporated within the Springhill Estate. These are split into 
four parcels:  
 

• P1 - 55 senior living units 
• P2 - up to 25 dwellings (21 houses and 4 apartments) and 25 space 

overflow car park 
• P3 - 17 dwellings (13 detached and 4 apartments) 
• P4 - 8 dwellings (6 new, 2 conversions). 

 
7.229  The planning statement sets out that parcels 1 and 2 are sited to connect to East 

Cowes’ built-up area, parcel 3 is to the immediate south of the Southern Water 
pumping station and parcel 4 lies within the curtilage of the Springhill Farm’s 
existing buildings. 
 

7.230  P1 is located close to the entrance of the site, off the Esplanade and would 
provide a senior living scheme (C2) providing up to 55 units, together with 
supporting facilities. The buildings would have a total GEA of 8,129m2, 
comprising a mix of three blocks of 2-3 storeys with height parameters of 12 
metres, with landscaping and dedicated parking. No elevations have been 
submitted, but the scale of the units is indicated by the wireframes, submitted as 
part of the verified views and visibility study, which shows, at year one, that the 
roof of these buildings to be visible between the tree belt, when viewing the site 
from Cowes. By year 15 and the establishment of the landscaping, the 
assessment suggests that a few roofs may just be visible above the trees. Due 
to levels this would appear from the visuals to sit significantly above the height of   
Shore Cottage, which fronts the Esplanade.  
 

7.231  Existing development along the Esplanade, including Shore Cottage and the 
Grade II listed Coastguard Cottages and Solent View are all small scale two 
storey buildings. There are larger properties on Cambridge Road, which sit side 
on to the Esplanade, and large industrial buildings on Columbine Road, the 
character of the area notably changes as you travel along Albany Road and the 
Esplanade.   
 

7.232  Officers consider that the visual presence of a building above the tree belt in this 
location would be harmful to the East Cowes Conservation Area and the setting 
of the Springhill Park. The visuals consider the impact from the other side of the 
river, but not from the Esplanade itself, when the observer would be closer. 
Although there is a tree belt between the proposed blocks and the Esplanade, 
the main trees within this are macrocarpa which due to their form do not provide 
much screening. The landscaping behind these trees would also not screen the 
trees in the winter months and therefore the building would be highly visible and 



dominant from the Esplanade. Furthermore, it is noted that the proposal would 
seek to thin areas of this tree line, which would potentially increase the visual 
prominence further.  
 

7.233  The Esplanade at this point is undeveloped and characterised by the tree line. 
The presence of buildings behind this would be harmful to the character of the 
Conservation Area. 
 

7.234  The Council’s Geomorphologist highlights that the application has indicated that 
they wish to protect some sections of the Norris Castle Estate from risks of 
coastal erosion and slope failure behind a failed sea wall.  However, similar risks 
will be faced to the west of Old Castle Point in the area of the Springhill Estate, 
where the applicant proposes to locate new buildings, including the proposed 
Springhill Senior Living development, at the top of what is expected to become 
an actively eroding and retreating cliff line/coastal slope. There does not appear 
to be any consideration of this risk, which would be essential to consider for the 
full lifetime of all the developments in the Springhill area (and the access and 
infrastructure routes).  
 

7.235  In a response to concerns raised by the Geomorphologist during the originally 
consultation period the Planning Agent responded stating that “We accept that 
we had not paid adequate attention to coastal flooding in the Esplanade and the 
fact that this stretch too will be a “no active intervention” area from 2025.” 
Although a revised Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted the risks 
identified have not been addressed or upgrade or build coastal defences in this 
area and to maintain them for the lifetime of the development. In the absence of 
a suitable Sequential Test or Exceptions Test, the proposals are considered to 
fail to comply with the requirements of the NPPF, or policy DM14 of the Island 
Plan. 
 

7.236  P2 would run along the eastern boundary, adjacent to the Waverly Caravan 
Park. This area would include a 55-space overflow carpark and up to 25 
dwellings, comprising an indicative mix of 21 houses and four flats. The planning 
statement suggest that these would be of 2/3 storeys, with the parameters plan 
stating a maximum height of nine metres. Again, no elevations have been 
provided, but wireframes show indicative scale within the visual assessment. 
The wireframes and supporting assessment indicate that at year one housing 
may be partially visible through gaps in the existing tree belt and along the site 
boundary, which would be supplemented with new planting. The 15-year 
assessment suggests that this housing would be “largely screened” by existing 
and new planting.    
 

7.237  The proposed car parking spaces would run around the edge of a curved road, 
which would be screened by a tree belt, following the curved shape. The need to 
provide such a substantial level of screening is considered to be an indicator that 
the car park would be harmful.  
 

7.238  The proposed housing would sit behind the car park. The proposed layout would 
result in quite a dense form of development for a parkland setting and its 
visibility from the Esplanade and the opposite side of the river would harm the 
character of the area.  

7.239  P3 is located adjacent to the Southern Water pumping station, along the 



boundary with the Norris Estate. The proposal seeks up to 17 dwellings 
comprising an indicative mix of 13 detached houses and four flats, occupying a 
GEA of 929m2 and of a maximum height of 12 metres.  
 

7.240  Due to the proximity to the Norris Castle these units would be visible from the 
Norris Estate wall and would be visible behind the northern cattle shelter, with 
the larger units within the layout being proposed closest to the boundary.   
 

7.241  The proposed units in this area would impact on both the setting of the Springhill 
locally listed park and the Norris registered park and gardens.  
 

7.242  P4 includes Springhill Farm and would provide up to eight dwellings, six new 
builds and two conversions. Springhill Farm is currently a small group of 
buildings which provided a practical purpose when Springhill was used as a 
farm. The proposal would seek to remove inappropriate extension to existing 
buildings, convert the former agricultural buildings, such as the stable block and 
insert new buildings within a similar built area, following the pattern of 
development. As well as the built form, the orchard and kitchen garden would be 
restored.  
 

7.243  Officers consider that these units would sit comfortably within the context of the 
existing building and subject to design would enhance the existing setting of this 
part of the site. Although the southern cattle shelter would sit close to these 
buildings, there is an existing relationship with the farm complex and the small- 
scale development of this part of the site is not considered to be harmful.  
 

7.244  With the exception of those houses proposed in parcel four the proposed 
residential units and access road would result in dramatic change in the 
parkland setting of the estate, eroding its verdant character, and harming its 
significance. Whilst the trees and hedgerows are unlikely to represent a 
conscious design, they provide an attractive parkland setting for the house and 
farm at Springhill and this would be compromised by the extent of development 
proposed. This would also affect the collective quality of the Springhill and Norris 
Estate immediately behind.   
 

7.245  Together with the buildings proposed, the application documentation indicates 
that the proposals for Springhill would also include the designation of between 
two and four hectares of open access amenity land, under the Countryside and 
Rights of Way Act. The submitted documentation suggests that this matter can 
be dealt with through the Section 106 Agreement which would be required 
should the application be approved. Although this is correct, officers consider it 
would be necessary for the area of land and the actual size of it to be specified.  
 

7.246  The Heritage Impact Assessment acknowledges that residential development, 
with associated infrastructure, and a new car park “will change the character of 
the Springhill Estate as a historically simple, agricultural landscape”. It concludes 
that the proposal “would therefore represent a moderate degree of harm to the 
Springhill Estate as a non-designated heritage asset.” Officers consider this 
harm to be unacceptable.  
 
 

7.247  Although not nationally protected Historic England have commented on this 



element of the development stating that “The proposals would entail placing a 
large amount of housing on Springhill. This would fundamentally change its 
character from a small park around a country house to a suburban housing 
development. It would no longer be recognisable as a historic landscape and 
consequently its historical interest, aesthetic qualities, and thus its significance 
as a locally listed heritage asset, would be entirely lost.” They further outlined 
that “As development on the Springfield estate would not generate sufficient 
capital to address the conservation deficit at Norris there are no public benefits 
to weigh against the effective loss of the locally listed heritage asset as required 
by paragraph 209 of the Framework.” 
 

7.248  Paragraph 209 of the NFFP states that: 
 
The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage 
asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing 
applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a 
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or 
loss and the significance of the heritage asset. 
 

7.249  The scheme would also include the landscaping of the parkland, and the 
incorporation of swales to help manage surface water drainage throughout the 
site. These works would visually change the appearance of the locally listed park 
and garden when viewed from the opposite site of the river, where the site 
currently appears as open fields. It is considered that this would be harmful to 
the character of the area.  
 

 Conclusions  
 

7.250  Development on the scale envisaged would have a profoundly harmful impact 
on the Norris estate and the character of the area. The level of change would be 
extensive, with almost all areas of the park undergoing dramatic alterations. In 
several cases, particularly the west and south-west fields the alterations 
proposed would mean that these areas would be unrecognisable as part of the 
historic landscape. Elsewhere, particularly around the castle itself and in views 
from seaward, the creation of the sentinel houses, coastal cottages and a 
terrace of rooms in front of the castle would have a major impact on the way in 
which the castle and the landscape in which it sits is perceived. Its unaltered, 
tranquil character would be completely lost.  
 

7.251  Many of the interior features that help make the castle so special would be lost 
and the farm and walled garden would lose much of their agricultural and 
horticultural character.  
 

7.252  This means that the proposals would cause substantial harm to the registered 
park and a high degree of harm to the Grade I listed castle and farm. The 
significance of all the Grade II buildings would also be harmed to varying 
degrees. The scale of development proposed on the Springhill estate would lead 
to the loss of almost all of its significance. Historic England outline in their 
comments that “Even if the harm to the park were less than substantial we would 
remain opposed to the scheme. It would cause a very high level of harm to all of 
the designated heritage assets that make up the ensemble but would not secure 
their future given that the scheme is unlikely to be viable.” 



 
7.253  In Historic England’s appreciation of the significance of the Norris Estate outline 

that “The architecture of the castle and landscaping of the park combine to 
create an ensemble which together is of greater value than the sum of its 
individual parts.” As well as having impacts on the individual components, the 
proposals would result in cumulative impacts. Historic England have outlined 
that “When all of the different aspects of the scheme are considered together it 
is the cumulative impact of so much development all over the park, rather than a 
single aspect which leads us to conclude that the harm to this grade I registered 
landscape would be substantial. Development would touch nearly all parts of this 
very compact landscape, spreading across the west field, around the house, the 
approach from the south-east and lining the waterside. Elements, particularly the 
west field and south-west field, would effectively cease to be part of a historic 
landscape.  
 

7.254  The whole character of the place would change: the sense of privacy and 
seclusion would be lost. The place as a whole would feel much more 
institutional: in addition to the new apartments there would need to be much 
more signage, lighting and roads cut through much of the landscape to give 
access to the new development. The scale of development as a whole is such it 
would transform the park to a point where would be barely recognisable.” 
 

7.255  Having regard to the above, officers consider that there would be substantial 
harm to the Registered Park and Garden and a very high degree of harm to the 
other assets within the site. Given the official listing for all of the assets 
acknowledges the importance of the group value of the assets, officers consider 
that the buildings and structures form an important part of the embedded 
character of the registered Park and Garden. As the site is considered to be 
more than the sum of its individual elements, officers consider that the impact of 
the overall scheme would result in substantial harm.   
 

