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A MEETING OF THE REGULATORY BOARD
WAS HELD ON 15 JANUARY 2020

Councillors Bateman, Mrs Batty, Casey, Earle, Farr, Foster-Reed, Mrs Furlong (Substituting 
for Mrs Hook), Hammond, Jessop, Miss Kelly, Raffaelli, Scard and Westerby

39. APOLOGIES FOR NON-ATTENDANCE 

There were none. 

40. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

cCouncillor Foster-Reed declared that he knew the applicant for agenda item 6 23 The 
Parkway and took no further discussion on the discussion or voting thereon. 

41. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 16 OCTOBER 2019 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting of the Board held on 16th October 2019 be 
signed as a true and correct record. 

42. DEPUTATIONS - STANDING ORDER 3.4 

Deputations were received on the following items 

 17/0290/FULL – Royal Clarence Marina 
 19/00314/VOC – Royal Clarence Marina 
 19/00375/FULL – Brockhurst Gate 
 19/00371/FULL – 23 The Parkway 

43. PUBLIC QUESTIONS - STANDING ORDER 3.5 

There were none. 

44. REPORT OF THE HEAD OF PLANNING AND REGENERATION 

The Head of Planning and Regeneration submitted a report on applications received for 
planning permission setting out their recommendations.

RESOLVED:  That a decision be taken on each application for planning permission as 
detailed below.

17/00290/FULL - CAR PARKING STRATEGY (AMENDMENT TO CAR PARKING 
STRATEGIES APPROVED 29.02.08 AND 16.10.15) (CONSERVATION AREA) (as 
amended by documents received 18.11.19 and 06.01.20)
Royal Clarence Marina  Weevil Lane  Gosport  Hampshire    

The Planning Officer updated the Board. 
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They were advised that within paragraph 6 of the principal issues reference was made to 
the daytime commercial parking being made available to visitors after 6pm within North 
Meadow (Zone 2), however, this was incorrect and those spaces would actually be made 
available to residents.  

Within Condition 2 relating to the plans, reference to the car parking management plan 
should be updated from 15 November 2019 to 6 January 2020 as a new document had 
been provided to address the changes in numbers to Zone 3 noted in paragraph 3 of the 
‘site and proposals’ within the report.

Condition 3 was proposed to be amended and split into three parts, introducing a trigger for 
providing the timetable.  It was, therefore, proposed that the first part was amended to 
require the timetable for the implementation of the parking etc., to be provided to the 
Council within six months of the decision being issued.  The second part requires the works 
to be carried out in accordance with the approved details and timetable and a third part 
requires the parking delivery and turning area to be retained and kept available for its use.

The Board was also provided with some background information and advised that to 
provide some clarification of the matters set out in the report, the application relates to the 
car parking management for the majority of Royal Clarence yard, located on the east side 
of Weevil Lane.

Planning permission was originally granted in outline in 2001 and a subsequent full 
permission to change parts of the development and increase the number of residential 
properties, in particular, was granted in 2006 on appeal.  This included the approval of a car 
parking management plan and a condition requiring details of how each phase would 
implement that management plan.  Subsequent separate full permissions have been 
approved throughout the site resulting in a complex array of interconnecting and 
overlapping permissions. 

This application essentially is to bring all of the car parking management under one 
comprehensive plan, amending those previously approved, for the whole of this part of the 
Royal Clarence Yard Development.  This was as originally intended by the Inspector and, 
therefore, relates only to the approval of matters relating to the management of the car 
parking. It is not considered to be an opportunity to carry out a full review of the layout of 
the whole site, or require compliance with any updated planning policy, albeit this 
application makes amendments to the overall layout of the car parks, as set out in the 
report.   All other matters, including lighting and general site signage would have been 
considered under the separate development consents for the physical construction works, 
notwithstanding, the application includes indicative signage details to direct drivers to the 
relevant parking areas.  A separate 4 point action plan is being progressed by the 
Economic Prosperity Team with Berkeley Homes, which seeks to address some of these 
wider signage and lighting issues.

Philippa Dickinson was invited to address the Board. 

She advised RCY was supposed to be one of the jewels in Gosport's crown – a 
Conservation Area destined to be not just a nice place to live but a place for jobs, and 
tourism - a key plank in the economic regeneration of the Borough.
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If it was to achieve that aim, it seemed reasonable to require that the car-parking plan 
should satisfy the obvious questions:

 Where do I park?  
 Once parked, how do I get to where I want to be? 
 Can I get there safely?

