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GOSPORT BOROUGH COUNCIL – REGULATORY BOARD 

15th January 2020

ITEMS WITH RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Copies of drawings and accompanying planning applications referred to in this schedule will 
be made available for inspection by Members from 5.00 pm immediately prior to the meeting.  
Unless otherwise advised, these plans will be displayed in the room in which the Regulatory 
Board is to be held.

2. The number of objections and representations indicated in the schedule are correct at the 
time the recommendations were formulated.  Should any representations be made after this 
date, these will be notified to the Regulatory Board during the officer presentation.

3. Copies of all representations received from the public will be made available for inspection 
by Members in the same way as drawings will be made available, referred to in Note 1 above.

4. An index of planning applications within this schedule can be found overleaf, together with a 
summary of each recommendation.



Regulatory Board:  15th January 2020

DC-AGENDA-VW-06.01.20 Page 2 of 38 DC/UNI-form Template

INDEX

Item Page 
No

Appl. No. Address Recommendation

01. 3-
14/1

17/00290/FULL Royal Clarence Marina  
Weevil Lane  Gosport  
Hampshire    

Grant Permission
subject to Conditions

02. 15-22 19/00314/VOC Block NM7  Royal Clarence 
Yard  Weevil Lane  Gosport  
Hampshire  

Grant Permission
subject to Conditions

03. 23-30 19/00375/FULL Brockhurst Gate Retail Park   
Cotsworth Road  Heritage 
Way  Gosport  Hampshire  

Refuse

04. 31-34 19/00180/FULL 16 Bury Road  Gosport  
Hampshire  PO12 3UD    

Grant Permission
subject to Conditions

05. 35-
36/1

19/00181/LBA 16 Bury Road  Gosport  
Hampshire  PO12 3UD    

Grant Listed Building 
Consent
subject to Conditions

06. 37-
38/1

19/00371/FULL 23 The Parkway  Gosport  
Hampshire  PO13 0PT    

Refuse
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ITEM NUMBER: 01.
APPLICATION NUMBER: 17/00290/FULL
APPLICANT: Miss Lisa Parchment  Berkeley Homes (Southern) Ltd
DATE REGISTERED: 14.07.2017

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 Site and the proposal

1.  The application site is located adjacent to Weevil Lane and comprises the existing parking areas 
at Royal Clarence Yard (RCY), on its east side. The site is located within the RCY Conservation 
Area and within proximity to a number of listed buildings. The site was comprehensively developed 
after planning permission was granted both in 2001 and through an appeal in 2005. 

2.  A Car Parking Management Plan (CPMP) was approved when permission (05/00217/FULL) was 
granted in 2005, for the majority of the development at RCY. However, condition 12 of that 
permission also required the CPMP to be updated, as appropriate, with each subsequent phase of 
development. The CPMP was therefore updated in 2007 when further permission was granted for 
development.  A subsequent application was submitted and approved in 2015 for a further CPMP, 
however, this was not implemented and has now expired. Development is now coming to an end on 
the site with the NM7 block expected to be the last and due for completion during 2020.

3. This application proposes a further revision to the previously approved CPMPs and if agreed this 
would become the CPMP for the site. An initial submission was made in 2017 and further 
amendments were submitted in June 2019.  Following consideration of the consultation responses 
and letters of representations further revisions (November 2019) have been made by the applicant.  
Having considered the objections to the changes submitted in November 2019 relating to Zone 3 
(between Malthouse and Salthouse) the applicant has now removed one of the motorcycle spaces 
and one of the disabled spaces, reflecting the numbers of these types of spaces approved for this 
location in 2015 which increases the number of normal car parking spaces by two. The revised 
proposals are set out below.

4. The parking areas continue to be separated into five zones, as existing. The proposals are to 
rationalise and improve the layout. The total number of spaces proposed is 653, a reduction 
compared to the 695 approved under the 2015 CPMP application, but an increase of 53 compared 
to the 2007 approved CPMP and 141 when compared to the existing on-site situation operating since 
2013.  Both the 2015 and current proposed figures include the 20 motorcycle spaces in the total 
number.

5.  The 653 spaces are divided between the five zones (as shown on the submitted plans) with each 
zone being allocated to particular users which includes parking permit allocations, unallocated 
spaces and visitor parking. The overall parking layout does not significantly differ from the 2015 
approval, with the most notable changes relating to the extension of Zone 2 (North Meadow). Here 
the existing hard surfacing is retained and extended onto the adjacent grassed area, with a relocated 
access (further from the NM7 access), however, it still largely relates to the on-site situation, in terms 
of the general layout of spaces.  The layout within Zone 5 (Cooperage Green) is also amended to 
improve circulation for large vehicles and includes elements of the existing on-site situation and the 
2015 approval. The parking spaces are split as follows:
- Zone 1 (Rear of the Granary/Bakery) (total 27 spaces) 
- Zone 2 (North Meadow and NM7) (total 193 spaces) 
- Zone 3 (Salthouse/Malthouse/Chandlers/Salter's Mews and Flagstaff Green) (total 139 

spaces) 
- Zone 4 (Wyatt Court) (total 9 spaces)
- Zone 5 (Cooperage Green) (total 285 spaces) 
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6.  Within Zone 1, the revised proposals retain the existing bus turning area, previously approved to 
be parking, albeit no service is currently running. Access along the service road to the rear of the 
Granary/Bakery is also retained, whereas previous proposals were to block this at one end, to 
provide additional parking. 

7.  Within both of the commercial areas of North Meadow and Cooperage Green the amended 
layouts include spaces to allow deliveries to take place.  A large loading area is proposed at the 
entrance to Zone 5 and within the aisle of Zone 2. Plans identifying the circulation of larger vehicles 
have been provided. Longer vehicle spaces to accommodate some commercial vehicles are now 
proposed within Zones 2 and 5, where the commercial units are located. Zone 2 would be 
reconfigured with a new ramp to allow access between the two, currently separate, parking areas 
and an area of landscaping would also be removed, as previously permitted in 2015.  Given the 
differences in levels in this area it is also proposed to provide additional dropped crossings and 
ramps to assist pedestrian movements and deliveries.

8.  Parking for disabled persons is proposed in all Zones with 22 parking spaces in total divided 
between all of the zones and included within the overall numbers noted above.  The positions have 
been revised to address concerns raised regarding the safety of their locations and accessibility.

9.  Some spaces are limited to commercial users for certain time periods and would be available for 
general use outside of these times, with commercial users being able to use the other spaces outside 
of these hours, in accordance with any limitations. Visitor parking would be available in Zones 2 and 
5 with up to 214 spaces within Zone 5 (Cooperage Green) and 23 spaces in Zone 2 (North Meadow) 
for residential and commercial visitors, located in line with previous permissions.  The CPMP 
confirms that permit holders cannot park within the visitor spaces in Zone 2 an error in the previous 
submission text. In accordance with the current provisions, and those approved in 2015, it is 
proposed to allow 4 hours free parking within visitor bays.  For those wishing to stay longer, the 
amended proposals include the use of scratch cards, or via mobile parking charges. The charges 
would be, as a minimum, equivalent to those with Council car parks.  These arrangements accord 
with the 2015 approval.  The Marina users would continue with their existing arrangements. 
Management of permits would be a matter for the Residents Management Company.  Proposals for 
lower price parking and parking ticket machines have been removed from the proposals.

10. These revised proposals include the continued closure of the Flagstaff Green Ceremonial Gate 
to vehicular traffic, rather than any permanent or emergency service access as has previously been 
proposed and approved.

11. It was previously proposed to have one electric charging point within the parking area of NM7 
which would have served the whole development. The proposals now include three additional vehicle 
charging points within Zones 1, 3 and 5 which may also have the potential to charge multiple 
vehicles, given their position between spaces, but dependent on the size of equipment that can be 
installed and subject to sufficient power capacity being available.

12. Motorcycle parking has been provided within each zone with the majority now located in groups, 
to assist with parking in larger bays, and at the end of parking bays, or under light columns, which 
should enable some anchor points to be provided. Motorcycle spaces previously proposed on the 
pavement in Zone 3 and in front of the commercial storage have been removed. The total number 
of spaces being provided is 39, within 20 bays, and users would also be able to park a motorcycle 
in car parking space where they have an appropriate permit.

13. Indicative information has been provided in respect of lighting, although it is not a requirement of 
the CPMP, along with indicative wayfinding signage. This is being dealt with under the 4 point Royal 
Clarence Yard Action Plan progressed by the Economic Development and Regeneration Section.