 Viability, and optimum viable use 
 

7.256  The National Planning Practice Guidance sets out that viability assessment is a 
process of assessing whether a site is financially viable, by looking at whether 
the value generated by a development is more than the cost of developing it. 
This includes looking at the key elements of gross development value, costs, 
land value, landowner premium and developer return. 
 

7.257  The application has been submitted with a viability assessment and the 
supporting information sets out that the application has been submitted in two 
parts to reflect the applicant’s intended purpose. The Full element of the scheme 
seeking to achieve its Optimum Viable Use (OVU) and the extent that the value 
of the OVU does not cover the costs of creating it, and the Outline element for 
further development that is needed to meet the gap while, they consider, 
contributing to the local shortfall between the need for housing in East Cowes. 
The submitted details state that the development in its entirety is required to 
ensure that the resort has adequate facilities to ensure it would be viable and 
attractive to visitors, and to retain all of the assets in one ownership, as well as 
allowing them to be renovated. The council has appointed an independent 
viability consultant to review the submitted details.  

7.258  It should be noted at this stage that the applicants are suggesting that the 



Springhill Estate element of the development and the works in the south-west 
field are not enabling development but, consider this to be “cross-funded 
development”. They state that “the rationale for providing this development on 
the Springhill Estate and the South-West Field is because it is within the control 
of the Applicant. If these two parcels of land were not made available to another 
investor/developer, then enabling development would have to be carried out 
wholly within the Registered Parks and Gardens, leading to a greater degree of 
harm to the significance of the Grade I listed buildings”.  
 

7.259  It is officers’ understanding that the developer is taking this position based on 
the Historic England Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 4: Enabling 
Development as Heritage Assets (GPA4) which sets out that “'Enabling 
development' has a specific meaning within the NPPF, and neither the term nor 
the policy applies to other circumstances in which funding may be directed 
towards the conservation of heritage assets, such as cross-subsidy”.  
 

7.260  The developer’s consultant states that “the development proposed in the South-
West Field and the Springhill Estate are the optimum quantum to meet the 
conservation deficit, after alternative funding options have been considered”. 
Officers consider that development which seeks to address the conservation 
deficit but would otherwise be unacceptable is enabling development. Should 
the applicant not consider that the Springhill and the South-west Field 
development is enabling, this would raise questions over its justification as, set 
out above, officers consider such development to have a significant impact on 
the setting of the registered park and garden, the locally listed park and garden, 
the conservation area and the wider character of the area and the registered 
park and garden. The report therefore references the development in these 
areas as enabling development.  
 

7.261  GPA4 sets out that the case for enabling development rests on there being a 
conservation deficit. Simply put, this is the amount by which the cost of repair 
(and conversion to optimum viable use if appropriate) of a heritage asset 
exceeds its market value on completion of repair or conversion, allowing for 
appropriate development costs. 
 

7.262  When considering this application, it is necessary to establish whether the case 
for enabling development has been justified (i.e. does a conservation deficit 
exist), if so, whether the proposed development offsets the conservation deficit 
and finally, if so, whether the proposed development constitutes the minimum 
amount required to address the conservation deficit in full.  
 

7.263  Paragraph 81 of GPA4 states that “a proven conservation deficit may not 
automatically lead to a grant of consent, where the disbenefits of failing to 
comply with other planning policies are considered to outweigh the benefits of 
conserving the asset.” 
 

7.264  In summary, the council’s viability consultants have confirmed that they are 
satisfied that a conservation deficit exists. However, this is considered by them 
to be significantly larger than the stipulated in the applicant’s assessment. 
Enabling development can therefore be justified in principle. Regardless of this, 
and as will be explained below, the proposed development is not considered to 
offset the conservation deficit.  



 
7.265  In respect of the conservation deficit this figure is established by understanding 

the amount of the cost of repairs and conversion to optimum viable use of a 
heritage asset exceeds its market value on completion of repair and conversion, 
allowing for all appropriate development costs.  
 

7.266  In this instance there is some dispute between the council’s consultants and the 
applicant’s consultants as to the costs associated with various elements of the 
proposed works. The below table shows these differences: 
 

  

 
 

7.267  Regardless of which of the above figures are utilised, it is clear that there would 
be a substantial conservation deficit.  
 

7.268  If the Springhill and South-west Field development is considered to be enabling 
development, the next stage of the assessment is to establish whether this 
would offset the deficit. 
 

7.269  The submitted documents confirm that the Springhill and South-west Field 
elements of the scheme (which are referred to as the “cross-funding 
development”) is proposed to provide zero affordable housing, to minimise the 
quantum of development. The submitted viability assessment sets the costings 
to demonstrate that it would not be viable for the development on the Springhill 
and south-west field to provide affordable housing. These costings together with 
the council’s consultant assessment are shown in the following table.  

  



 
 

7.270  As can be seen in the above table, there is disagreement over the cost of the 
works, which is resulting in significant differences in the viability of these 
elements of the of the scheme. The greatest difference in respect of parcel 3 
and the South-west Field.  
 

7.271  This difference is due to a variation in the construction cost assessment, the 
finance and the percentage of profit. In respect of finance the applicant’s 
consultants have included for 6.5% finance rate within their appraisals, which 
equates to approximately £4,000,000. However, it is not clear how this has been 
calculated but would reflect interest on the new-build element only, assuming 
that the repair costs to the designated heritage assets would be funded by the 
enabling development.  
 

7.272  Our consultants have therefore assumed 100% debt finance at 8.5% (6.5% is 
not achievable in today’s debt market) to fund the total cost of development, 
including all repair works to the designated heritage assets. It is not clear from 
the applicant’s assessment that the enabling/cross-funding development parcels 
would be undertaken first thereby enabling funding of the repair work and 
reducing the overall interest payments. The nature of the applications and this 
enabling/cross-funded development being outline, officers considered this 
extremely unlikely. Furthermore, should the intention be to sell these parcels 
with outline consent to generate the finance, this is not representative of the cost 
which have been provided within the viability assessment.  
 

7.273  The finance issue is a critical aspect of a scheme whereby the works to the 
designated heritage assets would be prioritised over the enabling development 
taking place. Reliance on a residential scheme which would itself need 
significant upfront capital expenditure on site costs and infrastructure would 
mean that any developer would have significant capital lock-up. The figures 
presented indicate a substantial conservation deficit which indicate a significant 



risk in terms of deliverability of the scheme. 
 

7.274  In respect of developer profit there is a dispute as to whether the developer profit 
should be taken as 15% (proposed by the applicant for the hotel element) or 
20% (considered to be more reasonable by the council due to the level of risk 
and uncertainty for the scheme given the lack of information on many issues). 
The Planning Practice Guidance sets out that for the purposes of plan making 
an assumption of 15-20% of gross development value (GDV) may be considered 
a suitable return to developers in order to establish the viability of plan policies. 
A lower figure may be more appropriate in consideration of delivery of affordable 
housing in circumstances where this guarantees an end sale at a known value 
and reduces risk. Alternative figures may also be appropriate for different 
development types. Having regard to the risks associated with this project the 
Council’s consultants have recommended a figure of 20% or higher would be 
more appropriate.  
 

7.275  For sake of argument, the below table shows the figures associated with a 15% 
developer profit. 
 

 
 

7.276  There would remain a sizeable deficit being produced by the scheme, and the 
profit generated by the Springhill Estate development is not sufficient to fund the 
overall conservation deficit being produced by the Norris Castle development. 
 

7.277  The council’s consultants have outlined that their appraisals show that the 
viability of development on these land parcels is extremely challenging due to 
high build costs, an increased cost of finance, relatively modest local sales 
values and a national housing market which is hampered by stubbornly high 
interest rates. 
 

7.278  Historic England have commented that “The proposed resort increases the scale 
and costs of the development and increases the developer’s profit, while causing 
substantial harm to the registered park, but does not actually reduce the 
conservation deficit.”  
 
 



7.279  As the development, which is intended to fund the conservation deficit, would 
not be sufficient to cover the shortfall the council’s consultants have advised that  
“Our appraisals show that a policy compliant scheme of 35% affordable housing 
provision is not viable within the South-West Field and the Springhill Estate 
element of the proposed development and produces a deficit of -£3,421,694. 
Equally, delivering a 100% private scheme within the South-West Field and the 
Springhill Estate is viable and does produce a surplus of £3,004,084, however, 
this is insufficient in funding the overall conservation deficit of -£22,801,177 
produced by the Norris Castle Resort development. We are therefore of the 
opinion that development on the South-West Field and the Springhill Estate 
element of the site does not provide any benefit…. We would also note that in 
our Master Appraisal scenario, we have assumed the Springhill Estate element 
to be delivered as 100% private in order to help demonstrate viability. Our 
appraisals show that the inclusion of Springhill Estate reduces the overall 
conservation deficit marginally, however it still remains significant at -
£20,271,931”.  
 

7.280  Considering the development of Springhill Estate and the South-west Field is 
considered to result in significant harm, officers do not consider that the small 
level of benefit to the viability justifies the harm when the deficit remains so 
significant.  
 

7.281  In assessing the viability of the scheme reference has been made above a 
number of times to the Optimum Viable Use (OVU). The English Heritage 
guidance defines OVU as “if there is only one viable use, that use is the 
optimum viable use. If there is a range of alternative economically viable uses, 
the optimum viable use is the one likely to cause the least harm to the 
significance of the asset, not just through necessary initial changes, but also as 
a result of subsequent wear and tear and likely future changes.” 
 

7.282  The application documentation contends that the OVU for the site is as a luxury 
spa hotel complex. This is considered to be most appropriate as it would ensure 
that all of the assets remain in one ownership and that income could be 
generated to maintain these in the long term. The submitted viability assessment 
has considered alternative uses for the Castle as a single residence, as flats and 
as an alternative hotel scheme. None of these alternatives were considered by 
the applicant’s consultants to be viable, with the hotel complex being considered 
by them as the OVU, as it would find long term solution for all of the designated 
assets, address ground stability issues, cause less harm to the Grade 1 Castle 
and Farmstead compared to other options and provides scope for ongoing 
management and maintenance.   
 

7.283  The council’s consultants have not disputed that the alternative uses would not 
be viable, but they consider other possible uses have not been considered. They 
have confirmed that they consider that they would need to undertake more work 
in order to assess whether alternative approaches could be adopted in terms of 
grant funding and types of enabling development which would provide a lesser 
impact in the listed setting and to the Designated Heritage Assets. In this 
instance the proposed use of the site as a high-end hotel complex is considered 
to be resulting in a significant conservation deficit, resulting in the need to for 
extensive development. When considering the substantial level of harm being 
caused, as outlined above, by the elements which are required to bring the site 



into the proposed OVU officers are concerned that it is simply not viable.  
 

7.284  The resort would compromise a luxury hotel and branded residences, together 
with associated facilities such as the spa, wellbeing centre and restaurants. 
Historic England have commented that “… it is not clear that the level of harm 
caused is necessary to deliver a workable hotel scheme. At 74 bedrooms the 
hotel would be larger than most luxury hotels in the south-east of England. The 
additional branded residences are therefore not needed to create the critical 
mass of rooms needed for a luxury hotel to operate. While they add value to the 
final scheme the costs of development are only slightly less than the end value. 
This means that they cause a great deal of harm while doing little to close the 
conservation deficit.” 
 