These common-sense questions lie at the heart of LP23. But the Board are being asked to 
approve a plan for car parking which fails to deliver key objectives of that policy: 

 the lack of coherent and safe pedestrian routes, 
 the lack of level and safe access for disabled users, 
 extremely poor lighting – well below national standards - creates profoundly unsafe 

areas, particularly on pavements and at crossing points
It is unwelcoming and confusing for visitors and residents alike
There are also problems with:

 big reductions in Visitor Parking at the north of the site; More visitors needing to park 
there with the new 55 apartments in the NM7 block 

 Lack of visitor cycle parking for customers and tourists
 No site speed limits 
 Unsafe internal road junctions 

How has this happened?
The site has been developed piecemeal over the past 20 years.  Successive development 
has narrowly focused on the details of each application “in its own merits”. Has there ever 
been any checking of integration with the original development brief for the site?  Doesn’t 
look like it.
That has created problems at the boundaries between phases of development.  One of the 
most recent and egregious examples being the lack of clear, safe pedestrian access 
between the North Meadow car park to the NM7 block.
So why is so much weight given to the expired previous approvals for Car Parking than to 
local policies?  Particularly the key objectives of LP23 and its predecessors.  
Surely it is up to the LPA to take a common-sense view in determining the relative weight 
which should be given to expired previous permissions. 
The 2015 CPMP expired towards the end of 2018.  It was flawed, never implemented and is 
no loss.  
Why have time-limits on planning approvals if you are forever going to be hamstrung by 
previous permissions long after they have expired?  How can it be fair or make common 
sense if the applicant is allowed to make changes to things which no longer suit them, but 
the LPA is not allowed to bring a new application in line with local policies?
And yet here we are in 2020 looking at a new parking plan which doesn’t satisfy local policy 
and is still not good enough.  
The devil is, as ever, in the detail.  With time short, here are just a couple of illustrations:

 Safe disabled access routes.  A few more dropped kerbs are offered – but not 
enough and not in the right places. You might be able to get your wheelchair from 
your car onto a pavement but will you find a dropped kerb or safe level crossing at 
the other end? Unlikely.

 Terrible lighting.  “Safety” means safe day and night. A minimal improvement to 
some lighting was proposed but nothing in the worst spots – eg North Meadow car 
park, on pavements and road crossings.   No-one wants the place lit up like a sports 
stadium but there has to be enough lighting to be safe.

Perhaps some of the bigger lighting issues across the site  do have to wait for the 4 Point 
Action Plan (whenever that may come) but surely it can’t make sense to approve a layout 
plan for the car parks without also ensuring that adequate levels of lighting are provided?
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In conclusion:
No-one has any illusions that more parking spaces can be conjured up on this site.  
However, there are so many ways, with thoughtful and careful design, that this parking plan 
could address all the other issues and make a much, much better use of the space than the 
proposal presented and this was probably the last chance to get this right.
“Pragmatic” should not mean an expectation that you will accept a bad design for this 
important site.
Workable and pragmatic ideas have been suggested – help and advice offered by GAGDF 
– sadly mostly ignored by the applicant. That’s a real missed opportunity.
So:  

 Please don’t approve a plan which is manifestly flawed and actually unsafe, 
particularly for disabled users and after dark.  

 Since this is big and complex site, we suggest that you defer your decision and come 
and look at the issues yourselves.  If you could come after dark, which would really 
illustrate the problems.  

 And finally, if you are nevertheless minded to approve the application, at the very 
least, we ask that you consider adding additional conditions to address the most 
troubling aspects:  

o the lack of coherent, safe pedestrian & disabled access and 
o The shockingly low and unsafe areas of lighting.

In answer to a Member’s question, the Board was advised that no consultation had taken 
place from Berkeley Homes and that the residents group had received no contact about the 
proposals. 

The Board was advised that a detailed response had been provided two and a half years 
ago and that a response had been undertaken to address the issues raised but that this 
had not gone far enough. 

The Board was advised that conversations had taken place in 2012 and that a small group 
of commercial and individuals had held conversations with Berkeley homes in October, but 
that no proper consultation had been undertaken. 

Berkeley Homes had been written to on a number of occasions but requests for 
improvements had been ignored. 

It was felt that commercial sites would suffer as a result of a reduction in parking spaces 
and that the proposal on offer would not work. 

