Freshwater Neighbourhood Plan
Consultation responses and considerations to draft document

Contents

Page 2

1.

Introduction

2.

Designated area ( The whole of Freshwater Parish )

3.

Initial Consultation

4.

Pre Submission Draft Consultation ( 18th January 2016 until 29th February
2016 )

5.

Actions taken

6.

Appendix – Comments received
Parish Boundary ( Pink ) – the designated area

Introduction
The Steering group for the Freshwater Neighbourhood Plan was established in
March 2012, then on the 19th July 2012 the Steering Group defined the area for
approved by Freshwater Parish Council, as being the whole of the Parish of
Freshwater. With their application for designation of a neighbourhood area being
approved at noon 27th August 2012, this meant the Freshwater Neighbourhood Plan
could commence.
It was clearly understood from the outset that the Neighbourhood Plan was being
developed for the community by the community and that every person that lived,
worked or visited the area would be part of the consultation.
The entire process has been well documented throughout the process and evidence
of all consultations is contained within the Neighbourhood plan and supplementary
documents which are all available on the Parish Councils web site www.freshwaterparish.org. The summary of the public consultation during the development of the
Neighbourhood Plan which covers the period from March 2012 to May 2016 is
detailed below.
Dates
22nd March 2012
19th July 2012
22nd September
2012
29th October 2012
23rd March 2013

13th April 2013
October –
November 2013
18th November
2013
26th February 2014

May 2014

Activity
Freshwater Neighbourhood Plan (FNP) steering group set up
Steering Group (SG) define area (whole Parish) decide on
working groups.
Public meeting to advertise the FNP, collect community
opinions of Parish concerns, strengths and weaknesses.
Recruit working group members.
Tennyson suite, Memorial Hall, Freshwater. First introductory
meeting for the FNP, work groups formed and given
introduction packs.
Small Hall, memorial Hall, Freshwater. Public meeting with
display boards showing the five main working areas and
requesting concerns, priority considerations and future
trends.
Week out West, West Wight Field. Stand and displays, public
consultation.
First general questionnaire made up and distributed to all
households in the Parish. Public Signs displayed and adverts
placed in local publications and social centre buildings.
Results of first questionnaire collected and processed and
distributed to working groups.
Tennyson Suite, Memorial Hall, Freshwater. Total groups
update and presentation. Any new concerns from the
community discussed. Format and questions for next
questionnaire.
Second more specific questionnaire distributed to all Parish
households.

12th August 2014

14th January 2015
21st January 2015
17th March 2014
23rd May 2015
18th January 2016

Tennyson Suite, Memorial Hall, Freshwater. Total group
meeting to go through the answers to the second
questionnaire. Highlight changes that need to be made and
were the strongest community priorities lie.
Tennyson Suite, Memorial Hall, Freshwater. Total group
meeting including an Isle of Wight planning representative
with advice on how to prepare and write policies.
Part of the public consultation alongside Freshwater Parish
Council on their budget proposals. Display stands from 10.00 –
12.00 and 1900 – 21.00
Tennyson Suite, Memorial Hall, Freshwater. Guest speaker on
the Freshwater Neighbourhood Plan to those attending the
FPC AGM.
Freshwater Library Gardens
Start of six-week consultation.

After public consultations on the policies and contents of the draft Freshwater
Neighbourhood Plan, two six week official pre-submissions took place.
The first ran from the 18th January 2016 until the 29th February 2016 and the second
from the 4th May 2016 until the 14th June 2016. It was decided to complete a second
consultation period in order to give more time for responses from corporate and
governmental bodies.
The responses are in the appendix of this document with a summary of the points
raised below. The boxed responses are from the Steering Group (SG) with any
changes made.
Pre submission consultation.
In December 2015 Freshwater Parish Council employed a dedicated person to
design and plan how best to consult with the community on the policies and
objectives identified within the Neighbourhood Plan.