7.285  The submitted information includes a Market Report, by consultants WATG 
which outlines that “Branded residences are traditionally defined as residential 
units which are set within, or adjacent to, a hotel (although standalone projects 
are a growing trend). These residences are sold under the hotel operator’s 
brand and typically benefit from the hotel’s range of services. They are normally 
sold at a premium to other comparable for-sale residential real estate products, 
though it should be noted that, due to hotel brand standards, development costs 
are typically higher too.” 
 

7.286  The Market Report provides a commentary on branded residences and officers 
note that it outlines that North America is home to most branded residence 
developments. Favoured North American urban locations include New York, Los 
Angeles, San Francisco and Boston. Popular resort locations have included 
upscale ski resorts in the Rocky Mountains, as well as beach destinations in 
Florida and the Caribbean. The report sets out that “The resort and spa 
residences are conceived and priced to attract non-island purchasers – investors 
attracted by the prospect of rental income and capital appreciation and buyers 
whose primary motive is the purchase of a second or third home.” 
 

7.287  In order the establish the potential market for such a product in East Cowes, to 
ensure that such a use would be viable the council’s viability consultants 
appointed Colliers International, specialists in the hotel, resort and branded 
residence market to provide comment on the Market Report.   
 

7.288  Colliers have agreed with the WATG report that a hotel of only 18 rooms in just 
the castle would not be viable and would be unlikely to make an operating profit, 
let alone any return on the substantial capital investment required for its 
renovation. They therefore concur that additional rooms would be required to 
support the viability of the project.  
 

7.289  However, within their recommendations they have stated that “While the concept 
is proven we have some nervousness over the operating model proposed which 
appears to be that of selling branded residences to individuals third parties with 
some free choice over if/when they are returned to the rental pool as inventory of 
the hotel. This approach could lead to the hotel being starved of inventory and 
becoming unviable and the on-site population being diminished with absentee 
owners who visit infrequently. For the operation to be sustainable, income 
generated from the maximum number of rooms will be needed. This will also 
enable the amenities to be sustained such as a spa and dining. This problem is 



possibly exacerbated by the fact that the property has been divided into smaller 
parcels enabling owners to walk away from unviable elements and reducing the 
potential for cross-subsidisation.” 
 

7.290  WATG have rebutted these concerns by suggesting that “The availability of 
properties to investors will be based on the preferred operating model and one 
that maximises value. Therefore, Colliers’ concerns are unsubstantiated. As 
acknowledged in the Colliers’ report a solution is to give the owners defined 
rights of use, and such a solution has never been discounted.”  
 

7.291  However, the WATG report also sets out that “All branded residences enjoy 
access to the hotel’s amenities and facilities. Branded residence developments 
which are located in separate parcels to the hotel will often have some of their 
own dedicated amenities, possibly including a gym, spa, club room, restaurant 
and bar. This factor helps to create an exclusive ‘club’ atmosphere. However, we 
note that two of the operators we interviewed alluded to the challenge of making 
dedicated amenities viable. Operating losses need to be met by increases in the 
homeowners’ annual dues, which is never popular and especially unpopular with 
European buyers.” This comment appears to support Colliers concerns.  
 

7.292  This also links to other concerns of officers and Colliers, that there is no operator 
currently secured for the hotel. Although this does not impact on the land use 
considerations of the planning application, which are not in dispute, it does 
impact on the proposed layouts and projections. Colliers have set out that “hotel 
drawings need to be further developed, ideally with operator input, before 
certainty on projections could be achieved. There appear to be a few design 
issues such as, duplicated spa facilities, general managers office in a prime 
ground floor location, potentially ineffective room layouts and dispersed F&B 
[food and beverage] outlets creating inefficiencies. Operators input would help 
solve this.”  
 

7.293  Officers are also conscious that should an operator not be found, but some of 
the housing constructed, the harm of the development undertaken would not be 
outweighed. This has not been given significant weight but is considered by 
officers to be a material consideration.  
 

7.294  Paragraph 207 of the NPPF sets out that: 
 
Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of 
significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should 
refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total 
loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm 
or loss, or all of the following apply:  
 
a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and  
b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term 
through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and  
c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or 
public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and  
d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into 
use.  
 



7.295  Officers do not consider that all of the above have been established by the 
applicant to justify the level of harm that would be caused. Paragraph 19 of 
GPA4 states that:  
 
“Ideally enabling development would not harm the heritage asset it is intended to 
conserve. In some circumstances it may be necessary to accept some harm if 
there are no reasonable alternative means of delivering or designing the scheme 
with less or no harm. As stated in paragraph 202 of the NPPF [now paragraph 
207], local planning authorities should assess whether the benefits of a proposal 
for enabling development, which would otherwise conflict with planning policies 
but which would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset, outweigh the 
disbenefits of departing from those policies. Clearly there could be a tipping 
point at which the harm to the heritage asset’s significance is so great as to 
make the exercise of securing its future self-defeating. It might then be better to 
accept the risk of further decay or loss until circumstances change.”  
 

7.296  As outlined within the above section of this report, although the scheme as a 
whole is considered to result in substantial harm, works to individual elements 
would result in a high degree of harm but this would amount to less than 
substantial. Paragraph 208 of the NPPF outlines that “Where a development will 
lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated asset, this 
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including 
where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.”  
 

7.297  In this instance officers consider that the harm caused by the elements of the 
scheme required to bring the site to the applicants considered OVU would would 
cause such harm to what they are trying to conserve, while still failing to be 
viable, that it would be self-defeating. 
 

7.298  Historic England have commented that “The inefficiency of the proposals as 
means of raising the money necessary to repair the buildings is striking. The 
applicant’s estimated costs of converting the castle, forming the resort, and 
building the market housing, are vast: around £135 million (this excludes repair 
and restoration costs, but including a developer’s profit of around £22 million). 
This is out of all proportion to the estimated repair costs of £16.55 million.” 
 

7.299  Paragraph 18 of GPA4 continues by outlining that “…some assets may not have 
an economically viable use. In such scenarios, another means of ensuring long-
term maintenance needs to be found. For example, the asset could be passed to 
a charitable trust capable of maintaining it, or of maintaining a secure and 
predictable income from the development.” 
 

7.300  The applicant’s viability report has considered charitable grants, but has 
discounted this option, “because none would cover any more than a small 
fraction of the current and rising repair costs and none would provide a long-
term solution for conserving or maintaining the fabric of the Estate.” Officers 
consider that as grants are between £3,000 and £5m these cannot be 
discounted, as they could assist to reduce the level of development proposed 
and slow the deterioration.  
 

7.301  Paragraph 22 of GPA4 outlines that “In certain circumstances there may be a 
collection of connected heritage assets at risk, such as you might find on a 



historic country estate. Securing the conservation future of all of them may 
require an enabling development scheme of such a size that it cannot be 
justified given the impact. In such exceptional cases, it may be appropriate to 
consider if a scheme with less impact might secure the conservation of a core of 
the more important heritage assets, thereby striking the right balance between 
harm and benefit. Such an approach will require careful justification. The other 
heritage assets will then be left at risk of further decay and loss until a change in 
circumstances. A conservation management plan is likely to provide the 
information and assessment of significance that will help guide the decision.” 
 

7.302  Officers consider that the harm caused by the proposed development is so 
significant, and by seeking first to prioritise the core assets, rather than trying to 
develop a scheme to find use for all of the buildings and renovate them, the 
harm caused to the whole could be significantly less.  
 

7.303  The proposed development would result in substantial harm to a Grade I 
Registered Park and Garden and a high degree of harm to two Grade I listed 
buildings and their settings together with and eight Grade II listed buildings and 
would therefore be contrary to policy DM12 and the paragraph 207 and 208 of 
the NPPF.  
 

 Highway considerations 
 

7.304  The proposed development would be served by two access points. The first 
would be located off East Cowes Esplanade. To facilitate this access route, the 
applicant is also proposing to carry out off-site highway improvement works at 
the junction of Old Road and Cambridge Road. The second access would be via 
New Barn Road, with off-site highway improvement works proposed within this 
road, and its junction with Old Road. The development would include a network 
of internal access roads and parking areas and these elements will be assessed 
below.  
 

 Offsite highway works 

7.305  The proposed Esplanade access would be sited immediately west of Shore 
Cottage and provide access to internal estate roads for the majority of the site, 
including the proposed hotel resort, retirement village and market housing at 
Springhill, the Bathing House, sentinel houses and coastal cottages, the castle 
and housing within the West Field. This access would form a simple two-lane 
junction onto the southern side of the Esplanade carriageway. The plans show 
that the initial section of the access would be designed as a shared pedestrian/ 
vehicle access that would measure 5.5 metres in width and comprise speed 
reducing features. These would include a traffic calming speed table, traffic 
calming build-outs that would reduce the width of the highway to 2.5 metres and 
a rumble strip to demarcate the end of the shared use area. The road would 
then reduce to 3.8 metres in width but include 5m wide sections to allow vehicles 
to pass. The plans show that tactile paving would be used at the entrance to the 
retirement village.   
 

7.306  The Island Roads Highway Engineer has advised that the tactile paving at the 
access to the retirement village should not be used, given that no such paving 
would be provided on the opposing side of the highway. Nonetheless, the 



Highway Engineer has advised that this situation could be accommodated in 
further designs. The Highway Engineer has also advised that the proposed 
speed table that would be close to the junction with the Esplanade, would 
impinge upon a statutory undertaker’s cover and be close to cabinets which 
would be in conflict with vehicles. In addition, the Engineer has noted that the 
table would be close to Shore Cottage and be likely to cause noise and 
vibration. As a result, the Highway Engineer has advised that it would be 
beneficial for the speed table to be relocated to the proposed pedestrian 
crossing adjacent to the Esplanade, and therefore have the benefit of providing 
a level crossing surface for pedestrians.  
 

7.307  Finally, The Highway Engineer has advised that the gradient of sections of the 
access would be too steep for people with protected characteristics and that as 
a result, engineering works would be required to provide a compliant gradient. 
However, the Highway Engineer has advised that the proposed access would be 
within land either owned by the applicant, or within land controlled by the 
Highway Authority, and that no objection is raised in respect of the access, 
because they could be resolved at the detailed design stage. Therefore, officers 
consider that these changes could be controlled by conditions. 
 

7.308  Cambridge Road provides access to the Esplanade and at its southern end, 
leads to Old Road via a priority junction. The submitted plans show that the 
junction would be altered through the provision of a widened pavement either 
side of the junction, reducing the carriageway width of Old Road to 4.8 metres. 
The Highway Engineer has confirmed that the proposed works to the junction 
would ensure that the junction would include the required visibility splays 
measuring 2.4 x 43 metres. In addition, an informal crossing point would be 
provided on the eastern side of the junction, allowing pedestrians to cross to the 
junction of Hefford Road (south west of the junction of Old Road and Cambridge 
Road). The Hefford Road junction would be remodelled to provide a reduced 
corner radii.  
 