Relevant Planning History
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99/00465/OUT - Mixed use development of residential, offices/workshops (Class B1),retail (A1,A2), 
public houses, cafes and restaurants (Class A3), cinema, hotel, leisure/community uses, marina, 
open space, and related infrastructure - permitted 30.11.01

05/00217/FULL - Mixed use development comprising 394 residential units, 516 square metres of 
offices / workshops (Class B1), 931 square metres of retail and restaurants / public houses / cafes 
(Classes A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5), 682 square metres of cinema (Class D2), millennium promenade 
and related infrastructure (including access, car parking, landscaping, open space and flood 
defences) - refused but allowed on appeal 02.02.06

07/00378/FULL - Erection of 140 dwellings with associated parking, refuse and cycle storage and 
estate office (partial amendment to K16713/1) - permitted 09.02.08

15/00154/FULL - car parking strategy (amendment to car parking strategy approved 29.02.08) - 
permitted 16.10.15

Relevant Policies

Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011 – 2029:
LP1  Sustainable Development
LP10  Design
LP11  Designated Heritage Assets including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
and Registered Historic Parks & Gardens
LP12  Designated Heritage Assets: Conservation Areas
LP13  Locally Important Heritage Assets
LP21  Improving Transport Infrastructure
LP22  Accessibility to New Development
LP23  Layout of Sites and Parking

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Gosport Borough Council Design Guidance:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 
2014
Gosport Borough Council Parking:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 2014
Gosport Borough Council Waterfront and Town Centre:  Supplementary Planning Document:  
March 2018

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019

Particular obligations fall upon the Local Planning Authority in determining any application which 
might affect a Conservation Area.  Section 72 of The Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 
1990 (as amended) requires that the authority pay: "special attention to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area".

Consultations
 
 Environmental Health No objection.

 
 The Gosport Society Object. We are pleased to see that many of 

the original proposals have been revised, 
however, there is still more work to be done.  
The application post-dates recent adopted 
Policy and, therefore should be applied.

The street lighting proposals are non-existent 
and site signage is notoriously poor 
especially with regard to individual zones, 
block names and residential numbering most 
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of which is almost impossible to see and not 
illuminated at night.

The electric charging facilities are clearly far 
short of Central Government targets for 
electric cars in the next 30 years.

Peak occupancy figures are based on 
leasehold contracts rather than actual use 
and the number of spaces provided falls well 
below the requirements.  It is acknowledged, 
however, that the numbers are already 
maximised and the opportunity to achieve 
those numbers has passed.

It is reasonable for an annual survey to be 
incorporated into a report to analyse usage 
which is work already looked at by Horizon.

Improvements for pedestrian and cyclist 
safety should include improved lighting, 
clearly defined routes, cycle tracks, visitor 
cycle parking, disable spaces closer to flat 
entrances, improved signage, and no 
commitment for buses.

No drop off/loading facilities are provided for 
NM7.

No specialist design justification for the 
proposals in respect of the Conservation 
Area and Listed Buildings.

Consultation should be undertaken between 
the Council, Berkeley Homes and the 
Residents Association.

 
 Local Highway Authority No objection. The parking standards for the 

site are laid down by Gosport Borough 
Council (GBC) as the local parking authority. 
As the local parking authority, GBC have the 
definitive say on all parking related matters. 
As the proposed CPMP falls entirely on 
unadopted land and suitable parking 
restrictions exist in the vicinity of the access, 
the Highway Authority would raise no 
objections to the proposals.

 
 Crime Prevention & Design No comments received.

 
 Historic England The application can be determined in 

accordance with your specialist conservation 
advisors comments.

 
 Streetscene Waste & Cleansing No objection.

Response to Public Advertisement
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22 letters of objection (to original proposals)
Issues raised:
- existing parking layout works fine and does not need changing and the proposals will cause 

problems for commercial properties
- chevron parking blocks access to the toilets from businesses in Cooperage Green
- line painting is poor
- no details as to why North Meadow is not to be levelled
- North Meadow car park is newly designated and should comply with the latest requirements in 

terms of policy and lighting standards
- access point to North Meadow is too close to NM7 access
- no delivery areas in Zone 5
- no facilities for articulated lorries, general deliveries and turning
- concrete steps are difficult for pedestrians
- concerned about the Ceremonial Gate being opened up to two-way traffic as not wide enough
- bollard positions in Flagstaff Green, as part of opening the Ceremonial Gate up to vehicles, will 

cause access problems to residents
- disabled bays should be spread out more than they are and include margins on either side
-  perpendicular parking in front of the South Range could restrict access to the Jetty and result in 

double parking for deliveries
- no stakeholder consultation by applicant
- existing wayfinding and lighting is poor and a pedestrian route strategy should be established
- parking signage should not be white writing on a grey background as this is difficult to see at night
- does not meet requirements of adopted SPD's
- parking will block signage on commercial units and would affect people's ability to see these 

businesses
- out of date survey data
- fly tipping in existing bin stores is a problem
- relocation of bin store will be the first thing that is seen entering Cooperage Green
- lack of cycle parking, in particular for visitors
- refusal to consider charging points and no access to the only one being provided
- no access for public transport
- vehicle speeds are excessive
- provision of an ANPR camera system would help manage car parks
- parking attendant visits are limited

52 letters of objection (to amended proposals (June 2019))
Additional issues raised:
- inadequate number of spaces for the development
- lack of clarity as to how the NM7 parking will be fully integrated into the site
- lack of pick up/drop off areas within the plan
- pedestrian routes in Cooperage Green are not used with people crossing the car park and 

perhaps this needs to be identified as a route, along with routes to the shared toilet block
- zero visitor parking within zones 1, 3 and 4 is not acceptable
-  current Cooperage Green layout gives good circulation is logical with new layout more 

dangerous to users
- would be better to open the ceremonial gate for users of Zone 3 only
- the applicant should clarify the thinking behind the drop down bollard at the ceremonial gate and 

whether this is practical and agreed with the emergency services and discussed with residents 
of adjacent properties

- no designated walkways for pedestrians
- a number of spaces within Flagstaff Green should be for visitors only with access available 

through the Ceremonial Gate
- Zone 1 is extremely short of spaces and does not address the lack of 1 to 1 parking

- the disabled parking whilst provided is in unsafe locations and does not demonstrate that they 
have thought through accessibility for those with a range of disabilities

- disabled spaces within Zone 2 are dangerous for anyone wanting rear access to their vehicle
- lack of disabled spaces adjacent to Galleon Place
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- number of disabled spaces should be reduced as many would go unused
- disabled bays are furthest from the properties of those who need them

- there are no commercial spaces near Zone 3 Flagstaff House which means spaces close to 
residential properties are occupied by non-residents, which could be located closer to the 
Ceremonial Gate where there are generally free spaces

- lack of light good vehicle parking, with several trailers and vans regularly parked in North Meadow 
and not catered for

- the permits being 6.00-19.00 does not give certainty of space for businesses that operate outside 
of these hours

- proposed loading bays are insufficient quality and too far from the businesses and space outside 
of the premises should be provided

- the parking layout favours the provision of parking spaces without any consideration to the needs 
of the businesses in Cooperage Green and North Meadow which need frequent access for 
deliveries and collection

- the distance of the loading area from the units would necessitate the use of fork lift trucks in 
public areas

- access for delivery lorries and bin lorries is already tight and manoeuvring should not be restricted 
by the layout

- access to the front of commercial units is required for deliveries and layout proposed is 
unworkable and unacceptable

- rear loading/unloading from lorries is not practical for all and requires forklift access, so the 
proposed layout and narrow access does not work

- insufficient thought has been given to the size and turning circle of light vehicles
- light vehicles will not fit in a normal car space and inadequate provision has been made for these, 

with at least 8 spaces provided
- visitor bays need to be more evenly distributed so that they can access the surrounding 

businesses

- motorcycle parking would not work in practice and may impact on usability of adjacent car parking 
spaces.  A long bay would work better

- the proposed motorcycle parking fixing points may become a hazard to pedestrians when 
unoccupied

- lack of motor cycle parking in some zones, noting Zone 3 has several bikes parked adjacent to 
the bin store

- dedicated motorcycle spaces in Zone 3 by the bike sheds require the use of the footpaths which 
is dangerous