Publicity to meet criteria regulation 14a
Timeline of events.
Dates from
17/12/15

To
Process
22/12/2015 Identify which media
can be called on to
help spread the
message. I decided to
go with the County
Press only. However,
the Freshwater
Beacon had also
published the plan.
(Above Introduction)
Designed banners, tri
29/12/2015
fold flyer and posters.
These would be
distributed in various
locations around the
village.

Evidence
We had a special feature in the
County Press the IOW main
newspaper

( See pictures on next page )

Banner erected at Black Hut green on the
main road into the village.

A second banner was displayed at
Freshwater Bay at the junction between
Afton Road, Military Road and Gate Lane.
This allowed it to be visible to traffic coming
down the popular route from the Military
Road towards the Needles and Alum Bay.

This display sign was moved around the
village as appropriate, for example, when in
attendance at the Library, it was placed
there, when at the Co-Op, it was moved
there.

The poster was also displayed at rural
locations, such as on the popular “Causeway”
bridleway between Freshwater and
Yarmouth.

The poster was also displayed at the “Golden
Hill” area of North Freshwater to advise
traffic coming into Freshwater from the
Yarmouth direction, heading for Totland and
Alum Bay.

The attendance was detailed on the flyer which was made available in a number of
commonly used locations such as Freshwater Parish Office, Memorial Hall, Library,
West Wight Angling Centre, Whitecross Dentists, Brookside Health Centre The Lunch
Box plus Dimbola Museum and Galleries. On each occasion the static displays above
were used.
Display at the West Wight Sports and
Community centre

Second display at the centre

The attendance was detailed on the flyer which was made available in a number of
commonly used locations such as Freshwater Parish Office, Memorial Hall, Library,
West Wight Angling Centre, Whitecross Dentists, Brookside Health Centre The Lunch
Box plus Dimbola Museum and Galleries. On each occasion the static displays above
were used.

Leaflet/Flyer front:

Leaflet/Flyer inside:

Leaflet/Flyer details of locations and consultation events:

Responses from the above consultations were collected and are presented in the
appendix at the back of this document. After consideration by the Steering group, the
following responses were made.

First consultation responses ( January and February 2016):
Name: David Ballard
FNP 1. Too much emphasis on retail. Need more diverse services, light
manufacturing and tourism.
SG: Reviewed FNP 1 and felt that the text complied with the requirements of the
principles of a neighbourhood plan. Decided that the colouring outlines of the map
on page 15 displaying the primary village retail area were a little misleading.
Changed the current retail area as defined in the Island Core Strategy to dark red.

FNP 2. Demand for retail declining, accept change of use from retail to office or
residential. Remove retail to pavement bottlenecks.
SG: FNP 2 does try to create a village hub by limiting retail and other use businesses
outside of the suggested areas. It is unlikely that business owners would demolish or
remove business sites in order to create safer pavements. The Parish is very much
aware of the situation and if in the future a solution can be found then it would be
supported.
FNP 3,4 and 5. In broad agreement but would like to see a cleared emphasis on
tourist accommodation and parking.
SG: Parking is always a tricky problem. The old bus station is now a housing
development so there is now no provision within the village centre for coach
parking. Policy FNP 4 is designed to ensure that where this may occur in the future,
alternative parking is provided. Policy FNP 5 is designed specifically to encourage
tourist accommodation within the most popular tourist destinations.

Name: Paul Mocroft
FNP 4. No mention of the car park at Freshwater Bay.
SG: This was discussed at length and it was agreed that this car park is essential to
the use of Freshwater Bay as a tourist location. The Bay is the only place in
Freshwater that has a dedicated coach parking area on the road. However, there are
also several other car parks around Freshwater, such as Victoria Country Park,
Golden Hill Country park, as well as National Trust car parks. It was felt that Policies
2,3 and 4 worked together to try and rejuvenate the village centre, so to add
additional car parks would dilute this aim.