7.309  The Highway Engineer has advised that these works would introduce a new 
hazard for oncoming vehicles but notes that the new arrangement for the 
highway would greatly reduce vehicle speeds, resulting in an overall betterment 
due to the increased visibility provided for vehicles exiting Cambridge Road. The 
Highway Engineer has advised that subject to design detailing being secured by 
condition, no objection is raised in respect of these works.    
 

7.310  The access to New Barn Road would use the existing access point into the site 
located at the southern point of the site but would require significant alterations 
to the highway. This would provide vehicular access to serve the housing 
proposed for the South-west Field and provide emergency and service access 
for the wider site. This access would also serve the wider site for cyclists and 
pedestrians.   
 

7.311  The New Barn Road is currently a single lane limited to 30mph, edged on the 
southern side by woodland and a timber fence and on the northern side, by low 
density house, with deep front gardens, giving a rural feel. The road does not 
include pavements. The submitted plans show that the lane would be upgraded 
to include traffic calming measures, such as build outs in the carriageway, 
formalised parking spaces and traffic signage giving priority to oncoming traffic. 



In addition, a new junction would be formed at the junction of Old Road and New 
Barn Road, which forms a right-angle bend. The plans show that the junction 
would be restricted by a highway build-out finished with tactile paving and 
aligned by bollards, with a raised table provided in the centre of bend.  
 

7.312  The Island Roads Highway Engineer has advised that the highway is straight 
and therefore, allows for good forward visibility but that the lack of pavements 
would require pedestrians and vehicles to share the highway. The Engineer has 
advised that the road lacks adequate conventional kerbs, posing problems for 
blind or partially sighted people. As a result, it is advised that the scheme 
provides alternative means for visually impaired people to navigate the shared 
surface.  
 

7.313  The Highway Engineer has listed a range of issues that would need to be 
resolved through the detailed design stage, for the works to New Barn Road its 
junction with Old Road. The issues to be addressed are: 

• Traffic calming measures within Old Road should be justified on the basis 
of a known speeding problem or to reduce vehicle speeds to a certain 
design speed, such as 20mph. These would need to be evidenced 
through speed data, which has not been provided. 

• The proposed raised table for the junction would require the raising of the 
adjacent footway, against third party land.  

• Data used to justify the proposed ten formalised parking spaces within 
New Barn Road is based on a survey for a single day and therefore may 
not portray a consistent picture. A Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) would 
be required to restrict parking within remaining areas of the road.  

• The proposed builds would be a hinderance to all pedestrians and 
particularly for those with protected characteristics, unless the designs 
would provide an unimpeded route for all pedestrians (it currently would 
not). 

• The forward visibility onto Old Road (west to north) should measure 59m 
but would only measure 28 to 29m from the western traffic calming 
feature.   
 

7.314  The Highway Engineer has commented that these issues could be resolved 
through further detailed designs secured by a planning condition. The planning 
condition process can be used to secure final design detailing for access 
arrangements that have been agreed through the planning application process. 
However, officers note that some of the changes required to make the means of 
access suitable for all users, may significantly alter the current proposals 
through removing or altering the proposed build outs, provision of additional 
parking areas and improved pedestrian facilities. Moreover, the design changes 
to the junction between the two roads has not been justified and may require 
significant changes to the designs currently provided.  
 

7.315  Officers note that local residents have provided detailed comments in relation to 
the proposed means of access for the development and it is considered that it 
would not be suitable for materially different access arrangements to be agreed 
without public consultation. Therefore, it is considered that the changes required 
to bring about a compliant means of access could not be agreed through the 
condition discharge process, and that as a result, the current alterations for New 



Barn Road and its junction with Old Road are not in accordance with highway 
guidance, or the requirements of policy DM2 of the Island Plan. 
  

7.316  The applicant’s Transport Assessment (TA) advises that during the construction 
process all traffic would be directed to the site via the Esplanade. The Highway 
Engineer has advised that to prevent HGVs from causing congestion, a one-way 
system should be operated utilising Columbine Road and Maresfield Road. It is 
considered that a construction route could be secured via planning conditions. 
Moreover, the Engineer has commented that measures to prevent material from 
being deposited on the highway and for space to be provided on site for parking, 
unloading and turning of construction vehicles in a phased manner. Officers 
consider that these matters could be set out within a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan, secured via condition prior to the commencement of the 
development.  
 

 Onsite highway works 
 

7.317  The full planning application proposes a network of internal estate roads, with 
those leading from the Esplanade access serving the majority of the 
development site. The Island Roads Highway Engineer has advised that the 
current drawings for the internal highway network are not detailed enough to 
meet highway design standards because they are essentially architectural 
sketches. Nonetheless, the Engineer notes that the site is large, and as a result 
there would be adequate land to ensure a compliant layout. The Engineer has 
listed a range of issues that would need to be addressed to ensure that a 
highway design compliant internal network would be provided.  
 

7.318  Firstly, the plans show that the first 45 metres of the access from New Barn 
Road to the south-west field would range between 3.3 to 4.3 metres in width, 
however the Highway Engineer has advised that to ensure vehicles could safely 
pass, the width should be 4.8 or 4.1 metres with passing bays to accommodate 
two way pedestrian, cycle and motorised vehicle flows, and could be secured by 
conditions. The Highway Engineer has advised that there is a lack of information 
to show how this internal road would connect with New Barn Road, and the road 
should include a footway for pedestrians, especially for people who are visually 
impaired. 
 

7.319  The proposed internal layout serving the dwellings within the south-west field 
implies a one-way system, with carriageways to vary between 2.2 and 3.4 
metres and footways to be circa 1.5 metres in width. However, the Highway 
Engineer has advised that road widths should be wider, to avoid motorists 
squeezing past cyclists, and that footways should be 2 metres wide with these to 
be secured by condition. Given the extent of the site, officers consider that 
conditions could be imposed to ensure that the internal access roads and 
footways would measure a minimum of 4.1 metres and 2 metres in width 
respectively.  
 

7.320  In addition, the Highway Engineer has advised that there would be inadequate 
space for vehicles to access and exit garages or driveways for some of the 
houses proposed in the south-west field, or for fire appliances or refuse vehicles 
to access the onsite road without overrunning the adjacent landscaped areas. 
However, the Highway Engineer has advised that these issues could be 



addressed by condition should the local planning authority (LPA) consider such 
an approach to be acceptable.   
 

7.321  Regarding the northern section of the site, the Highway Engineer has advised 
that the proposed access roads would need be widened to meet highway design 
standards. The initial section of the access road from the Esplanade would 
measure 5.5 metres wide with a 2-metre wide footway on one side, up until the 
access road to the proposed senior living accommodation. Beyond this, the 
spine road would be a shared surface, forming a looped access and measure 
3.8 metres wide with 5-metre wide vehicle passing bays. Sentinels 1 & 4, the 
coastal cottages and the Bathing House Restaurant would be served by a 2.5-
metre wide access tracks, with 0.6 metre overrun areas giving a useable width 
of 3.7 metres. Sentinels 2 and 3 would be would only be accessible by golf 
buggy. This network of internal access roads would also provide pedestrian, 
cycle and emergency service access through to New Barn Road.  
 

7.322  The Highway Engineer has advised that the access to serve Sentinel 1, the 
Eastern and Western Lodges and the Bathing House Restaurant would fail to 
provide two-way traffic movements at the junction with the main spine road, or 
space for the turning of vehicles. Moreover, the alignment of the spine road west 
of the modern barns and then immediately north would require vehicles to pass 
through an almost 90 degree turn, with swept path analysis showing that such a 
turn would be unachievable without significant encroachment on the adjacent 
landscaped areas.  
 

7.323  In addition, the Highway Engineer has noted that drawing number 04104-
TR009-P8 refers to an automated security gate allowing access to local 
residents only from Millfield Avenue, and yet no other reference is made to this 
proposal throughout the submission. The Engineer has advised that access to 
Millfield Avenue would be unsupported due to its substandard junction with Old 
Road and lack of pedestrian facilities.  
 

7.324  The Highway Engineer has advised that the highway layout within the vicinity of 
the castle would provide a suitable highway access, servicing and parking 
arrangement. However, the Engineer has commented that the highway layout in 
vicinity of the Coastal Cottage and Sentinel 4 would not comply with highway 
standards, because parking spaces south of the boatshed would not meet 
standard dimensions (2.4 x 4.8 metres) with the adjoining access road failing to 
provide adequate space for these bays to be accessed and exited when 
adjacent bays were occupied. Moreover, the width of the road would restrict fire 
service access, as discussed earlier in this report. In addition, the Highway 
Engineer has raised concerns that service vehicles may not be able to access 
the proposed highway network to serve Modern Barn residences and 
Farmworkers Cottages. Moreover, the Engineer has advised that a number of 
parking spaces would fail to comply with design standards. Therefore, this 
element of the scheme would not provide an adequate parking layout, or 
suitable access width and alignment when running westbound.  
 

7.325  The Island Roads Highway Engineer has advised that the principal of the 
proposed access route is acceptable, but listed a range of concerns that would 
need to be addressed by condition should the LPA be satisfied that there is 
available land to accommodate a compliant layout to be provided. Officers raise 



concerns regarding this approach, because increasing the width and alignment 
of access roads and parking areas could result in unacceptable impacts to the 
Registered Park and Garden and to trees on site. Without detailed information 
relating to a design compliant access scheme at this stage, it is considered that 
an adequate judgement could not be made in relation to the overall 
determination of the planning application. 
 

7.326  The Outline element of the application relates to land parcels P1, P2, P3 and P4 
within the eastern side of the application site, around the Springhill Estate. 
These are proposed to be used for the senior living units, open market dwellings 
provided through new build and conversion of existing buildings and associated 
parking areas. As these elements are in outline, so too are the plans relating to 
the proposed access arrangements.  
 

7.327  Parcel 1 would include the senior living units and be served by two vehicle 
access points and include a car parking area. The Highway Engineer has 
advised that the proposed access and parking areas would meet design 
standards for this element of the scheme. Parcel 2 shows up to 25 dwellings and 
a 55 space car park. Again, the Engineer has advised that based on the outline 
plans, the means of access and parking area could meet design standards, 
although as currently shown, some of the parking spaces would not meet design 
standards. The submitted information also refers to this area providing a 
servicing area for deliveries to the hotel, spa and restaurant. However, this is not 
shown on the plans and the Highway Engineer has advised that there would not 
be adequate space for service vehicles to access or unload at the site.  
 

7.328  The Highway Engineer has advised that whilst the one way residential access 
road for parcel P2 would allow cars to circulate, concern has been raised that at 
its junction with the spine road, there would be inadequate space for two cars to 
pass or to allow service vehicles to use the access road. In addition, the plans 
fail to show the parking areas to serve the dwellings and given that the access 
road would measure only 3-metres in width, the Engineer has raised concern 
that the parking spaces could be design compliant. In addition, the proposed 
access here would not provide pedestrian access to the spine road or the local 
highway network beyond.  
 