-  motorcycle bays should be removed as they use of the permit spaces if paid for
- motorcycle spaces behind storage units within zone 3 will restrict access for commercial use
- motorcycle parking spaces should not be counted as part of the overall number of spaces as cars 

cannot park within them

- the lack of public consultation by the applicants on this permanent parking solution is 
disappointing as the users of the parking are best place to offer solutions to the problems

- applicant is providing limited monies for signage and should be topped up from the parking 
management fund which is earmarked for other projects.  It is the responsibility of the applicant 
to address this issue fully

- there are many ill-lit areas that are not welcoming to visitors and the proposals do not address 
this

- within zone 2 the grassed area to be lost to parking currently floods and this area should be 
resurfaced and the drainage improved, relevelling the whole car park to the same level

- all residents should be allocated one space and there should be enough spaces to cover 
residents permits

- Cooperage Green spaces block access to rear of Flagstaff Green properties
- green areas are being removed to provide additional parking (noted outside unit 10 in north 

meadow)
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- change to 4 hour limit will impact on ability for customers to find spaces and charging will impact 
on part-time workers in businesses and as a result the businesses themselves

- insufficient road calming measures and no speed limits
- proposals for managing visitors are inadequate and by offering the cheapest (£2 per day) long-

stay parking in Gosport, few spaces will be available to those visiting RCY detrimental to the 
residents and businesses

- the existing scratch card system works adequately and the pay point parking will encourage long 
stay parking of non-visitors

- changes to the no-return policy will further exacerbate this issue
- changes to the structure of Zone 5 permits will have effects on other zones as people decide on 

which permits to apply for which may impact on the out of date peak occupancy
- lack of parking within the area would encourage parking with the unregulated areas on the 

west/northwest of Weevil Lane, forcing residents to  seek enforced parking at their expense
- reduction in parking attendant hours across the site without reason
- how is the overflow into Zone 5 to be managed to stop it being used as first choice for 

convenience
- people park in non-designated areas such as drop-off area in Zone 2 and roadway between Zone 

3 and 4 which needs to be addressed before changes to the parking plan are made
- would endorse charging for visitor parking within Cooperage Green but charges should be higher
- 24 hour charges do not take into account the needs of sailors who may not be around to re-

purchase tickets
- wording of para 5.2 that indicates parking permit holders can use the visitor spaces in North 

Meadow which would have a severe impact on visitor spaces and the commercial premises
- the are 14 commercial properties in Zone 2 not 12 as indicated in Berkeley's statement
- there are 44 apartments within Zone 1 and not 42 as indicated in Berkeley's statement
- peak usage figures are inaccurate with 80% of spaces occupied at the weekend and not 25% 

quoted in the application
- 1 electric car charging point is inadequate for 675 spaces and is contrary to national policies
- the removal of some signage (para 9.4 of the CPMP) could result in unauthorised parking in these 

areas that previously occurred
-  CPMP does not clarify the provision of marina trolley parking areas which are currently located in 

Zone 5 where they block the pedestrian walkway and this needs to be clarified

1 letter of observation (to amended proposals (June 2019)) 
Issues raised:
- consider the more emergency vehicle access points provided the better and the opening of the 

ceremonial gate for this purpose will improve response times and is supported

19 letters of objection (to amended proposals (November 2019))
Additional issues raised:
- the ceremonial gate should remain closed
- no proposal to improve the 'T' junction adjacent to the Engine House
- traffic flow is a haphazard arrangement
- NM7 access should not be two way
- disabled spaces and how they are accessed has not been thought through, including provision of 

dropped kerbs
- reduction in number of visitor spaces within Zone 2 for North Meadow compared to the existing 

provision of 33 spaces, including 1 disabled space which is also to be used by NM7 visitors
- position of the visitor spaces is likely to cause confusion and they should be located more 

centrally to serve all users
- by allowing one-way access to the rear of the Granary/Bakery to overcome the difficulties with 

delivery vehicles having limited access a conflict between pedestrians and vehicles has been 
reintroduced

- some visitors stay for longer than 72 hours and no provision is made for this
- the gate by the hairdressers should be opened up with one-way priority

- lack of disabled spaces in Flagstaff Green for residents and visitors
- parking in zone 3 includes a disproportionate number of disabled spaces where there are only 

two users and they should be relocated centrally to assist with movements
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- lack of disabled parking for Galleon Place with one space sought for 4 users so spaces north of 
Galleon Place could be utilised for disabled parking and free up space for other vehicles in 
North Meadow

- broadly amendments that been made are satisfactory, but further consideration should be given 
to improving pedestrian access and disabled access in Zone 5

- motorcycle parking arrangements are still unsatisfactory
- motor cycle spaces within zone 3 should be reduced and relocated adjacent to the cycle stores
- motorcycle spaces should be relocated in zone 3 to Flagstaff Green as they do not need to carry 

heavy bags etc
- provision of motorcycle bays adjacent to disabled spaces causes access problems

- no consideration for two car families
- no timescale given for completion of signage
- no design and access statement
- the use of the area of NM3 has not been clarified 
- The CPMP is not a strategic document to create a vibrant waterfront
- commercial tenants are to be issued permits free of charge which means the burden falls to 

residents to cover 100%

1 letter of observation (to amended proposals (November 2019))
Additional issues raised:
- plenty of CCTV and lighting for night time should be provided

Principal Issues

1.  Given the evolution of the site in terms of planning history it is appropriate that a pragmatic solution 
to the Car Park Management Plan (CPMP) at Royal Clarence Yard (RCY) is found that will meet the 
reasonable needs of the residents and commercial units to enable them to succeed. It is, however, 
not reasonable to expect new standards (such as the Gosport Parking SPD 2014, or requirements 
of Policy LP23) to be retrospectively applied in full where this proposal is to review the previously 
approved position, rather than grant permission for new residential or commercial development that 
increases demand. Furthermore, it is not possible for this application to try and address matters that 
would have been considered in the original planning applications for development, including solving 
all access, layout, security, provision of CCTV, the provision of ANPR cameras, traffic calming, 
marina trolley parking, or guarantee a parking space adjacent to individual properties.  Issues relating 
to the vehicle movements within NM7 are not for consideration under the CPMP and would have 
been considered when determining the planning application for the development. A full review of the 
existing hard surfacing, including the position of step free access is also not a matter that can be 
considered by this application. Many of the other issues, including frequency of parking attendant 
visits, enforcement and the fee payable for residents parking permits are private matters between 
the residents and Berkeley Homes (or their management company) regarding how the site itself is 
operated. Many of the measures proposed in the revisions seek to maintain a similar approach to 
the existing and approved positions, including access to residential properties, two-way traffic 
movements and drop-off points.  There is no requirement for the applicant to carry out public 
consultation as part of this application's submission, however, the application has been publicly 
advertised in accordance with the Council's Statement of Community Involvement.  The relocation 
of the refuse storage within Cooperage Green has been reconsidered and, whilst in a revised 
position it would not be directly adjacent to any units.  Access to the refuse facilities and fly tipping 
would be a matter for the managing agent. Parking in front of commercial units is established in 
many locations and it is not considered that this and any additional parking would be detrimental in 
terms of obscuring existing signage.  There is already provision for the parking of bicycles on the 
site which is controlled by previous approvals and so it is not for the CPMP to require additional short 
stay cycle spaces, nor is the cycle provision detrimentally affected by the proposals. There is no 
requirement for a Design and Access Statement to be provided with this application submission.
 
2.  Therefore, the main issue for consideration is how the car parking spaces currently present at the 
site, and those additional spaces proposed, are to be arranged and managed. In undertaking an 
assessment of the proposal, consideration should be given to highway safety, whether as many 



Regulatory Board:  15th January 2020

DC-AGENDA-VW-06.01.20 Page 11 of 38 DC/UNI-form Template

spaces as can be reasonably expected are provided, the allocation of the spaces and the impact 
upon the setting of the listed buildings present and the RCY Conservation Area.

3.  The provision of parking spaces is physically constrained by the development approved, and can, 
therefore, only take place in the limited areas between buildings, however, the proposals generally 
increase the provision of spaces, over the previous approved schemes. This is with the exception of 
the unimplemented 2015 permission, where there is a reduction in the number of spaces proposed 
due to the improvements in circulation, delivery areas and retention of the bus turning areas. 
Capacity of the site will, however, increase over the current position through the extension of the 
parking area in North Meadow (Zone 2), and reconfiguration of the layouts in Zones 2 and 5 in 
particular, so more spaces (141) will be available than at present.  