David Gilchrest addressed the Board on behalf of the applicant and advised that the 
applications were the final phase of proposals and development that began in 2005. 

The proposal layout would manage parking off of Weevil Lane and was safe and usable for 
both the commercial users and residents of the site. 

There had been a full consultation with Stakeholders in 2015 with residents, owners and 
tenants and the principle issues had been replicated and enhanced. 
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Further discussions had taken place and the proposals sought to further enhance the site 
amended the parking spaces on site to provide turning space for larger lorries which would 
greatly enhance the appeal of the site to retailers and tenants. There was also proposed to 
be an increase in electric charge points. 

The signage and wayfinding in place exceeded the requirements and reviews were ongoing 
as part of the rebrand for the site. 

The proposals were working towards the long term success of the site and whilst 
sympathetic to concerns they were along the same principal as those applied in 2015.

There were greater proposals for dropped kerbs and parking space size had increased, as 
well as the provision for more electric charge points.

In answer to a Member‘s question the Board was advised that a full consultation had taken 
place in 2015 and that it had acknowledged that there were still issues. The resubmission of 
the proposal was to enhance the site and resolve issues and that consultation had been 
undertaken, but not to the extent of 2015.

The Board was advised that there were proposals to introduce dropped kerbs and that this 
would improve navigation for those that needed them, and that this was an improvement to 
the 2015 proposal. The lighting had been improved and the electric charge points had 
increased. 

In answer to a Member‘s question, the Board were advised that it was not possible to 
determine the charge that would be provided through the power points as consideration 
needed to be given to the maximum capacity of the grid and that amendments could not be 
undertaken to listed buildings. 

The applicant, would however work hard to work to the maximum capacity within the 
constraints of the grid, they were however content for this to be conditioned. 

In answer to a subsequent question, the Board were advised that the proposal would not 
lead to trailing cables across car parking spaces. 

The Board discussed the merits of a site visit or a deferral to allow further time for the 
applicant to consult with residents, Members also felt there should be an increase in cycle 
spaces. 

Mr Gilchrest advised that a consultation had taken place with the residents association in 
November and this was felt appropriate as it was representative of the residents on the site. 

The Board was advised that there would be marked disabled bays and a commitment to 
improved signage and lighting. 

In answer to a Member‘s question the Board was advised that details of the consultation 
undertaken was in the report and that site notifications and letters to previous 
correspondence had been undertaken. 
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The Board was advised that the four point plan was separate to this application and that the 
lighting and the commercial elements were not a consideration and that conditions of such 
would go beyond the remit of the action plan. 

Members welcomed Berkeley Homes‘ commitment to the improvement of the lighting, 
signage and the maximisation of electric charge points on site but hoped that in future they 
would be more proactive in their engagement with local residents. 

It was proposed and seconded that the application be deferred for a site visit and that the 
visit take place in the evening. A vote was subsequently taken on the proposal and lost. 

It was proposed that authority be delegated to Officers to secure conditions regarding the 
improvements required to electric car charging points and lighting and signage. This was 
agreed. 

RESOLVED: That application 17/00290/FULL be approved subject to the amended 
conditions in the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration and that authority be 
delegated to the Development Manager and the Borough Solicitor to add or amended 
appropriate conditions regarding electric car charging points and  lighting and signage on 
site. 

19/00314/VOC -VARIATION OF CONDITION 7 (CAR PARKING) OF PLANNING 
PERMISSION 15/00620/FULL - ERECTION OF BUILDING (NM7) COMPRISING 55 NO. 
FLATS WITH ASSOCIATED ACCESS AND CAR PARKING (CONSERVATION AREA)

Block NM7  Royal Clarence Yard  Weevil Lane  Gosport  Hampshire  

Alan Rogers was invited to address the Board. 

He advised that he understood that traffic related and other planning issues, could not be 
revisited in the current application for NM7. However, decisions taken solely in relation to 
NM7 would have a significant impact on the wider issue of road traffic and pedestrian safety 
and on the Royal Clarence Parking Strategy.

It is in this broader context that we believed that the NM7 application should be reviewed as 
it offered a last-ditch opportunity to correct a strategic oversight and address a serious 
safety issue.

The parking strategy has always focussed on optimising the number of parking spaces. 
What has never been optimised at any stage is the safe and efficient flow of traffic into and 
out of the development. 