7.329  Land parcel 3 would include up to 17 dwellings and be accessed through parcel 
4. The Highway Engineer has commented that based on the plans, the layout of 
the highway here would fail to provide for two-way vehicle flows to enable 
adequate private and service access, or suitable turning space for service 
vehicles. Parcel 4 would provide up to eight dwellings at Springhill Farm with its 
access road to connect direct to the proposed spine road. Again, the Highway 
Engineer has advised that the junction with the spine road and the onsite layout 
would fail to provide for two-way vehicle flows to enable adequate private and 
service access, or service vehicle turning provision.  
 

7.330  These elements of the scheme are made as an outline planning application 
however, the access arrangements are made as part of the full planning 
application. Again, officers consider that the proposals would not provide a 
design compliant access and parking arrangement, with required revisions 
potentially resulting in impacts to the locally listed Springhill estate and the trees 
within it.  



7.331  As a result of the issues listed above, officers consider that the proposed onsite 
access and parking arrangements would not meet highway design standards or 
comply with the requirements of policy DM2 of the Island Plan. 
 

 Highway capacity  
 

7.332  The planning application is supported by a Transport Assessment (TA), that 
considers the impact that the proposed development would have on the capacity 
of the highway network. This takes account of committed developments for the 
local area, including proposals to signalise the junction of Maresfield Road/ York 
Avenue junction and a signalised junction on Castle Street to serve the Red 
Funnel Marshalling Yard. However, it is officer’s understanding that these works 
are no longer likely to be undertaken, with a planning application expected to be 
submitted to vary the development that these changes related to. However, 
proposals to stop up Dover Road are still likely to come forward. 
 

7.333  The TA includes anticipated traffic movements from the development, based on 
the proposed uses. The total trips during the AM and PM peak is set out within 
the table below, with the total AM trips being 122 and PM trips being 125: 

 
 

7.334  The TA divides these trips between the two proposed access points, at the 
Esplanade and New Barn Road. The development is predicted to result in 8 AM 
and 9 PM two-way trips onto New Barn Road. The TA predicts that the 
development would result in 114 AM and 117 PM two-way trips via the proposed 
Esplanade access. This would equate to two two-way trips every minute during 
peak hours via the Esplanade access and eight additional movements on New 
Barn Road.  
 

7.335  The TA considers whether the additional traffic movements would result in 
capacity issues for four junctions close to the site. These include the junction 
that serves Castle Street, Waitrose and the Red Funnel terminal, Dover Road 
mini-roundabout, the junction between Well Road and York Avenue and the 
junction between New Barn Road and York Avenue. The Island Roads Highway 
Engineer has confirmed that based on the submitted information, the proposals 
would not bring about highway capacity issues for Dover Road mini-roundabout 
or the New Barn Road, York Avenue junction. The Engineer has advised that 
without mitigation, the proposals could impact on the remaining junctions during 
the PM peak hour. 
 
 



7.336  However, the applicant has provided a Travel Plan that sets out measures to 
mitigate highway movements. This would include an on-site car club for guests, 
a shuttle bus service for employees and a pick-up/ drop-off service for guests to 
and from all ferry ports on the Island. The Highway Engineer has recommended 
that it would be essential for the Travel Plan to be secured, and officers consider 
that this could be achieved through a legal agreement.  
 

 On site parking provision  
 

7.337  The applicant’s information sets out the level of on-site parking provision for the 
various uses to be provided. Based on the mix of use types, in order to comply 
with the level of on-site parking required by the Council’s Parking Provision SPD, 
the site should provide a total of 365 parking spaces, whereas the information 
confirms that a total of 241 parking would be provided, resulting in a deficiency 
of 124 parking spaces. 
 

7.338  The measures within the proposed Travel Plan could, to an extent, mitigate this 
issue. However, the Island Roads Highway Engineer has advised that this lack 
of parking could result in displacement of vehicles to the public highway and 
therefore, result in a highway safety issue. The applicant’s information does not 
assess the availability of parking spaces within the local highway network and 
officers consider that given the distance between the site and parking areas 
within the adjacent town, residents or visitors would be likely to attempt to park 
on site. The Transport Assessment explains that the deficiency of parking 
provision on site is in recognition of the sensitivity of the Grade I listed parkland 
as well as the setting of listed buildings. 
 

7.339  This is noted, however officers are concerned that the significant deficiency of 
on-site parking could lead to residents or visitors choosing to park throughout 
the application site, leading to harm to the setting of the parkland and the setting 
of listed buildings. It is therefore considered that the lack of onsite parking has 
not been adequately justified and that, as a result, the proposals fail to comply 
with the requirements of policy DM2 of the Island Plan and the guidance 
contained within the Parking Provision SPD.    
 

 Conclusion on highway considerations  
 

7.340  Based on the submitted information, officers are concerned that the proposed off 
and on-site access arrangements would not meet highway design standards. 
The proposed access works related to the Esplanade, and offsite highway 
junction works related to Cambridge Road/ Old Road/ Hefford Road would be 
acceptable in highway terms, subject to final details being secured via planning 
conditions. However, the proposed means of access and off-site highway works 
associated with New Barn Road and Old Road are not considered to be 
acceptable or adequately justified. The traffic calming measures proposed within 
the corner of Old Road adjacent to New Barn Road have not been justified on 
the basis of a known speeding problem or to reduce vehicle speeds to a certain 
design speed. In addition, there is a lack of data to justify the ten parking spaces 
within the New Barn Road. The New Barn Road access is proposed to be 
shared between vehicles, pedestrians and cyclist and yet the proposed traffic 
calming build-outs would hinder pedestrians. Moreover, there would be a lack of 
suitable forward visibility onto Old Road.  



7.341  The proposed onsite access arrangements would fail to comply with highway 
design standards, due to the lack of suitable width to allow vehicles to safely 
pass in various locations, lack of suitable space for vehicles to navigate corners 
and due some parking spaces not meeting standard design dimensions. While 
these issues could be addressed, officers consider that this could not be 
achieved through planning conditions, given the potential for widened or 
realigned roads or altered parking areas to impact on the grade I registered park 
of Norris, the locally listed park of Springhill and the trees within these protected 
landscapes. 
 

7.342  In addition, the site would lack the required level of on-site parking, with 
inadequate information provided to justify such a deficiency or information to 
demonstrate that existing parking capacity exists within the local area to make 
up for such a shortfall. As a result, it is considered that the means of access and 
parking for the site would fail to comply with highway design standards, the 
requirements of policy DM2 of the Island Plan or the guidance contained within 
the Parking Provision SPD.       
 

 Ecological considerations 
 

7.343  The application has the potential to have significant effect on the following 
designated sites:  
 

• Solent and Dorset Coast Special Protection Area (SPA)  
• Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar Site  
• Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC)  
• Briddlesford SAC  
• Solent and Southampton Water SPA  

 
7.344  The application when originally submitted was missing a number of key surveys 

relating to the impact on ecology. Further information was submitted which has 
sought to address issues raised and appended the following supporting 
documents: 

• Briefing Note: Bird Survey Report (Ecology Solutions, 2022) 
• Biodiversity Mitigation Plans ECO3a and ECO3b 
• Biodiversity Enhancement Plans ECO2a and ECO2b 
• Norris Landscape Restoration Plans 
• Springhill Landscape Restoration Plan 

 
7.345  As requested by the Ecology Officer, survey reports for the most recent 

wintering and breeding bird surveys (2021 and 2022) have now been submitted. 
A high number of birds were recorded on the adjacent foreshore and offshore 
areas, mainly limited to the Esplanade by the proposed main access. This is 
adjacent to Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy Site IOW31. The results of 
the surveys have informed the iHRA, which concluded that the site does not 
serve as functionally linked land for any of the qualifying features of the nearly 
designated sites. To avoid an adverse effect on the integrity of the Solent & 
Southampton Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and the Solent Maritime 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and “make the development acceptable” 
measures including a CEMP, contributions to the SRMP and a lighting strategy 
would be required. 
 



7.346  However, Natural England have advised that, based on the information 
submitted and the measures proposed to mitigate for any adverse effects “it is 
not possible to ascertain that the proposal will not result in adverse effects on 
the integrity of the sites in question. We therefore disagree with the conclusions 
of the Information for Appropriate Assessment submitted within the 
Environmental Statement Technical Annex E.” 
 

7.347  The loss of ancient woodland has been explored extensively within the Senior 
Planning Arboricultural Officer’s response and the Ecology Officer concurs with 
the points raised. The LPA needs to consider the applicant’s justification of 
wholly exceptional reasons (as detailed in the Planning Statement) for the loss 
of ancient woodland very carefully. Any compensation strategy for 
loss/degradation of ancient woodland should be entirely separate from any 
proposed mitigation or additional enhancement. Documents relating to ancient 
woodland compensation are contradictory, with the majority of woodland 
creation being classed as enhancement (rather than compensation or mitigation) 
For example: 
 

• “The ecological enhancement strategy is summarised as follows: new 
native woodland and understorey planting will be provided to compensate 
for any losses of woodland” (HLEMP: Paragraph 3.4.18) 

• Planning statement: paragraph 7.77 (re. ancient woodland) states “A 
suitable compensation strategy also exists…the recovery from the area of 
loss the soils with their rich habitat and seed banks and the reuse of 
these soils in the improvement; and the management of the woodlands 
elsewhere on the Estate and in the creation of the Proposal’s 5 ha of new 
woodland (a net gain of 2.5 ha) as set out in the HLEMP”. 

• Plans ECO2a and ECO2b (Biodiversity enhancement strategy) indicate 
that the laying of seedbank and topsoil from ancient woodland is 
considered “enhancement”.  

 
7.348  None of the documents have separated out which woodland habitat creation is i) 

compensation for loss/degradation of ancient woodland; ii) mitigation for loss of 
other woodland and trees; or iii) enhancement planting to give the site a 
biodiversity net gain. Only a completed BNG metric would be able to measurably 
demonstrate this, however the applicant does not see such a submission as 
necessary. How the 2.5ha net gain referred to above has been calculated is 
unclear. The most recent Landscape Restoration Plans do give some clarity as 
to what habitat is proposed where, however do not help define what is included 
in the compensation strategy.  
 

7.349  Planning permission should be refused if development will result in the loss or 
deterioration of ancient woodland, ancient trees and veteran trees unless there 
are wholly exceptional reasons and there’s a suitable compensation strategy in 
place. It is clear that loss and deterioration would occur, and, from an ecological 
perspective, officers do not consider that suitable compensation strategy exists 
(for the reasons detailed above). 
 

7.350  Natural England have raised concerns with regards to the loss of the area of 
Ancient Semi Natural Woodland. They have identified that “Justification and new 
native woodland has been put forward to compensate for the loss of the ancient 
woodland however this is not in line with national or local planning policy….It is 



recommended that the mitigation hierarchy in line with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 180A is followed to avoid significant harm 
to biodiversity across the Norris Castle site.” 
  

7.351  Further comments from Natural England have highlighted that “The proposed 
loss of ancient woodland across the site, could result in adverse effects to the 
bat populations associated with the Briddleford Copse SAC.” 
 

7.352  The response letter from the agent also stated that “It is understood the 
applicant is in current discussion with the Woodland Trust to have the two area 
of ancient woodland (W1 and W7) fully fenced to prevent any direct access this 
is to both assist with the preservation of the ancient woodland’s but also assist 
with habitat provision and reduction of disturbance for White-tailed Eagle”. 
Fencing is considered sensible and can contribute towards mitigation measures. 
Further details are needed in relation to this statement though, as impacts on 
White-tailed Eagles have not been previously assessed/mentioned, which are 
classified in the UK as Amber under the Birds of Conservation Concern 5: the 
Red List for Birds (2021) and protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 
1981. 
 