FNP 5. Importance of public toilets.
SG: This was also discussed at length but it was felt that it was unlikely that
somebody would be applying to construct a public toilet. The Parish Council was in
talks with the Isle of Wight Council to take over the running of the public toilets
within the Parish.
Name: Graham Field
FNP 1. Construction and manufacturing hubs need to be located outside of retail and
neighbourhood areas.
SG: It had been decided by Freshwater Parish that it was beyond the remit of the
Parish Council to designate areas for particular use.
FNP 2. Freshwater retail should have an “identity”, different to other main areas.
SG: The idea was agreed with but should be promoted through other means.
FNP 3. Development in keeping and not detract from neighbourhoods and retail
core.
SG: Agreed. The Island Core Strategy deals with this.
FNP 4. Clear directions to parking areas that are designed to be unobtrusive.
SG: Locating new areas for parking would be difficult. Good signage will be
considered by the Parish when dealing with Island Roads.
FNP 5. Tourism information needs to be linked so as to maximise the areas
potential.
SG: Agreed but beyond the scope of the neighbourhood plan.
FNP 6. Keeping the character of Freshwater through restoration and complementary
new designs.
SG: This conforms with current planning and conservation rules.
FNP 7. Enhanced transport links, provided unobtrusive. Cycle lanes etc.
SG: Local initiatives, such as the charity FYT ( Freshwater, Yarmouth and Totland )
bus tries to offer flexibility using small vehicle buses. Freshwater is a rural area with
narrow rural roads, many residents have requested pavements, but to achieve this,
plus cycle lanes, Freshwater would have to adopt a complete one way system. This is
considered to be impractical and beyond the remit of the neighbourhood plan.
FNP 8, FNP 9, FNP 10, FNP 11.
SG: These are mainly statements but with many positive comments.

FNP 12: Protect wildlife links, hedgerows and watercourses. These help with local
character. Successful developments innovate.
SG: The SG agrees with the sentiments expressed but feel that the Island Core
Strategy and other planning documents support this. No changes required.
FNP 13, FNP 14, FNP 15, FNP16: General statements and agreement.
SG: It was good to see strong support for the policies. No changes were required.
Name: Hobbs
FNP 6. Section (c) should read Areas not Area.
SG: Though there are several Conservation Areas within the parish.
Correction: “s” added to Area, so as to read Areas.
General comments: Basic objectives and policies are acceptable. Concern expressed
over local authority cuts that could mean that the planning department is is
weakened.
Name: Josephine Martin
There were no specific corrections or objections to the document. General comments
on water supply and sewage capacity. Local footpaths require improvement. More
retail in Freshwater village. No speculative building and no building on flood plain.
SG: No specific corrections required. FNP 6 covers most points raised with regards to
building areas.

Name: Alan Dowie
FNP 6: To provide a range of buildings to suit local needs.
SG: Reviewed FNP 6 for the type of housing covered. The SG refrained from
recommending housing or commercial stock types but felt that market forces and
local demand would dictate the timing and range of buildings.
FNP 15: Against the building of a “meeting room” alongside the Library. Would take
trade for existing buildings.
SG: This is a proposal but would be considered at planning stage.

Pre – submission consultation ( May and June 2016) :
Submissions received from Natural England and Isle of Wight Planning and Housing
Services.
Name: Natural England: The letter reference : 184904 states: Natural England does
not have any specific comments on the draft neighbourhood plan.
SG: No action required.

Name: Isle of Wight Planning. IWC Ref: FNDP/Reg14

Date: 14 June 2016.