4.  Whilst the parking surveys were undertaken in 2013/14, they were updated in 2017. The 2017 
surveys resulted in lower occupancy figures for the car parks than those in 2013/14. Given this, the 
higher figures from the original surveys have been used to consider the demand and are the same 
as those used in the determination of the 2015 application.  As noted above the proposed parking 
capacity is limited by the areas of hard surfacing available for parking and other constraints with 
limited opportunity to increase this further.  Whilst there may be occasions where the availability of 
parking is more limited, such as during events, or peak summer, and this is considered to be 
infrequent and generally the demands by different users are likely to be spread out through the day 
and week. Whilst the site is not operating at full capacity the parking surveys do give an indication 
of the levels of availability and are considered acceptable for this assessment. The four hours free 
parking would encourage visitors and the 72 hours limit over 7 days is not considered an 
unreasonable length of restriction.
 
5.  In total, residents will be entitled, under the CPMP, to 398 parking permits and commercial users 
to 221 permits; a total of 619 which includes the proposed permit allocations to the incomplete NM7 
development and vacant commercial premises.  If all permitted vehicles parked at the same time 
this would still leave a surplus of 34 spaces for visitors. However, the CPMP calculates (taking into 
account survey data) a likely worst-case scenario of only 71% of those entitled to park being on site 
at the same time. This would equate to 484 spaces being occupied which would leave 169 spaces 
additional for visitors. The CPMP indicates that the managing agent will review the allocation of all 
additional permits annually, with regard to capacity and demand, as has previously been approved.
 
6.  The approach taken to identify zones for parking is considered coherent, ensures that residents 
and users of the commercial facilities can park within reasonable proximity of their destination, and 
will facilitate an understanding of the practical implementation and enforcement of the CPMP. The 
retention of the existing bus turning area which was approved to be removed in 2015 would enable 
public transport to access the site should there be an identified need in the future and is a positive 
change, albeit that it reduces the number of spaces previously approved in this location. It is 
acknowledged that the daytime visitor provision within North Meadow (Zone 2) is reducing from 25 
spaces approved in 2015, to 22 spaces as part of these proposals. However, the overall number of 
parking spaces within this Zone is reducing by 17 to accommodate improved circulation so the 
reduction is proportional.  The proposals increase the provision of spaces for visitors after 6pm (8pm 
under the approved 2015 CPMP), when the allocated commercial spaces can also be used.  This 
increases the provision for evening visitors to 43, whereas under the 2015 approval this was 31. 
Overall this provision is considered acceptable, with the majority of visitor spaces provided within 
Cooperage Green (Zone 5).

7.  The car parking spaces indicated fall below the minimum dimensions advocated by the Parking 
SPD, however, as many of the parking spaces are existing, previously approved and of a usable 
size they are acceptable.  The provision of slightly longer spaces will enable some commercial 
vehicles to park close to those commercial properties without interfering with vehicle movements 
which is a positive change. The proposed tracking of larger vehicles has resulted in the loss of some 
of the spaces compared to the 2015 approval, however, this provides a balance between the needs 
of commercial occupiers and provision of parking spaces for residential occupiers and visitors.  There 
is sufficient width within Cooperage Green to allow access by larger vehicles to the Retained Area 
of RCY and the provision of access to the commercial properties is now considered acceptable and 
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generally reflects the existing situation and that approved in 2015, with parking perpendicular to the 
units in the South Range, with a footpath between.
 
8.  The closure of the Ceremonial Gates to vehicles at Flagstaff Green maintains the existing situation 
and does not require additional measures to prevent access from Flagstaff Green (Zone 3) into other 
surrounding areas and is considered to be acceptable.  Pedestrian access would be maintained 
between Flagstaff Green and Weevil Lane. It would not be appropriate to provide vehicular access 
through the gates between Flagstaff Green and Cooperage Green, as vehicles should be directed 
along Weevil Lane to maintain pedestrian safety in this area, given the narrowness of this access.   

9.  The proposed CPMP does not include any significant changes that would result in any increased 
danger in terms of highway safety. The revised layout relocates disabled spaces away from the 
junctions and provides improved pedestrian links to the south, where there are level differences 
within North Meadow. The layout means that there will still be a need to traverse the car parks to the 
nearest dropped kerb, but vehicle speeds within the car parks should be low.  The disabled spaces 
are now more spread out within the development with the exception of Zone 5, where they are 
located closer to the entrance to Flagstaff Green.  The disabled spaces now include margins on 
three sides to improve accessibility, albeit this does reduce the overall number of parking spaces 
given their increased size. Given the anticipated lower speeds of vehicles moving in these locations 
the layouts are considered acceptable. The letters of representation note a lack of, or a surplus of 
disabled spaces, or in appropriate locations to suit current users, however, the proposals provide a 
balance to meet the needs overall. It is clear that the specific requirements within the zones would 
fluctuate, dependent on demand and the management company could seek to increase numbers 
where this demand dictates, subject to the agreement of the Local Planning Authority. Measures to 
control speeds within Weevil Lane fall outside of the area managed by the CPMP, and as the site 
comprises private roads, any speed restrictions would need to be managed and controlled by the 
landowner as appropriate, including those to the rear of the Granary/Bakery.

10. The number and location of the proposed motorcycle spaces is considered acceptable as 
residents/visitors/commercial users could also park a motorcycle within a regular vehicular parking 
space. Areas such as Zone 3 include a large number of motorcycles parked on the pavement and 
the proposals increase the provision to relocate these away from these positions which is considered 
appropriate. The CPMP indicates that, where practical, dedicated motorcycle spaces would include 
measures to secure them in order to safeguard the security of motorcycles parked there.  The revised 
locations mean that the majority of these would be in locations where they should not cause an 
unacceptable trip hazard. 

11. It was previously proposed to have one electric charging point within the parking area of NM7 
which would have served the whole development. The proposals now include three additional vehicle 
charging points within Zones 1, 3 and 5 which may also have the potential to charge multiple 
vehicles, given their position between spaces, subject to sufficient power capacity being available.

12.  The proposal includes indicative information regarding the rationalisation of the existing signage 
on the site to provide navigational signage that identifies where each parking zone is, who can use 
it and how visitors can park. The backgrounds and writing have also been amended on the parking 
signs following comments from the Gosport Access Group and Disability Forum and this is 
considered acceptable. The proposal seeks to use existing lighting columns, where possible, to site 
car parking signage and this is considered acceptable, and accords with the 2015 approval. Details 
of the parking signage are a matter for the management company. It is recognised that it would be 
appropriate to contain a composite navigational signage board at the key entrances to the site and 
the applicant has committed to pursuing such a strategy, as shown by the indicative information. In 
line with the previous permission, it is appropriate that signage, relating to the CPMP navigation is 
provided to make this application acceptable so a planning condition is recommended to secure such 
a commitment, and exact positions and signs relating to the CPMP would then be agreed, albeit 
other consents may be required.
 

13.  When considering the 2015 CPMP it was highlighted that it would be unreasonable to add 
additional lighting requirements as part of that revision and the same applies for this application. The 
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applicant has, however, provided indicative information regarding this and is developing a lighting 
strategy to deal with areas of concern outside of the CPMP, and under the 4 point Action Plan. 

14.  With the exception of the new surfacing on the grassed/landscaped area provision of ramps 
within North Meadow, the provision of dropped kerbs and line painting there are limited external 
changes required on site and this would maintain the appearance of the area.  It is considered that, 
subject to a condition relating to the North Meadow works and provision of dropped kerbs, the 
proposals would not have a harmful impact upon the setting of the listed buildings present and 
preserve the character and appearance of the RCY Conservation Area. Given the grassed area 
suffers from ponding during heavy rain drainage details for this area are also required. The proposed 
amendments to the approved CPMP are considered in accordance with Policies LP11, LP12 and 
LP23 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

15. Some of the spaces being provided are on the site where extant consent exists for the 
construction of 16 dwellings in the area known as NM4/5. The 2015 permission included a Section 
106 agreement to ensure that NM4/5 will not be constructed as the space will be utilised as parking 
provision.  Given that this permission would supersede the previous 2015 approval, a condition 
requiring the parking to be provided and retained would ensure that once implemented the previous 
approval relating to the 16 dwellings could not be implemented without breaching the condition so a 
new Agreement is not considered necessary in this instance.  The surfacing of this area is considered 
to be acceptable and has the same appearance as the adjacent parking area.  The area of NM3 
does not form part of the car parking allocation and the dropped kerb proposed to this area would 
facilitate access for deliveries, albeit further hard surfacing may be required which is likely to require 
permission.