7.353  The ecology officer previously recommended that ecological surveys were 
updated to reflect current site conditions and, if identified, further species 
surveys should be completed. It has been confirmed that a walk-over survey and 
an updated Badger survey were completed in April 2023. The walk-over survey 
found the site and habitats to be in a similar state to previous surveys and it was 
therefore not considered necessary to complete any further update surveys in 
respect of protected species prior to determination. It is accepted by the 
applicant that there may be further updated surveys required prior to any 
licensing. Should the application progress, it may also be necessary to 
undertake updated ecological surveys in order to comply with conditions (e.g. in 
relation to nesting birds). 
 

7.354  Reptile surveys have been carried out around the Norris part of the site and the 
Springhill farm complex in the centre of the site. It is considered that that reptile 
surveys may be necessary within the wider Springhill site. The applicant 
recognises that updated surveys shall be required to finalise the overall 
mitigation strategy, but this is considered feasible through an appropriately 
worded planning condition. It is, however, suggested by the ecology officer that 
further assessment and reptile mitigation detail is required prior to any positive 
determination rather than at the condition stage. 
 

7.355  The abandoned buildings have become very important for bats. The recent 
surveys recorded a Common Pipistrelle maternity roost in the wooden ceiling 
within the stone archway on the northwest side of the farm complex, up to three 
Common Pipistrelle day roosts in the south-west turret of Norris Castle (building 
B5), a Soprano Pipistrelle day roost and a male mating Common Pipistrelle roost 
in the wooden ceiling of the porch above the front door of Norris Castle. Bat 
lofts/roof voids are proposed within the buildings for bats however specific 
design plans for how this would be achieved have not been put forward. More 
detail is likely to be needed prior to any positive determination as they would 
impact the design of the listed buildings. A number of the trees within the site are 
considered to provide suitable roosting opportunities for bats – however it is not 



obvious from the ecology information submitted whether any of the trees 
identified are subject to removal or tree works as a part of the proposal. This 
needs to be clarified. 
 

7.356  Barn owls were recorded in cow sheds within Norris Castle Farm and the small 
barn on the boundary between the east and west parts of the site. Survey 
reports indicated that on-site breeding was likely. Swallows were found to be 
nesting in buildings too. The ecology officer recommends that a mitigation 
strategy should be agreed to avoid adverse impacts on these species (i.e. 
installation of suitable nesting boxes/cups on/within significant buildings prior to 
works). 
 

7.357  Further details have been provided in relation to mitigation strategies for 
protected species (via enhancement and mitigation plans and the ecology 
response letter of 28 April 2023). These are numerous and mainly acceptable 
(except those relating to bats, birds and reptiles, as discussed above) and 
provide confidence to the LPA that NE would issue licences. Detail relating to a 
number of mitigation measures is draft/indicative at this stage and would need to 
be secured via appropriate conditions. 
 

7.358  Features of the site such as abandoned buildings and unmanaged hedgerows, 
grassland and scrub has offered an ideal opportunity for wildlife to reclaim the 
area and reside undisturbed for a number of years, as evidenced by the 
comprehensive surveying. Substantial populations of breeding dormice, birds, 
bats and other protected species have been recorded using the site. It is 
therefore imperative that development of the site’s habitats and buildings are 
undertaken in the presence of robust mitigation and compensation strategies to 
ensure that these populations are not adversely harmed and that suitable 
habitats are retained, enhanced and managed correctly. However, detailed 
mitigation is still required in relation to some species prior to determination. 
Questions remain as to whether the proposed wholly exceptional reasons 
relating to the loss and potential degradation of ancient woodland are 
acceptable. In any case, a suitable compensation strategy does not currently 
exist as the proposal contains contradictions, lacks detail and evidence. 
 

7.359  The Bird Aware Solent Strategy has updated the mitigation for impacts on the 
Solent Special Protection Area, as a result of increased recreational pressure 
from certain types of residential development that are located within 5.6km of the 
designated Solent Special Protection Areas. The site is within this area. The 
submitted heads of terms for the legal agreement outlines that relevant 
monetary contribution to mitigate the impact of the development on the Solent 
Special Protection Area would be made however, for reasons discussed within 
this justification, it is not a requirement for the legal document to be completed 
prior to a decision being made in this instance given that, permission would not 
be recommended for approval. However, if the applicant appealed the Council’s 
decision, it would be necessary for the applicant to provide a planning obligation 
to cover this matter. As such, a reason for refusal on this has been raised. 
 

 Socio-economic considerations 
 

7.360  The application would result in socio-economic benefits. The submitted 
documents set out that consideration has been given to employment and 



workforce, tourism, local market housing, social infrastructure (healthcare) and 
the Island economy.  
 

7.361  In respect of employment the application documentation suggests that the 
proposed development would result in 1,112 jobs during the construction phase 
and 180 full time equivalent (FTE) jobs during the operational phase (including 
indirect and induced employment). A further 36.9 FTE jobs a suggested to have 
been created by the housing sales and elderly care facility (again including 
indirect and induced employment), (figures are based on a multiplier of one 
direct construction job to 1.51 indirect and induced jobs, NHF 2013). Indirect 
jobs being those created by the supply chain and induced employment being 
that stemming from the additional spending locally of those who will take the 
jobs.  
 

7.362  The socio-economic chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES) states that, 
“due to the relative difficulty in getting to the Island, it is reasonable to assume 
that a proportion of the construction workers will take up temporary residence on 
the Island for the duration of the project [predicted to be around 4 years], which 
will stimulate demand for goods and services. The majority, however, will be 
native to the area if not from Cowes locality, then elsewhere on the Island”.  
 

7.363  Officers consider that this statement acknowledges the challenges with a lack of 
labour on the Island. However, it is not considered reasonable to suggest that 
there is a relative difficulty in getting to the Island, especially considering the 
sites walking distance from the floating bridge and the car ferry. There is very 
limited temporary accommodation on the Island and the likelihood of a 
proportion of the suggested construction workforce is considered by officers to 
be less than suggested. The statement also raises questions over the proportion 
of the proposed jobs that would be for Island residents.  
 

7.364  The submitted information outlines that the applicant’s ambition is to construct 
the site over a four-year period, however they propose the housing element 
would be constructed over a shorter two-year period. They propose to bring the 
housing forward in phases to add “gradual additions to the population of the 
ward”. This is discussed in a little more detail below, in respect of housing 
delivery.  
 

7.365  The application information acknowledges the challenges of finding a workforce, 
of the scale and experience required on the island, to achieve the ambitious 
timescales. They therefore propose a range of training and vocational 
opportunities. The ES outlines that the precise number of training and vocational 
opportunities cannot be accurately forecast at the development stage and would 
be the prerogative of the hotel and spa operators and the Norris Estate 
management company. They do however suggest that it would be likely that 
between 25-30% of employees would be in some form of training and 
development, either formal or informal. There would however be an aim to 
partner with the Isle of Wight College to optimise the scope for an 
apprenticeship, placement and recruitment from construction through to 
operation.  
 

7.366  It is also stated that the management company would seek partnerships with 
other key organisations, such as Historic England’s Conservation Apprenticeship 



scheme and the NFU, local food producers and arts and heritage groups.  
 

7.367  The ES has concluded that the impact on employment and training and 
vocational employment would be major beneficial effect. Officers agree that the 
proposed development would have the potential to generate significant 
employment, whether this be temporary through the construction process or 
permanent during the operation of the resort.  
 

7.368  In respect of tourism the proposal seeks to deliver a destination. The ES sets out 
that the proposal combines a range of products and services that minimise the 
risk and maximise appeal across a range of consumer segments, led by leisure, 
but also corporate, business and small meetings market, as well as a range of 
services and products to the residential and day-trip market.  
 

7.369  The submitted documents set out that the intension is to extend the Island’s 
visitor markets, reduce seasonality and raise the quality and range of visitor 
accommodation. It is noted by officers however, that it is the intension to sell the 
accommodation as second and third homes, and although these could be leased 
back to the hotel portfolio when owners are not visiting.  
 

7.370  It is suggested that the hotel guests would vary, but would primarily be from the 
affluent leisure market in southern England, around to the following groups:  
 

• Short breaks – affluent UK domestic travellers, owing to the good 
catchment area, with a good access to London. Average stays of 2.5 
nights, with the majority being couples 

• Family market – supplementing the couples market, affluent family stay 
demand lending itself more towards longer length of stay 

• Special interest individuals/groups – including spa and wellness breaks 
• Weddings and events  
• Smaller upscales corporate retreat and away day events  

 
7.371  Colliers have outlined that the Average Daily Rate (ADR) is the luxury hotel 

market has experienced extremely strong performance since the Covid-19 
pandemic, which various economic factors contributing to higher prices. 2021 
was a record high but has since stabilised at c.40% higher than pre-pandemic 
levels. Suggesting both high levels of demand for these types of properties as 
well as strong resistance to downturns in the overall economic outlook.  
 

7.372  The sales projection figures outlined by Colliers have been set out as indicative 
estimates, as they were conscious of the low transactional volumes on the 
Island, particularly with upscale residential properties.  
 

7.373  Although it cannot be disputed that the application would provide a new offer for 
visitors to the Island, and attract a range of groups, as set out above, and would 
benefit the tourism market, officers are concerned that there would not be the 
scale of demand for the size of the proposed estate. The ES has concluded that 
the effect on tourism would be major beneficial and, despite the concerns raised 
above officers would agree with this.  
 

7.374  The ES considers that the delivering of market housing would have a moderate 
beneficial effect. Although the proposal would, if approved, deliver market 



housing, officers have some concerns as to the mix proposed, especially in 
relation to the Full element, with the proposed 15 units all being 4 bedroom.  
 

7.375  The application states that these would meet the Island’s aspirational need. 
Policy DM3 of the Core Strategy states that ‘the council will support 
development proposals that provide an appropriate mix of housing type and 
size, in all new development, in order to create inclusive and sustainable 
communities.’ The proposed housing in the south-west field would provide no 
mix of housing size, with all 15 units being 4-bedrooms. The policy also explicitly 
refers to development proposals being expected to reflect the most up to date 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The council has recently commissioned 
two Housing Needs Assessments (HNAs) - firstly in 2018 and then an update in 
2022. Both of these HNAs provide commentary on what an appropriate mix of 
both affordable and market homes would be, with that mix considering changes 
in the balance of types of households and the ageing population on the island. 
 

7.376  Table 75 on page 219 of the 2022 HNA sets out the following suggested mix for 
market housing, as is being proposed in the south-west field: 

 1-bedroom 2-bedrooms 3-bedrooms 4+bedrooms 
Market 5% 35% 40% 20% 

 

Paragraph 11.43 of the same HNA notes that ‘based on the evidence, it is 
expected that the focus of new market housing provision will be on 2 and 3 
bedroom properties.’ Paragraph 11.45 states ‘the council should expect 
justification for a housing mix on such sites which significantly differs from the 
one recommended.’ 
 