The entry into Royal Clarence from the bottom of Weevil Lane is at a complex and busy 
bend with five closely spaced entry/exit junctions and with key wayfinding decisions having 
to be made soon after rounding the bend.

Traffic slows and sometimes comes to a halt as drivers wonder which way to go.  The layby 
on the immediate left is regularly blocked by cars and lorries, which often narrows the entry 
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road. The road at this bend is also crossed by pedestrians making their way from the car 
park.

The NM7 access road is the sixth junction to be added to this busy area and the direction of 
its one-way flow can either add to the problems at the bend or decrease them.

Diagram A shows the currently proposed direction with entry from the East. We understand 
that this was changed from a West flow to enable heavy goods vehicles to access the bin 
stores at the East end of the road. 

However, traffic rounding the bend will need to quickly see the NM7 turn and cut across the 
flow of exiting traffic.  Because the junction is reached quickly there is every likelihood of it 
being missed as driver attention will naturally be to the left as they round the corner. 

If they cannot find a parking space at NM7 they will have to circulate around the bend again 
to reach the car park.  To further complicate wayfinding the second junction to the right for 
this car park follows a few feet after the NM7 turn.
Diagram B. shows the flow of the one-way system from West to East.
This filters NM7 traffic off from Weevil Lane, meaning less traffic around the bend and only 
one turn to the right needing to be signed.
Heavy goods vehicles can still access the bin store area without blocking access NM7 from 
the Weevil Lane end. 
However, there is another simple to implement change that can greatly decrease the 
complexity at the corner and clear traffic from the danger area.
Diagram C. shows how, by closing off the current access into the North Meadow car park 
and creating a wider entrance further down the road, traffic can be moved quickly away 
from the congested corner. 
The current entry location was dictated by plans for a residential block on the first half of the 
car park. This is no longer planned, making central access now possible.
The car park is on two different levels but this can be accommodated by a ramp between 
them, making the whole of the parking area accessible from one point of entry.
In conclusion:  
We believe that it would not be difficult to design a much safer and more user-friendly route 
for traffic flowing into and out of RCY. Diagrams B and C illustrate this.
Optimised traffic flow is the base discipline that needs to be fixed before one can then 
sensibly address all the other important issues such as parking space layout, wayfinding, 
lighting and safe pedestrian access. 
We would therefore ask you not to approve a plan which manifestly fails to offer the 
optimum and least confusing flow pattern for traffic and one that is actually unsafe. 
If you don’t want to refuse the application, we suggest that you defer your decision until you 
have visited the site to see the problems and opportunities for yourselves. 
If, however you are minded to approve the application, we would ask that you consider 
doing so with additional conditions to ensure that the NM7 road direction decision is 
reconsidered and that steps are taken to further optimise the traffic flow and address the 
safety issue.
   

In answer to a Member’s question, the Board was advised that the road layout was not a 
consideration of the application and that the access was considered and agreed previously. 
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Mr Gilchrest advised that he would happily discuss improvements to signage as a 
separate issue to the application.

RESOLVED: That application 19/00314/VOC for a variation of condition 7 be 
approved subject to the conditions in the report of the Head of Planning and 
Regeneration 

19/00375/FULL - ERECTION OF 2NO. COMMERCIAL UNITS (USE CLASS 
A1/A3/D2/BEAUTY/TANNING SALON (SUI GENERIS)) (REVISED APPLICATION 
TO 18/00388/FULL) (as amplified by e-mails dated 24.10.19 and 18.12.19)
Brockhurst Gate Retail Park  Cotsworth Road  Heritage Way  Gosport  
Hampshire  

Mark Harris and Tony Sweeney were invited to address the Board. 

They advised that the application was for smaller units that complimented the existing 
units on a very successful site. They advised that the potential occupiers had 
indicated that there were no other suitable units within the Borough that appealed 
with the footfall the development offered. 

The application was for two units and would provide the flexibility the potential 
operators required. 

They advised that they believed the concern to be as a result of the relocated 
McDonalds but advised that it had been a success and that the size of the proposed 
unit was completely different to such a large use. The Board was advised that the 
potential applicant for one of the units did not consider any existing retail 
developments to be a suitable site. 

They advised the Board that the unit would have minimal impact on the heritage site 
as the proposal was for small units that would be screened by a tree line. 

The Board was advised that the applicants had provided a prestigious gateway 
development to the Borough and were seeking to enhance that further. 

The retail park was completely occupied and the impact on the High Street would be 
minimal.