16. The proposed CPMP makes improvements to the layout, when compared to the 2015 approval 
and the representations acknowledge that a number of the previous concerns have been addressed.  
Whilst there are inevitably still areas of concern highlighted within the representations, the proposed 
CPMP is considered to provide a balance between the reasonable needs of the residents and the 
commercial occupiers having regard to the constraints of the site and will facilitate the management 
of parking going forward.

Equalities Impact Assessment: No Implications

RECOMMENDATION:  Grant Permission

Subject to the following condition(s):-

 1.  The development hereby permitted must be begun within a period of 12 months beginning with 
the date on which this permission is granted.
Reason - To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 (as amended) and 
to ensure timely implementation of the Car Parking Management Plan, given the extent of 
development that has been completed.

 2.  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved 
plans:
Car Parking Management Plan (15 November 2019); C690/PZ-1 V; 5782.563 A; C690/PZ-3; 
5782.559 A; C933/SL/100/01; 5782.562; C690/GWAP-1
Reason - To ensure that the development is completed satisfactorily in all respects and to comply 
with Policy LP10 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 3.  a) The parking, turning and delivery areas shown on approved plan C690/PZ-1 shall be provided 
in accordance with a timetable for their implementation that has been submitted to and approved, in 
writing, by the Local Planning Authority.
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b) The parking, turning and delivery areas shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details and timetable for implementation unless otherwise agreed, in writing, by the Local Planning 
Authority.
c) The parking, turning and delivery areas shall thereafter be retained and kept available at all times 
for these purposes,
Reason - To safeguard highway and pedestrian safety and ensure that parking is provided in 
accordance with Policy LP23 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 and the Gosport 
Borough Parking SPD 2014.

 4.  Within six months of the commencement of the development hereby permitted, the electrical 
vehicle charging points shall be installed in accordance with the approved details unless otherwise 
agreed, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority and thereafter maintained and kept available at 
all times for these purposes.
Reason - To seek to maximise the opportunity to use renewable energy in accordance with Policy 
LP38 of the emerging Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 5.  Within three months of the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details 
(including content, materials, means of fixing, any lighting and the timetable for their implementation) 
of navigational signage shall be submitted to, and approved, in writing, by the Local Planning 
Authority. The navigational signage and associated works shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved details and timing, unless otherwise agreed, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - To ensure that appropriate navigational signage is provided for the car parking areas in 
accordance with Policy LP23 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 6.  a) Details of the proposed hard landscaping to include surfacing materials, kerbs, ramp gradient 
and design, lighting and drainage, for the North Meadow car park (Zone 2), and a timetable for their 
implementation, shall be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority, 
before works relating to that area are commenced.
b) The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and timetable, unless 
otherwise agreed, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - To ensure that the development is completed satisfactorily in all respects and to comply 
with Policies LP10, LP12 and LP23 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 7.  a) Details of the proposed  line painting, or other measures (including the timetable for their 
implementation) to denote the car parking spaces shall be submitted to and approved, in writing, by 
the Local Planning Authority, before works relating to their provision are commenced.
b) The lines or other measures denoting the car parking spaces shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details and timetable, unless otherwise agreed in writing, by the Local Planning 
Authority.
Reason - To ensure that the development is completed satisfactorily in all respects and to comply 
with Policies LP10, LP12 and LP23 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.
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ITEM NUMBER: 02.
APPLICATION NUMBER: 19/00314/VOC
APPLICANT: Lisa Parchment  Berkeley Homes
DATE REGISTERED: 11.07.2019

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  

The Site and the proposal

1.  The application site forms one of the last parcels of land to be developed as part of the wider Royal 
Clarence Yard site that has been comprehensively redeveloped during the last 20 years. The 
application site itself forms a flat semi-circular parcel of land encompassed by the unadopted Weevil 
Lane with the Millennium Bridge to the north. Forming the southern boundary of the application site 
is the northern elevation of North Meadow, which is Grade II listed for its historic role as a workshop 
for the Royal Military Artificers. Residential development is located to the west, east and north-west 
and north-east in the form of respective blocks of flatted accommodation.

2.  The application site is located within both the defined Urban Boundary and an area allocated for 
residential development by the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 and is within the Royal 
Clarence Yard Conservation Area (1990) whilst the St George Barracks (north) Conservation Area 
(1990) is located to the south-west.

3. A number of planning permissions relate to this site and the wider area.  The most recent 
permission on the site itself was granted in 2016 for 55 flats (15/00620/FULL).  This permission was 
subject to a number of conditions and the development has now commenced and is anticipated for 
completion in 2020.  Condition 7 of the planning permission related to the provision of parking as set 
out below:

The dwellings, hereby permitted, must not be first occupied until provision has been made on site for 
the parking of vehicles and cycles in accordance with the approved plan S690/NM7/05 B and parking 
permits have been made available (where requested) in accordance with the Royal Clarence Yard 
car parking strategy (as approved under 15/00154/FULL). The vehicular and cycle parking 
arrangements shall be retained as approved.
Reason - To ensure that adequate provision for the parking of vehicles and cycles is provided in 
accordance with Policy LP23 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 and the Gosport Borough 
Council SPD Parking 2014.

5. This application seeks to vary condition 7 of the above permission as the car parking strategy 
approved under application 15/00154/FULL and referred to within the condition, was not implemented 
and has now expired and, therefore cannot be relied upon.  The applicant has suggested that the 
condition could be amended as set out below:

No dwelling hereby permitted shall be first occupied until the car and cycle parking spaces necessary 
to serve it have been constructed and made available for use in accordance with details that have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The vehicle and cycle 
parking arrangements shall be retained as approved.

Relevant Planning History

99/00465/OUT - mixed use development of residential, offices/workshops (B1), retail (A1, A2), public 
houses, cafes and restaurants (A3), cinema, hotel, leisure/community uses, marina, open space, and 
related infrastructure - permitted 30.11.01
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05/00217/FULL - mixed use development comprising 394 residential units, 516 square metres of 
offices / workshops (class B1), 931 square metres of retail and restaurants / public houses / cafes 
(classes A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5), 682 square metres of cinema (class D2), millennium promenade 
and related infrastructure (including access, car parking, landscaping, open space and flood 
defences) - refused but allowed on appeal 02.02.06

12/00015/FULL - erection of seven storey building to provide 81no. flats (4no. studio apartments, 
16no. one-bedroom, 57no. two-bedroom and 4no. three-bedroom) with undercroft parking for 73no. 
cars - withdrawn 26.03.12

15/00154/FULL - car parking strategy (amendment to car parking strategy approved 29.02.08) - 
permitted 16.10.15

15/00620/FULL - erection of building (NM7) comprising 55 no. flats with associated access and car 
parking (Conservation Area) - permitted 29.01.16

17/00290/FULL - car parking strategy (amendment to car parking strategies approved 29.02.08 and 
16.10.15) - pending consideration

Relevant Policies

Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011 – 2029:
LP1  Sustainable Development
LP2  Infrastructure
LP3  Spatial Strategy
LP9D  Allocations outside the Regeneration Areas: Residential Sites
LP10  Design
LP11  Designated Heritage Assets including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
and Registered Historic Parks & Gardens
LP12  Designated Heritage Assets: Conservation Areas
LP21  Improving Transport Infrastructure
LP22  Accessibility to New Development
LP23  Layout of Sites and Parking
LP24  Housing
LP38  Energy Resources
LP41  Green Infrastructure
LP42  International and Nationally Important Habitats
LP43  Locally Designated Nature Conservation Sites
LP44  Protecting Species and Other Features of Nature Conservation Importance
LP45  Flood Risk and Coastal Erosion
LP46  Pollution Control
LP47  Contamination and Unstable Land

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Gosport Borough Council Design Guidance:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 
2014
Gosport Borough Council Parking:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 2014

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019

Particular obligations fall upon the Local Planning Authority in determining any application which 
might affect a Conservation Area.  Section 72 of The Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 
1990 (as amended) requires that the authority pay: "special attention to the desirability of preserving 
or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area".
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Consultations
 
 The Gosport Society Object.  The proposals fail to make reference 

to the linkage with the overall parking 
strategy and, therefore fails to demonstrate 
appropriate parking provision.