7.377  The Planning Statement provides no detailed analysis of the evidence contained 
within either of the HNA documents and provides no detailed justification for the 
lack of housing size mix in this part of the scheme that is seeking full permission, 
aside from the need to achieve maximum values. The Planning Statement 
simply relies on the statement in paragraph 4.69 that ‘the Spring Hill housing 
(like that in the south west field) targets the need for ‘aspirational’ housing, both 
because there is a need for such housing (explained in Section 3, paragraph 
3.35) and because the market value of each need to be as high as can be 
achieved in the local market so as to minimise the quantum of new development 
within the locally listed landscape.’ 
 

7.378  The explanation in Section 3, paragraph 3.35 of the Planning Statement that 
there is a need for this ‘aspirational’ housing solely refers to a supporting 
paragraph (2.37) in the 2021 Regulation 18 consultation version of the Draft 
Island Planning Strategy. This paragraph refers to a need for the supply of 
aspirational housing to be improved to help encourage residents to move to and 
stay on the island. Notwithstanding the context of the paragraph as a supporting 
paragraph in the introduction to a draft local plan that is helping to explain some 
of the issues the island faces rather than provide a detailed, evidence based 
needs assessment, given the stage of plan making that a Regulation 18 
consultation draft represents, no weight is given to the content of that document 
in decision making and therefore cannot be relied upon as a justification for 
providing 15 four-bedroom properties. 



7.379  The justification provided that market values need to be as high as possible to 
minimise the level of development suggests that the scale of the scheme (and 
therefore the lack of housing size mix) is being artificially constrained by both the 
landscape within which it sits and the necessity to drive as much value from the 
site to help offset the conservation deficit – neither of these issues have anything 
to do with delivering a mix of units to help meet an island wide or local need. 
 

7.380  Officers consider that the proposed mix of housing in the south-west field is in 
direct conflict with paragraph 60 of the NPPF and policy DM3 of the Core 
Strategy and given the current housing situation on the island, which is 
evidenced within the HNAs, place great weight on this. 
 

7.381  The housing within the Springhill Estate is only in outline and therefore a mix has 
not been presented at this stage. Outline permission is sought for approximately 
90 units consisting of up to 55 senior living apartments (use class C2) on Parcel 
1, up to 25 homes on Parcel 2, 17 homes on Parcel 3 and up to 8 homes on 
Parcel 4. 
 

7.382  The Planning Statement sets out that the housing in this location is proposed as 
a means of meeting the remainder of the conservation deficit and would also 
contribute to the island wide and local housing need. Whilst the housing subject 
of the outline element is again described as ‘aspirational’, the design and access 
statement indicates that the dwellings on Parcel 2 would be ‘to IoWCs dwelling 
mix’ suggesting that a policy compliant mix, in line with the HNA, could come 
forward. 
 

7.383  As the proposed housing across these parcels is only in outline form, there is no 
definitive mix provided and Officers view is that any subsequent reserved 
matters application would need to demonstrate that an appropriate mix, in line 
with paragraph 60 of the NPPF and Policy DM3, would be provided.  
 

7.384  The ES also sets out the economic benefits to the Island economy associated 
with the potential of New Homes Bonus, and the additional council tax and 
business rates associated with the proposed development. These benefits are 
noted, but do not form a material consideration to the application.  
 

7.385  It is also noted that the application does not seek to provide any affordable 
housing, due to the need to maximise finance to minimise the amount of 
development sort. Officers therefore consider that the scheme would deliver a 
level of housing, but this would not meet the need or mix that is needed most on 
the Island and therefore consider the benefits to be minor beneficial.  
 

7.386  The scheme proposes elderly care facility/housing, which they consider would 
fulfil a particular need relating to housing for the elderly. In addition, it is outlined 
that the increase in the supply of older person’s accommodation may free-up 
family housing. The effect on housing supply for the elderly is considered to be 
moderate beneficial within the ES. Officers consider that the scheme would 
contribute towards this need, but do have concerns over affordability, with the 
proposed units all being private and ‘high-end’ to extract the greatest value. This 
is not where the greater need is within the older persons housing market, most 
of the units being likely to be outside of an affordability bracket for Island 
residents.  



7.387  Having regard to the above it is considered by officers that the proposed 
development would have a beneficial effect on the island economy by providing 
a range of employment opportunities, a varied tourism offer and housing. This is 
given moderate beneficial weight.  
 

 Other matters 
 

 Coastal path 
 

7.388  The Outline element of the application proposes to provide between 2 and 4 
hectares of publicly assessable open space, in accordance with the 
(Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act. Although this would provide an 
area of accessible open space, concerns are raised by third parties that the 
scheme has not sought to incorporate a coastal path. The Council’s Rights of 
Way Service has commented that the Parish of East Cowes is almost 
completely devoid of public rights of way recorded on the Definitive Map for the 
Isle of Wight. Just one short (less than 100m) path exists within the legal parish 
boundary, such path being very much urban in nature due to it being in the town 
centre.  
 

7.389  The proposed development provides an opportunity, by way of mitigation, to 
provide East Cowes with a meaningful public right of way. This is crucial in order 
for the public to benefit from an amenity away from the town centre to enjoy in a 
sustainable manner, promoting health and wellbeing. Such a provision would 
also boost the local and tourism economies. Due to the lack of public rights of 
way in East Cowes and the Esplanade being a dead end, the current promoted 
Coastal Path route is forced inland and along the entire length of York Avenue, 
which for obvious reasons is not coastal in nature and requires the public to walk 
alongside a very busy road. The Isle of Wight is included in Natural England’s 
England Coast Path Scheme pursuant to Part 9 of the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act 2009. This statute aims to improve public access to, and enjoyment 
of, the English coastline by creating clear and consistent public rights along the 
English coast for open-air recreation on foot. It allows existing coastal access to 
be secured and improved and new access to be created in coastal places where 
it did not already exist.  
 

7.390  The Service considers that planning approval in this matter must not be granted 
unless a public route through the development is dedicated for public use, such 
route connecting East Cowes Esplanade and New Barn Road (which should, as 
far as is practicable, be along or in the vicinity of the coastline). This would 
provide the following benefits:  

• greatly assist in overcoming the lack of public rights of way in the Parish  
• provide the public with an outdoor and free to use amenity in compliance 

with sustainable transport policies and promoting health and wellbeing  
• boost the local economy (resulting from the increase in users/visitors)  
• resolve the Esplanade “dead end” situation  
• resolve the unsatisfactory situation of the current coastal path route 

following York Avenue  
• support the implementation of coastal access rights by Natural England by 

allowing the England Coast Path to align with a dedicated public right of 
way The above representations are supported by the Rights of Way 



Improvement Plan 2018-2018, in particular policies B8 and C3.  
 

7.391  The proposal does not currently propose to provide a public right of way through 
the site to contribute to the English Coastal Path scheme. This is a huge, missed 
opportunity to provide public benefits from the scheme to the local community.  
 

7.392  The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust have highlighted their disappointment that 
public access to the site would be restricted and there is limited public benefit in 
what would be essentially a private, gated, exclusive estate. The Planning 
Statement refers to the provision of a small 2-4ha public amenity space within 
Springhill (Norris and Springhill cover around 80ha) but there are no further 
details of this, and it is not protected within the Parameters Plan, the information 
suggesting simply that this could be covered by the Section 106 Agreement, as 
discussed above. Reference is made in the same document, that ‘event days’ 
would be set up to allow occasional, controlled access.  
 

 Dark skies 
 

7.393  Concerns have been raised by third parties, including the National Landscape 
(AONB) officer and the Isle of Wight Gardens Trust, in respect of light pollution 
from the resultant development and the impacts on this on dark skies. The 
Design and Access Statement submitted with the application has considered this 
matter, acknowledging that the Norris Estate falls within the National Landscape 
(AONB) and sensitive to light pollution. However, it also outlines that “…equally 
this will be a resort and the Castle for example will be illuminated internally as it 
would have been in historic times. Notwithstanding this, the architectural design 
of buildings close to the shore minimises the potential for light spill through the 
design of their facades and their fenestration. At a later stage light fittings will be 
selected which contribute to this sensitivity.” As outlined above these designs, 
which seek to mitigate light pollution, have impacts on the character of the area. 
Although the design of the lodges in the west field and the sentinels has sort to 
address direct light spillage, it would not change the impact of the glow from 
these areas, that are currently devoid of development. Furthermore, the Castle 
Terrace and Crescent are shown to have significant areas of roof lights, to get 
light deep into the structures, due to their sunken design. This would result in 
direct upward light spillage, alongside and directly in front of the Castle.  This 
would not only harm the character of the National Landscape but also the setting 
of the Grade I listed Castle.  
 

7.394  The coastal cottages would also result in light spillage along a currently 
undeveloped coastline, having a significant impact on the tranquillity of the area 
and the character of the shoreline, impacting directly on the seascape, contrary 
to policy DM12.  
 

 Mineral Safeguarding 
 

7.395  The application site is designated as a Mineral Safeguarding Area. However, 
given the protected status of the landscape it is considered extremely unlikely 
that this would ever been extracted. This is therefore not considered to be a 
limitation to development.  
 

  



8.  Planning balance and conclusions 
 

8.1 The National Planning Policy Framework states that the planning system is plan-
led and that the purpose of the planning system is to achieve sustainable 
development. In the same way, planning law requires that applications for 
planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development 
plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The role of the planning 
system is to balance issues, particularly where they compete and compare the 
benefits of a proposed development with any identified harm. In this context, the 
NPPF advises that the planning system has three overarching objectives, these 
being economic, social and environmental objectives. These issues are 
balanced below: 
 

 Economic 
 

8.2 The NPPF states that the economic objective is to help build a strong, 
responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right 
types is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth.  
 

8.3 As outlined within the socio-economic section above, the application would 
result in a number of employment opportunities, through both the construction 
process and once operational. There would also be wider economic advantages 
through tourism and housing delivery. This has been given moderate positive 
weight in the determination of the application.  
 

 Social 
 

8.4 The NPPF states that the social objective is to support strong, vibrant and 
healthy communities, referring to supporting the community’s health, social and 
cultural well-being.  
 

8.5 The proposed development would deliver market housing, including older 
persons accommodation, which would provide social benefits. However, this 
housing is not shown to represent a mix considered appropriate to meet the 
local need, and due to the requirement to extract as much value out of the 
development as possible, minimising the level of development, the majority of 
units would not be affordable for Island residents. The majority of the 
development is designed to attract second and third homeowners and no 
affordable housing is proposed. Overall, minor positive weight is afforded to the 
social benefits. 
 

 Environmental  
 

8.6 The NPPF states that the environmental objective is to contribute to protecting 
and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including making 
effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources 
prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate 
change, including moving to a low carbon economy.  
 

8.7 The proposed development would result in substantial harm to a Grade I 
Registered Park and Garden and a high degree of harm to two Grade I listed 
buildings their settings and three Grade II listed buildings and their settings. The 



application has failed to demonstrate that the proposal would represent the OVU 
of the site, due to the substantial conservation deficit which would be created 
and the harm caused.  
 