Brockhurst Gate had brought Marks and Spencer to the Town and was incredibly 
successful and that the proposal was not unattractive or a detriment to the Borough. 
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In answer to a Members question the Board was advised that there was a potential for a 
café type unit but that it would be more of a pop up style use. It was unclear whether there 
would be seating at the proposal, but that this had not been confirmed. 

Members noted the letter of support from the potential occupiers. 

A Member advised that they felt that it difficult to accept that there were no other suitable 
properties for a potential tanning salon in the Borough and felt that there were many vacant 
units suitable for such proposals. 

The Board was advised that the proposed occupier had not found units flexible enough for 
their needs. 

The Board felt that any additional units, however small would continue to affect areas such 
as the High Street and Lee on Solent and that it was important that this was recognised 
when considering such applications. 

Members expressed concern that the application would encroach on the fort and the 
surroundings and question whether the approval of the proposal would set a precedent with 
regard to further encroachment. 

Members did not believe the proposal would enhance the Borough and felt that it the 
existing retail provision should be protected as well as the heritage of the Borough.

The Board felt that the heritage of the Borough should be protected at all costs. 

RESOLVED: That application 19/00375/FULL be refused for the following reasons. 

1.  In the absence of an appropriate assessment that demonstrates there are no 
sequentially preferable sites within the Town and other designated centres, the proposals 
within this out of centre location would fail to satisfy the requirements of the sequential test 
and would have a detrimental impact on the vitality and viability of the town centre, contrary 
to Policies LP9B and LP29 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 and the NPPF.

 2.  The proposals by reason of the siting of unit 9 forward of the main retail building and 
within the more open 'field of fire' associated with the Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) 
of Fort Brockhurst would result in less than substantial harm to the significance of the SAM, 
contrary to Policy LP11 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 and the NPPF.

19/00180/FULL - RETENTION OF TIMBER OUTBUILDING ADJOINING LISTED 
BUILDING AND RETENTION OF REPLACEMENT WALL (LISTED BUILDING IN A 
CONSERVATION AREA)
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16 Bury Road  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 3UD    

RESOLVED: That planning application 19/00180/FULL be approved subject to the 
conditions in the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration.  

19/00181/LBA 
LISTED BUILDING APPLICATION - RETENTION OF TIMBER OUTBUILDING 
ADJOINING LISTED BUILDING
16 Bury Road  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 3UD    

RESOLVED: That listed building application 19/00181/LBA be approved subject to 
the conditions in the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration.  

19/00371/FULL - 
INSTALLATION OF FIRST FLOOR REAR ROOF TERRACE INCLUDING 
BALUSTRADE
23 The Parkway  Gosport  Hampshire  PO13 0PT   

Councillor Foster-Reed left the room and took no part in the discussion or voting there on. 

Mr Mamczur was invited to address the Board. 

He advised that he had submitted the application in August and that he had presented a 
number of amendments to make the application acceptable.

Mr Mamczur provided a photo that was indicative of the type of frosted glass screening he 
was proposing to protect the privacy of his neighbours. He advised that the glass was 
obscure and that it was not possible to see through it. 

He advised that his neighbour’s objection to the proposal had come very late in the 
application process and advised that in photos provided by a neighbour it could clearly be 
seen that they had trespassed into and that he felt as a result, privacy was not a priority to 
them.

He advised that properties in Peel Common had a long history of having balconies and that 
there were other houses in the locality with roof terraces. 

He requested that the Board visit his property to view that the design and application were 
appropriate. 

In answer to a Member’s question he advised the Board that the obscure glass would 
prevent him from looking into his neighbour’s window, but the elevated balcony would look 
over the garden.

He advised the Board that many properties in the area had extended and that he was 
seeking to replace some of the garden lost by providing a terrace as this would be an 
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efficient use of space. He advised that the terrace would be used to enjoy breakfast. He 
advised that it would not be used for other meals or entertaining. 

Mr Mamczur also confirmed that there was to be no staircase installed. 

Members debated the proposal and it was felt that the proposal was not acceptable and 
supported the officer’s recommendation for refusal. 

RESOVLED: That planning application 19/00371/FULL be refused for the reasons in the 
report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration. 

45. ANY OTHER ITEMS 

The Board was advised that a start date for an appeal on 87 Leesland Road had been 
received that related to an application that had been refused under delegated powers. 

CHAIRMAN

Concluded at 7.40 pm