Response to Public Advertisement

55 letters of objection
Issues raised:
- NM7 cannot be treated in isolation and should be included within the overall parking strategy for 

the wider RCM site which is not mentioned in the submission
- proposed wording will make the creation of a meaningful development-wide strategy less likely
- there have been a number of major planning applications where the developer has made major 

changes which benefit them rather than the community
- provision of the electric charging point within NM7 and its possible availability for use by all 

residents is not clarified and could cause problems in the wider site with other users wishing to 
use it

- the narrow access to NM7 may change to one way as referred to within the Design and Access 
Statement in 2015 but it is not clear how this will operate in a safe manner

- not clear how residents can have deliveries or drop-off passengers before they move to their 
parking space, or how such obstructions would be prevented

- there is a lack of disabled parking on the wider RCY site already which will be compounded by the 
proposals

- where will visitors park, as it may not be possible to stop them from using the adjacent North 
Meadow are, even if they should only use Cooperage Green

- loss of property value
- surprised the development was approved in the first place with inadequate parking
- poorly thought out management of the parking on the wider RCY site.

Principal Issues

1.  The 2015 (15/00620/FULL) planning permission for 55 flats has been implemented and in 
approving it the traffic impacts, highway safety, the level and nature of the parking provision, design, 
layout, impacts on residential amenity, on heritage assets and the other planning issues at that time 
would have been considered and they cannot be revisited in this application. The Car Parking 
Management Plan for the site, which includes the appropriateness of electric vehicle charging points 
and disabled parking provision, is currently under consideration under application reference 
17/00290/FULL.  Issues relating to property value cannot be considered as part of the determination 
of this application. This application solely relates to an amendment of the wording of condition 7, of 
the implemented planning permission, to address the issue of referring to the unimplemented and 
expired car parking strategy for the wider development.  The only issues for consideration are, 
therefore, whether the variation of the condition wording is acceptable and if not the provision of an 
acceptable alternative.

2.  The development being constructed includes 12 on site car parking spaces. The report to the 
Regulatory Board acknowledged that additional permit parking would be made available on the 
adjacent North Meadow car park for a further 43 spaces, with visitor parking available at Cooperage 
Green. The report also acknowledged that this was consistent with the Car Park Management Plan 
(CPMP) for the wider Royal Clarence Yard site that the Council approved in October 2015.  This 
approved CPMP allocated 43 parking spaces in Zone 2 (North Meadow car park) for the NM7 site. It 
is clear, therefore, that the development approved under planning permission 15/00620/FULL 
expected the majority of the parking provision to be secured in the North Meadow car park and 
controlled by the approved (CPMP).  
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3. Given the CPMP referred to within condition 7 of the planning permission has expired it is 
considered appropriate to amend the wording of the condition. The wording suggested by the 
applicant, as noted above, removes all references to a wider CPMP for Royal Clarence Yard which 
is not acceptable and could cause conflict with the wider parking management of the site. Given the 
majority of spaces would be situated outside of the application site itself, it is considered necessary 
to retain reference to a CPMP, for the wider site, to ensure that all of the car parking spaces provided 
are managed under the same strategy rather than a piecemeal approach. In view of this whilst a 
revised wording is acceptable in principle, this must relate to the most up to date CPMP, rather than 
that proposed by the applicant. 

4. The revised wording for the condition is, therefore:

The dwellings, hereby permitted, must not be first occupied until provision has been made on site for 
the parking of vehicles and cycles in accordance with the approved plan S690/NM7/05 B and parking 
permits have been made available (where requested) in accordance with the Royal Clarence Yard 
Car Parking Management Plan (as approved under 17/00290/FULL, or any subsequent permission 
for an alternative site wide parking strategy), unless otherwise agreed, in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The vehicular and cycle parking arrangements shall be retained as approved.

5. As this proposal relates to a variation of the previous permission those conditions attached to the 
original planning permission 15/00620/FULL that remain relevant need to be re-imposed, but 
amended and updated where appropriate.

Equalities Impact Assessment: No Implications

RECOMMENDATION:  Grant Permission

Subject to the following condition(s):-

 1.  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved 
plans:
S690/NM7/01-1 E Location plan
S690/NM7/01 E Site plan & location plan
S690/NM7/02 H East and north elevations
S690/NM7/03 H West and south elevations
S690/NM7/04 G Sections A-A & B-B
S690/NM7/05 F Ground floor plan
S690/NM7/06 F First floor plan
S690/NM7/07 F Second floor plan
S690/NM7/08 E Third floor plan
S690/NM7/09 E Roof plan
Reason - To ensure that the development is completed satisfactorily in all respects and to comply 
with Policy LP10 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 2.  The development shall, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, be 
carried out in accordance with the materials approved pursuant to condition 3 of planning permission 
15/00620/FULL (DC04/001/18).
Reason - To preserve the character and appearance of the Royal Clarence Yard Conservation Area 
and the setting of adjacent Grade II listed building in accordance with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 
of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 3.  The development shall, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, be 
carried out in accordance with the soft landscaping approved pursuant to condition 4 of planning 
permission 15/00620/FULL (DC04/065/18).
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Reason - To preserve the character and appearance of the Royal Clarence Yard Conservation Area 
and the setting of adjacent Grade II listed building in accordance with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 
of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 4.  The development shall, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, be 
carried out in accordance with the hard landscaping approved pursuant to condition 5 of planning 
permission 15/00620/FULL (DC04/010/18).
Reason - To preserve the character and appearance of the Royal Clarence Yard Conservation Area 
and the setting of adjacent Grade II listed building in accordance with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 
of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 5.  Notwithstanding Parts 15 and 16 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order with or without 
modification) no new electricity and telephone lines shall be overground.
Reason - To preserve the character and appearance of the Royal Clarence Yard Conservation Area 
and the setting of adjacent Grade II listed building in accordance with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 
of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 6.  The development, hereby approved, shall be undertaken in accordance with paragraphs 7.2-7.15 
of the Travel Plan approved pursuant to planning permission 15/00620/FULL (ref C695 dated October 
2015) unless otherwise agreed, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - To reduce dependence on the car, encourage and facilitate the use of alternative modes 
for journeys to and from work, and help protect amenities for the local community in accordance with 
policy LP22 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 7.  The dwellings, hereby permitted, must not be first occupied until provision has been made on site 
for the parking of vehicles and cycles in accordance with the approved plan S690/NM7/05 B and 
parking permits have been made available (where requested) in accordance with the Royal Clarence 
Yard Car Parking Management Plan (as approved under 17/00290/FULL, or any subsequent 
permission for an alternative site wide parking strategy), unless otherwise agreed, in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The vehicular and cycle parking arrangements shall be retained as 
approved.

 8.  The development, hereby permitted, must not be first occupied until provision has been made on 
site for the storage of refuse waste in accordance with plan S690/NM7/05 F, approved pursuant to 
planning permission 15/00620/FULL and subsequent non-material amendments. The storage shall 
be retained in accordance with the approved plan.
Reason - To preserve the character and appearance of the Royal Clarence Yard Conservation Area, 
the setting of the St Georges Barracks (north) Conservation Area and the setting of adjacent Grade 
II and Grade II* listed buildings in accordance with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 of the Gosport 
Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

 9.  The bat and bird boxes shall, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, 
be installed prior to the first occupation of the dwellings and thereafter retained, in accordance with 
the details approved pursuant to condition 10 of planning permission 15/00620/FULL (DC04/004/18). 
Reason - To secure appropriate ecological enhancement in accordance with Policy LP44 of the 
Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

10.  The development shall, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, be 
carried out in accordance with the CEMP approved  pursuant to condition 5 of planning permission 
15/00620/FULL (DC04/531/17).
Reason - To safeguard the amenity of occupiers of adjoining properties, highway and pedestrian 
safety, the character and appearance of the area and to prevent pollution in accordance with Policies 
LP10, LP22, LP44, LP46 and LP47 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

11.  The construction of the development, hereby approved, shall not be undertaken except for 
between the hours of 08:00 and 18:00 Monday to Friday, 09:00 and 13:00 on Saturday's and at no 
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time on Sundays, Bank Holidays or Public Holidays unless otherwise approved, in writing, by the 
Local Planning Authority.
Reason - In the interests of the amenities of occupiers of the neighbouring residential properties in 
accordance with Policy LP46 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

12.  The remediation scheme approved pursuant to condition 15 of 15/00620/FULL (DC04/531/17) 
must be carried out as approved prior to the commencement of development (except where 
development is required to carry out remediation), unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The Local Planning Authority must be given two weeks written notification of 
commencement of the remediation scheme works. Within two months (or a timescale otherwise 
agreed, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority) of the completion of the remediation scheme 
approved under condition 15 of 15/00620/FULL, a verification report that demonstrates the 
effectiveness of the remediation carried out must be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the 
Local Planning Authority. 
Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination, ground gases and contaminated groundwater 
to the future uses of the land, neighbouring land, surface water, groundwater and wider environment 
are mitigated to ensure that the development can be carried out safely without any unacceptable risks 
to workers, neighbours and off site receptors and to comply with Policy LP47 of the Gosport Borough 
Local Plan 2011-2029.