8.8 The proposals would result in the loss of areas of Ancient Semi-Natural 
Woodland (ASNW) as well as placing development within the buffer area of 
ASNW and a significant loss of trees and ecological habitat.  
 

8.9 The works proposed to overcome land stability issues would be contrary to the 
Shoreline Management Plan, having significant impacts on natural processes 
and ecology, while also impacting significantly on the character of the area, due 
to proposal to increase the height of defences, as well as include railings. The 
proposed development would also place residential accommodation in a 
coastline designated for no active intervention, increasing the pressure on 
coastal defences, where there does not currently exist one.  
 

8.10 An engineering solution to the concerns raised in respect of the highway network 
could be found, but officers are concerned that the changes which would be 
required result in a greater impact on the setting of the listed buildings, the 
registered park and garden, the locally listed park and garden and trees. Off-site 
works would need to be significantly different from those shown in the plans, to 
be compliant with Island Roads requirements, which officers consider would 
need to subject to amended plans and public consultation.  
 

8.11 The level of development proposed in an otherwise undeveloped and rural area, 
would have a significant impact on the character of the area, the East Cowes 
Conservation Area, the National Landscape and the Seascape. This would 
result in a substantial level of harm.  
 

 Conclusion  
 

8.12 Officers consider that the proposed development would result in socio-economic 
benefits through jobs, tourism and some housing.  However, the scale of the 
development would result in substantial harm to a Grade I Registered Park and 
Gardens and a high degree of harm to a number of designated heritage assets, 
including two Grade I listed buildings and three Grade II listed buildings. The 
proposed development would not provide a viable scheme and the proposed 
OVU would result in such harm that it would impact too dramatically on the asset 
it is seeking to protect.  
 

8.13 The works proposed would impact directly on ASNW and their buffer zones and 
the scheme is not considered to represent the ‘wholly exceptional reasons’ to 
justify this level of harm.  
 

8.14 Officers have therefore concluded that there would be a substantial level of harm 
to heritage assets in its entirety and the unjustified loss of and harm to an 
ancient semi natural woodland arising from the proposal, which would outweigh 
the socio-economic benefits, and that the application would be contrary to 
policies SP1, SP4, DM2, DM3, DM11, DM12 and DM14, together with section 
16 of the NPPF.  
 

 



9.    Statement of Proactive Working 

9.1 ARTICLE 31 - WORKING WITH THE APPLICANT 
 
In accordance with paragraph 38 of the NPPF, the Isle of Wight Council takes a 
positive approach to development proposals focused on solutions to secure 
sustainable developments that improve the economic, social, and environmental 
conditions of the area. Where development proposals are considered to be 
sustainable, the Council aims to work proactively with applicants in the following 
ways: 
  

• By offering a pre-application advice service; and 
• Updating applicants/agents of any issues that may arise in the processing 

of their application and, where there is not a principle objection to the 
proposed development, suggest solutions where possible. 

 
In this instance extensive pre-application discussions took place, but concerns 
could not be overcome.  

 

10.  Reasons for refusal 

 
21/02437/FUL 

 
1. The proposed development would result in substantial harm to a Grade I Registered 

Park and Garden. The submitted details have failed to adequately demonstrate that 
the level of harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh 
the harm or that the requirement of paragraph 207 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework have been met. The application would therefore be contrary to policies 
DM11 (Historic and Built Environment) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of the Island Plan Core Strategy and paragraph 207 
of the NPPF. 
 

2. A very high degree of harm would be caused to two Grade I listed buildings and 
three Grade II listed buildings and their setting. The application has failed to 
demonstrate that the public benefits and the proposal is not considered to represent 
the Optimum Viable Use as the scheme would be unviable. The scheme would 
therefore be contrary to policies DM11 (Historic and Built Environment) and DM12 
(Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of the Island Plan Core 
Strategy and paragraph 208 of the NPPF. 
 

3. Insufficient information has been submitted to assess the impact of the proposed 
development on the fabric and features of interest of one of the cattle shelters, 
watering ponds and the pumphouse, all of which are Grade II listed buildings. In the 
absence of this information, it is considered that a high degree of harm could be 
cause to these designed historic assets contrary to policies DM11 (Historic and Built 
Environment) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of 
the Island Plan Core Strategy and paragraph 208 of the NPPF. 

4. The proposal, being located within an area of 'No Active Intervention', would not be 
a sustainable form of coastal development and would be contrary to the preferred 



coastal management approach for this stretch of the Island's coastline set out within 
the Isle of Wight Shoreline Management Plan 2 (SMP2) contrary to the aims of the 
SMP2 and policy DM15 (Coastal Management) of the Island Plan Core Strategy 
and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

5. The proposals, by reason of their position, size, design and appearance, would be a 
visually intrusive development that would fail to preserve or enhance the character 
and appearance of the area, which is part of the National Landscape (former 
AONB), and would have a serious adverse impact on the character of this part of 
the Island's landscape and seascape contrary to the aims of policies SP5 
(Environment), DM2 (Design Quality for New Development), DM12 (Landscape, 
Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and DM15 (Coastal Management) of the 
Island Plan Core Strategy, the National Planning Policy Framework and the aims of 
policies P1 and P45 of the Isle of Wight Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
Management Plan 2014-2019.   
 

6. The proposed development would result in the unacceptable loss of an area of 
Ancient Semi Natural Woodland, development within the buffer zone and the loss of 
protected trees within the site contrary to policies DM2 (Design Quality for New 
Development) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of 
the Island Plan Core Strategy and paragraph 186 of the NPPF.  
 

7. The proposed development, due to the location of the proposed buildings, their 
design and appearance and the level of access roads and car parking, together with 
the level of lighting and light pollution associated with this, would result in an 
unacceptable impact on the landscape character, scenic beauty and tranquillity of 
the designating National Landscape (former AONB) contrary to policies DM2 
(Design Quality for New Development) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of the Island Plan Core Strategy, the National 
Planning Policy Framework, and policies P1 and P39 of the Isle of Wight Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan 2019-2024. 
 

8. The proposed development would result in an impact on archaeological remains of 
significance within the registered park and the walled garden and through the 
restoration and conversion of the Grade I and II listed buildings on site. Whilst 
insufficient information has been submitted to assess the impact of development 
upon areas of unknown archaeological potential, including development along and 
adjacent to the foreshore (sentinels, coastal cottages, boat house, slipway at the 
harbourside), within the Norris Estate (dwellings in the south-west field and 
associated infrastructure and lodges in the west field), and residential development 
within Springhill Estate. The proposals would therefore be contrary to policy DM11 
(Historic and Built Environment) of the Island Plan Core Strategy and Section 16 of 
the NPPF.  
 

9. Insufficient information has been submitted to determine the impact on designated 
sites specially the impact from the proposed seawall works on the qualifying 
habitats of the Solent Maritime SAC and the impact the proposals would have on 
the qualifying features of Briddlesford SAC and the functionally linked habitat 
contrary to policies SP5 (Environment) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 



10. Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate how mitigation 
strategies relating to the impact on bats, birds and reptiles would be achieved and 
the application could therefore result in unacceptable impact on protected species 
contrary to policies SP5 (Environment) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of the Island Plan Core Strategy. 
 

11. The proposed onsite access and parking arrangements shown for the full and 
outline elements of the scheme would be unsatisfactory to serve the proposed 
development by virtue of inadequate carriageway width, lack of suitable parking 
provision, turning areas and visibility splays thus constituting a hazard to highway 
users contrary to policy DM2 (Design Quality for New Development) of the Island 
Plan Core Strategy and the guidelines set out within the Council’s Guidelines for 
Parking Provision as Part of New Developments Supplementary Planning 
Document. 
 

12. The proposed means of access to serve the south-west field via New Barn Road 
would be unsatisfactory to serve the proposed development by virtue of a lack 
sufficient forward visibility onto Old Road, the absence of a safe means of 
pedestrian access between the site and Old Road and a lack of adequate data to 
justify the proposed level of parking provision within New Barn Road. As a result, 
the development would be contrary to Policy DM2 (Design Quality for New 
Development) of the Island Plan Core Strategy and the guidelines set out within the 
Council’s Guidelines for Parking Provision as Part of New Developments 
Supplementary Planning Document. 
 

13. The application lacks sufficient justification for the proposed traffic calming 
measures within Old Road and adjacent to its junction with New Barn Road and is 
therefore contrary to Policy DM2 (Design Quality for New Development) of the 
Island Plan Core Strategy. 

 
14. The application site is located within the Solent Special Protection Area (SPA) 

buffer zone and the proposal has the potential to result in increased recreational 
disturbance to the interest features of the Solent SPA alone and in combination with 
other development projects. To mitigate for these potential impacts to the Solent 
SPA, the applicant is required to enter into a planning obligation to secure a 
contribution from the development towards the Solent Recreation Mitigation 
Strategy. In the absence of such an obligation or any other proposed measures to 
mitigate for these potential impacts, it is considered that the proposal would be 
contrary to the aims of policy DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity) of the Island Plan Core Strategy, the National Planning Policy 
Framework, and the requirements of the requirements the Conservation of Species 
and Habitats Regulations 2017 (as amended). 
 

15. The application has not been supported by an adequate sequential test to 
demonstrate that it is not possible to place development in areas of lower risk of 
flooding and as such the application would be contrary to policy DM14 (Flood Risk) 
of the Island Plan Core Strategy and section 14 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  
 

16. The proposed outline housing development would cause substantial harm to a 
locally listed park and garden, impacting on its significance contrary to policies DM2 
(Design Quality for New Development) and DM11 (Historic and Built Environment) 



of the Island Plan Core Strategy and paragraph 209 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
17. The proposed outline housing development and access road would have a 

significant impact on the character of area, including the East Cowes Conservation 
Area and views of the site from Cowes and the Solent contrary to DM2 (Design 
Quality for New Development), DM11 (Historic and Built Environment) and DM12 
(Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and the National Planning 
Policy Framework.  

 
21/02438/LBC 
 
1. The proposed development would result in substantial harm to a Grade I Registered 

Park and Garden. The submitted details have failed to adequately demonstrate that 
the level of harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh 
the harm or that the requirement of paragraph 207 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework have been met. The application would therefore be contrary to policies 
DM11 (Historic and Built Environment) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of the Island Plan Core Strategy and paragraph 207 
of the NPPF. 

 
2. A very high degree of harm would be caused to two Grade I listed buildings and 

three Grade II listed buildings and their setting. The application has failed to 
demonstrate that the public benefits and the proposal is not considered to represent 
the Optimum Viable Use as the scheme would be unviable. The scheme would 
therefore be contrary to policies DM11 (Historic and Built Environment) and DM12 
(Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of the Island Plan Core 
Strategy and paragraph 208 of the NPPF. 
 

3. Insufficient information has been submitted to assess the impact of the proposed 
development on the fabric and features of interest of one of the cattle shelters, 
watering ponds and the pumphouse, all of which are Grade II listed buildings. In the 
absence of this information, it is considered that a high degree of harm could be 
cause to these designed historic assets contrary to policies DM11 (Historic and Built 
Environment) and DM12 (Landscape, Seascape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of 
the Island Plan Core Strategy and paragraph 208 of the NPPF. 

 