This document ran to eight pages and contained recommendations and comments
from a number of members of the Local Planning Authority (LPA) .
A full Steering Group meeting was held on Wednesday 22nd June 2016 to discuss the
comments and issues raised.
The following amendments were made:
Note 1. There were a number of comments about sections of the document that did
not add to or repeated sections of the Island Core Strategy. These had been
considered when making up the document but were included because they were
highlighted in the local consultations as being important. It was felt that the
document should reflect local priorities so as to give future planning applications
better guidance.
05.0 Page 11 Map of the Smaller Regeneration Area, not clear.
This map was taken from the Island Core Strategy, including its title and the
explanation boxes. It was appreciated that when reduced to fit on an A4 sized page,
clarity was lost.
The Small Regeneration area boundary was overdrawn so as to be more dominant.
Note 2. There were many comments related to maps. Freshwater Parish is very large
( please see this documents cover ) and so one of the problems encountered was
scale. One whole map of the Parish, such as the one on the cover, with all the policy
areas, etc, on it, would not be clear enough for the details to be fully appreciated.
In the same way that when dealing with urban areas these were often separated and
presented in the best scale that would allow clarity of that area. All maps were
designed to fit within the A4 document size.
Page 16 FNP 2 Line starting: Applications for mixed A1 to A5… add “supported”.
Text changed to “ encouraged and supported”.
Page 17 FNP 4 This policy dealt with parking within the village. It was unclear as to
the type of parking.
Text added “ public” after “remove”

Page 18 FNP 5 The policy offers support for tourism over the whole Parish. It was
suggested that over be changed to “across”.
Text changed to “across”.
Page 20 FNP 6. This policy deals with the design, location and layout of
developments. It was suggested that the word all replace the word “the”, in
developments.
Text changed from “the” to “all”.
Page 20 FNP 6. Section b) deals with local characteristics and materials. It was
suggested that greater clarity was needed.
As the extra details are already available the following text was added to the end of
section b) after materials: , as detailed in the Freshwater Village Design statement.
Page 27 Justifications for FNP 11. Developments in areas close to possible effects of
coastal erosion.
Note 3. Most of the coastline of the Parish and therefore lying within the boundary of
the neighbourhood plan, has some sort of protective status. The only areas with low
status are on the north coast to the east of Colwell. A lot of this area is currently
occupied by holiday camp style accommodation.
It was agreed to add a line to the justification that read:
Area specific shoreline plans must be included as consultative documents when any
developments are proposed close to these areas.
Page 28 FNP 12 Spelling change from “ effected” to “affected.
Word changed to affected.
Page 30. Green spaces table. Map 4. Remove “stream edge” from the text.
Text altered to remove “ steam edge”.
Page 32. Map of green space for Golden Hill Fort and Country Park. Draw a red line
around the fort to separate it and it’s entrance from the park.
Red line drawn on the map to conform with the above.
Page 33. FNP 14, e). This section required an environmental impact statement to be
produced. The comment was made that this would be onerous for small
developments.
The text of section e) was changed from:
e)
an environmental impact statement will be required for the above.
To:
e) where appropriate, an environmental impact statement may be required for
the above by the Planning Officer.
Page 40 – 14.0 Appendices. These were the details of building use classes, as per
2012/13. This had been updated from April 2016.
These pages were amended to reflect the current use tables.

Name: Bourne Leisure Ltd ( Submission on the form )
Note: The bulk of the comments were added in a separate cover letter from
Nathaniel Lichfield Partners (NLP) on behalf of Bourne Leisure. This cover letter
follows.
However, in the “Additional Notes” section of the submission it does give a summary
of the letter’s comments, this being:
“In summary and whilst Bourne Leisure endorses the recognition in the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan of the role of tourism in the Freshwater Neighbourhood, the
Company considers that any tourism-related policies should recognise the
importance of tourism and the need for tourism facilities and accommodation to
adapt and respond to visitor demand.”
Name: Nathaniel Lichfield Partners (NLP ) Ref: 04051/57/NT/LH/11550064v1
Dated: 8th June 2016
( This letter was issued on behalf of Bourne Leisure Ltd)
Page 14 - FNP 1 . Bourne Leisure considers the Neighbourhood Plan should
specifically support the enhancement of existing tourist facilities and the
development of provision. The emerging plan should also encourage year-round
tourism.
FNP1 encourages future growth in a diverse range of business activities, including an
emphasis on: retail, Tourism, Professional Services, Construction and Manufacturing.
The Steering Group were reluctant to put an emphasis on one group, over the others.
FNP 5 is carefully worded to be more general in tourist areas, rather than specify
current tourist developments, as they can change name or use.
FNP 11 has been included to address the problems of coastal erosion and flooding.
Currently there is no money available for the protection of tourist related businesses
at risk. However, if a development is proposed in such areas, then should the
developer contribute to funding, protection can be provided. Currently most of the
coastal planning is to just let nature take its course.
In general the letter and application was supportive of the document.
Name: Brighstone Parish Council Dated: 24th February 2016
Importance of the West Wight Sports Centre ( FNP 15 )
Importance of keeping access to Compton and the Military Road.
These are important sites and amenities for the West Wight but it was felt by the
Steering Group that road protection was beyond the remit of the Neighbourhood
Plan.