13.  If contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then no further 
development or site clearance shall be carried out until a remediation strategy detailing how this 
unsuspected contamination is to be dealt with has been submitted to and approved, in writing, by the 
Local Planning Authority. Development shall proceed in accordance with the remediation strategy. 
Reason - To ensure that risks from land contamination, ground gases and contaminated groundwater 
to the future uses of the land, neighbouring land, surface water, groundwater and wider environment 
are mitigated to ensure that the development can be carried out safely without any unacceptable risks 
to workers, neighbours and off site receptors and to comply with Policy LP47 of the Gosport Borough 
Local Plan 2011-2029.

14.  The development shall, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, be 
carried out in accordance with the details of the mechanism for the disposal of foul and surface water 
approved pursuant to condition 18 of planning permission 15/00620/FULL (DC04/004/18). The 
scheme shall be undertaken and retained in accordance with the approved details.
Reason - To ensure that the development, hereby permitted, has adequate foul and surface water 
infrastructure in accordance with Policy LP2 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

15.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the employment and training plan 
approved pursuant to condition 19 of planning permission 15/00620/FULL (DC04/004/18).
Reason - To ensure that the development complements and benefits the local labour market and 
economy, by supporting employment growth, raising skills and enabling local people to compete for 
the jobs generated in accordance with policy LP17 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 
and the Gosport Borough Council Policy Guidance Note:  Securing Employment and Training 
Measures through planning obligations 2012.

16.  No permanent external lighting shall be erected until details have been submitted to and 
approved, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority. The development must be carried out and 
retained in accordance with the approved details.
Reason - To preserve the character and appearance of the Royal Clarence Yard Conservation Area 
and the setting of adjacent Grade II listed building in accordance with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 
of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

17.  The development shall, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, be 
carried out in accordance with the signage details approved pursuant to condition 21 of planning 
permission 15/00620/FULL (DC04/033/18). The signage must be retained in accordance with the 
approved details.
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Reason - To preserve the character and appearance of the Royal Clarence Yard Conservation Area 
and the setting of adjacent Grade II listed building in accordance with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 
of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.
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ITEM NUMBER: 03.
APPLICATION NUMBER: 19/00375/FULL
APPLICANT: Millngate Gosport Developments Ltd  
DATE REGISTERED: 21.08.2019

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  

The Site and the proposal

1. The Brockhurst Gate retail park is located 3km to the north of the town centre on the prominent 
junction of Fareham Road (A32) and Heritage Way. It is located on the east side of Fareham Road 
and comprises shops, a drive-thru restaurant and coffee shop. An open car parking area and areas 
of open space are situated adjacent to Fareham Road.  The application site incorporates an existing 
grassed area between the main retail building and the southeast boundary and includes a number of 
newly planted trees, along with an area of hard surfacing. The site is located within the urban area 
and is covered by Policy LP9B which relates to Economic Development Use Sites.

2. The Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) of Fort Brockhurst adjoins the site on its south eastern 
edge, with the Fort and its Redan located within 40m of the retail park boundary. There are existing 
trees along this boundary with the site. To the southwest of the car park is an existing sub-station 
which includes a substantial wall on the boundary. On the western side of the A32, opposite the retail 
park, is a hotel; a leisure centre with a range of outdoor sports pitches; an ice rink; a pub/restaurant 
and an existing factory. This grouping of leisure type facilities are served by a surface car park. To 
the north of these leisure facilities is a housing development in the Holbrook area of the Borough 
constructed in the 1980's. The nearest houses are 230m to the northwest of the site, on the opposite 
side of Fareham Road. To the east of the shops is an area of land approved to be sports pitches, 
beyond which is an industrial estate comprising a mix of office and light industry uses. 

3. The area is connected by a variety of transport options with bus stops in Fareham Road along the 
site frontage with links through Holbrook, Rowner and the town centre. The Eclipse bus route linking 
the town centre with Fareham is just a few hundred metres to the west beyond the nearby leisure 
centre. Cycle and pedestrian routes also permeate the wider area and serve the site.

4. The proposals are for the erection of two standalone buildings at the southern side of the existing 
retail premises and car park.  Unit 8 would be located alongside the existing building and would be 
sited so that its front elevation is on the same building line as the main shop frontages.  The building 
would have a flat roof and be 4m high, 8.3m wide and 16.3m long.  It would have a glazed frontage 
on its southwest elevation, a planted wall on the southeast elevation, facing the Fort, and cladding on 
the other elevations.  Unit 9 would be sited 14m to the southwest of unit 8 within a hard surfaced area 
between the parking area and southeast boundary. The building would have a flat roof and be 2.45m 
high, 5.15m wide and 7.9m long. The building would be constructed from the same type of materials 
as unit 8 with a partially glazed northwest elevation and a planted wall on the southeast elevation 
facing Fort Brockhurst. The uses proposed are within Classes A1 (shops), A3 (restaurants/cafes), D2 
(assembly and leisure), and a beauty/tanning salon (sui generis).  The applicant has confirmed in 
their supporting statement that there are no committed tenants at this stage.  No additional parking is 
proposed and the units would need to utilise the existing vehicular and pedestrian access points.  This 
submission follows on from withdrawn application 18/00388/FULL for a similar development.  The 
main change is the re-positioning of the unit 8 by approximately 8.5m so that its front elevation is in 
line with the main retail building. Notwithstanding the comments within the application submission the 
height of units 8 and 9 is not notably different to those shown on the amended plans submitted for 
the previous application, nor has the hard surfacing been reduced in area.
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5. The applicant has provided additional information in respect of the retail sequential test, and 
deliveries in response to the original consultee comments.  Deliveries would be from the existing car 
park, with the applicant advising that these would be undertaken outside peak hours of usage. They 
have also amended the description to include the Beauty/Tanning Salon, as noted above.

Relevant Planning History

16/00598/FULL - EIA - mixed use development comprising erection of class A1 retail units; Class 
A3/A5 drive-thru restaurant unit and a coffee shop with drive-thru facility totalling 7,215 sq.m GIA; 
provision of 392 car parking spaces and 238 cycle spaces, provision of open space and footpaths; 
provision of sports pitches with changing facilities; provision of highway works and access & egress; 
service yard; parking; landscaping; infrastructure; and associated works and improvements - 
permitted 15.11.17

18/00388/FULL - erection of two shop/cafe units (use Class A1/A3) and installation of outdoor seating 
- withdrawn 09.01.19

Relevant Policies

Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011 – 2029:
LP1  Sustainable Development
LP2  Infrastructure
LP3  Spatial Strategy
LP9B  Allocations outside the Regeneration Areas: Economic Development Use Sites
LP10  Design
LP11  Designated Heritage Assets including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
and Registered Historic Parks & Gardens
LP15  Safeguarded Areas
LP23  Layout of Sites and Parking
LP29  Proposals for Retail and other Town Centre Uses outside of Centres
LP44  Protecting Species and Other Features of Nature Conservation Importance

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Gosport Borough Council Design Guidance:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 
2014
Gosport Borough Council Parking:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 2014

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019

Consultations
 
 Historic England Object.  The amended proposals do not 

address previous concerns raised and, 
therefore, Historic England object on 
heritage grounds.  

The harm that will be caused will be harm to 
the significance of Fort Brockhurst as 
contributed to its setting.  The application 
proposes units which are closer to the fort 
than any previously proposed and are in an 
area previously set aside for open space and 
screening, between the Fort and the retail 
development.  The proposals will raise the 
level of harm further.
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 Economic Prosperity Further to the amended plans and 
information received 28th August 2019 in 
relation to the above application, our original 
views have not changed in respect of this 
proposal.  