Name: Environment Agency.

Date: 19th February 2016

The first part of the email was standard in approach and covered Sequential Tests
and Exception Tests, covered by the central planners.
FNP 12 covers hedgerows and watercourses and the E.A. considers that this should
be strengthened to include the word avoid the loss of hedgerows and watercourses .
During the making of the F.N.P. a lot of work and discussion went into this point.
Many people came up with ideas and stricter wording for this policy. However, it
was felt that it would be very difficult if challenged by a developer to provide clear
definitions. There are a number of statutes that cover the subject of trees and
hedgerows, as well as watercourses. These can be changed by Government review
but in the justification part of the document, under the policy, there are quotes from
the current rules. It was felt by the Steering Group that as this is such a topical area,
it was best left to current regulations, which would be considered by the Planning
Authority and the Environment Agency when reviewing an individual application.
Name: Historic England

Ref: 2016.06.14

Date: 14th June 2016

Page 20 – FNP 6. Key views and historical areas.
Information taken from the answers to the public questionnaires showed that the
most reason for people living and enjoying Freshwater Parish were the natural and
historical environment. So when putting together the F.N.P. it was originally
envisioned that a map would be drawn and that this would be accompanied by
photographs. Indeed many of the pictures sprinkled throughout the document were
originally destined for those pages. A glance at page 2 of this document shows the
amount of Freshwater Parish that is coloured, designating some sort of protection.
Freshwater Parish can be basically defined as developed urban valley between two
sets of Downs. The real advantage is that when viewing the 360 degree vista from a
location on either Downs, the urban area is not noticeable as it is the valley and so
the vista is just stunning countryside and sea views. After a while the conversations
went from “what are the lovely bits” to “what are the ugly bits”.
It was agreed by the Steering Group that a separate document would be produced
that will be part of this submission and will contain a map of Freshwater Parish and
the main view points, example pictures from those view points and a brief
description of why they are important.
Page 26 – FNP 10. Applications outside of the settlement boundary.
FNP 10 forms part of the objective of FNP 9. In FNP 9 the final part of the policy
states “ respects the local character and tranquillity of the countryside”. However,
based on the recommendation of Historic England, and recognising that the Policies
should stand up on their own account, the following has been added at the end of
FNP 10: … design “ used to protect the character and tranquillity of the area.”

Name: Southern Water

Date: 8th June 2016

The first part of the letter was a standard format.
Page 29 – FNP 13 Local Green Spaces.
Southern Water considered that the wording of FNP 13 could restrict their, and
other utility companies, ability to install infrastructure if no other suitable areas
were available.
The Steering Group agreed and as part of the last sentence added the following:
circumstances.. or as required for infrastructure projects that update or provide
extra amenities for the immediate community, if other sites are not available.
Page 20 – FNP 6 Building.
The Steering Group recognised that the changes to FNP 13 above are also applicable
to the infrastructure required for new building developments. The following changes
were made to section g) of FNP 6.
g)
allow for provision of increased infrastructure requirements such as utility
company structures that do ……not

Appendix.
The following responses are provided as scanned copies:
David Ballard
Paul Mocroff
Graham Field
Hobbs
Josephine Martin
Alan Dowie
Natural England
IoW Planning and Housing Services
Bourne Leisure Ltd
Nathaniel Lichfield Partners (NLP)
Brighstone Parish Council
Environment Agency
Historical England
Southern Water
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