In terms of a sequential test, we believe that 
in undertaking the assessment the two units 
should be disaggregated and that despite 
some identified sites now being occupied or 
under development there are still suitable 
alternative sites for the individual units in 
retail centres elsewhere in Gosport. It is for 
example, inconceivable that a unit of 33m2 
could not be identified either within available 
units in the High Street or Stoke Road and it 
remains to be seen whether a unit of such 
limited scale - allowing for the ancillary space 
required in operating a café - would be viable 
even within a retail park environment.

In relation to the retail impact, since the 
original application the McDonalds restaurant 
in the High Street has now closed and the 
vacant building remains vacant and up for 
sale.  

We remain concerned that these proposed 
units, if consented, could also result in other 
High Street occupiers vacating the town 
centre for the retail park, thus further 
undermining efforts to revitalise the  High 
Street/Stoke Road and diminishing efforts to 
promote a wider visitor experience, through a 
broader mix of offer. The presence of other 
operators providing similar food & beverage 
operations on the retail park, plus 
complimentary operators present - and 
proposed - on the adjacent Leisure Centre 
site, combine to undermine the 
establishment of a strong, sustainable mix of 
food/drink offer within the town centre and 
reduce the chances of developing an 
'evening economy' approach to diversifying 
the Borough's economic centre.

 
 English Heritage Estates No response received.

 
 Natural England No objection subject to mitigation relating to 

noise during the overwintering period 
(October to March) inclusive.

 
 Defence Infrastructure Organisation No objection.

 
 Crime Prevention & Design This is an area from which receive regular 

complaints of anti-social behaviour and other 
low level crimes, it is against this background 
that my comments are made.
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- The roof height of these two units is fairly 
low, therefore, it is important that features, 
such as down pipes etc. are designed so that 
they do not facilitate access to the roof.
- Currently replenishment of the retail units is 
from the rear of the unit, separating the 
public from this activity, which provides for 
the safety of those within the development. 
From the plans it is not clear how 
replenishment of these units is to take place, 
however, it is important that the safety of 
those within the development is not 
compromised as a result of this activity.

 
 Hampshire Fire And Rescue Service Access to the site should be in accordance 

with the Hampshire Act 1983.  Works should 
accord with the Building Regulations.

 
 Local Highway Authority No objection.  To analyse the likely trip 

generation of the two units the TRICS 
database has been consulted. Having 
considered the likely trip generation, the 
Highway Authority would not consider that 
this would result in a severe detrimental 
impact on the operation or safety of the 
highway network. The new signalised 
junction on Heritage Way would operate 
within capacity.

 
 HCC Landscape Planning & Heritage No objection. This site was the subject of an 

archaeological evaluation that was carried 
out in December 2017 in response to 
Condition 7 that had been attached to 
planning permission 16/00598/FULL. This 
evaluation determined that while traces of 
medieval activity had been identified in the 
north corner of the site, this area would be 
relatively undisturbed under a proposed 
sports pitch 

In view of the results of the 2017 evaluation I 
do not see a need for any further 
archaeological work to be carried out in 
response to this application and I would not 
wish to raise any issues in this instance.

 
 Building Control No response received.

 
 HCC Ecology No objection.

Response to Public Advertisement

1 letter of support
Issues raised:
- Consol are a prospective occupier offering high quality tanning facilities



Regulatory Board:  15th January 2020

DC-AGENDA-VW-06.01.20 Page 27 of 38 DC/UNI-form Template

- trading in 45 locations in the south of England and the Midlands, including Fareham, Eastleigh, 
Portswood and Southampton

- have a longstanding requirement for a store in Gosport
- store would provide employment for 3-5 new employees
- proposed store is considered only suitable location following a full town inspection, including 

Gosport and Lee-on-the-Solent High Streets and Stoke Road and desk top research exercise
- the nature of tanning suggest only short visits to the store with access imperative which can be 

difficult in town and district centres with parking restrictions
- essential criteria includes building aesthetics and maintenance liability with a new build always 

preferable
- no other location will be considered as a potential alternative within the Borough
- the site is, therefore, sequentially preferable

Principal Issues

1. The main issues for consideration are whether the principle of the provision of the buildings is 
acceptable, the impact of the retail development on the Town Centre and other centres, the impact 
on the setting of the Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM), whether there would be an impact on 
highway safety and the impact of the proposals on protected species.

2. The site is located within the Urban Area boundary (Policy LP3) and within an identified 
regeneration area for economic development (Policy LP9B), as defined by the Gosport Borough Local 
Plan 2011-2029 (GBLP).  The principle of additional development on the site is, therefore, acceptable 
so long as the proposals accord with other National and Local Policies. The proposals would introduce 
additional retail development and in accordance with Policy 9B of the GBLP the applicant has 
provided information to support the application in relation to the required sequential test. The NPPF 
also confirms the sequential approach (test) is that main town centre uses should be located in town 
centres first, then edge of centre locations and only if suitable sites are not available, or expected to 
become available should out of centre sites, such as Brockhurst Gate be considered.  Given the size 
of development an impact test, which would consider the impact over time of certain out of centre and 
edge of centre proposals on town centre vitality/viability and investment, is not required.  

3. The GBLP sets out the hierarchy of retail centres within the Borough from the Town Centre to 
Neighbourhood Centres and confirms that new floorspace would be directed to the Town Centre and 
Gosport Waterfront.  The GBLP policies also set out the expectations for new retail development to 
be directed to those designated Centres. The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) indicates 
that the the sequential test supports the Government's 'town centre first' policy. It is considered that 
retail centres are particularly vulnerable at this time from a variety of sources and this was a concern 
raised at the time of the original application for retail development on this site.  There is already a 
direct example of this impact with the McDonalds in Gosport Town Centre having closed at the time 
that the drive-thru at Brockhurst Gate opened. This premises in the High Street remains unoccupied 
more than 12 months later.

4. The applicant's sequential test has been assessed by the Planning Policy Team, along with the 
additional information provided by them.  The Planning Policy Team and applicant disagree regarding 
the approach undertaken, in particular relating to disaggregation, the requirement to consider dividing 
the proposed development among a number of (sequentially preferable) sites, and availability of units.  
Notwithstanding the fact that on the previous application the applicant indicated that there was interest 
in the units from existing Town Centre occupiers, in this application they have indicated that there are 
no committed tenants.  Given the size of the units and mix of proposed uses, any existing premises 
within the High Street, or designated centres of the appropriate size could be considered suitable and 
sequentially preferable. There is nothing within the NPPG on there being a requirement to consider 
disaggregation, however, there are appeals where this has been considered appropriate. Given that 
these two units were not required as part of the overall development and are totally separate from 
each other, it is considered reasonable to disaggregate them and consider them as separate entities 
when looking at available sites with the designated centres.  No information has been provided by 
the applicant to substantiate why this is not an acceptable approach. Paragraph 86 of the NPPF 
indicates that "only if suitable sites are not available (or expected to become available within a 
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reasonable period) should out of centre sites be considered". The availability of units is constantly 
changing, however, suitable units were available at the time of the applicant's original sequential test 
and further units were available at the time the applicant submitted additional supporting information.  
It is also reasonable to conclude further units would become available within the Centres within a 
reasonable time. The applicant has discounted units from their sequential test that are considered 
appropriate for the proposed uses, within High Street, Gosport and High Street, Lee-on-the-Solent, 
without acceptable justification.  This includes individual units capable of accommodating the 
proposed uses individually and larger units which could be subdivided to accommodate both uses. In 
conclusion the applicant has failed to provide a sequential test that adequately assesses the 
availability units within the designated Centres that are suitable to accommodate the proposed units 
and the proposals are, therefore, contrary to the aims and objectives of Policy LP9B and LP29 of the 
GBLP and paragraph 90 of the NPPF.

5. The applicant has also noted that a sequential test was not sought for the coffee shop/cafe and 
drive thru development at the Gosport Leisure Park recently granted at appeal. This was considered 
to be a complimentary use to the Leisure and was covered by a different Policy (LP9E), with the 
inspector noting that "there seems to be no dispute between the parties that a coffee shop or café 
would be complementary to the existing leisure uses, and I also find that to be the case".  Given the 
supporting text of Policy LP9E specifically allowed for complimentary uses a sequential test was not 
sought, and this is considered to be materially different to the consideration of development on this 
site, where Policy LP9B specifically requires the sequential test to be undertaken. 

6. The letter of representation has been received from a prospective occupier indicating that this 
location is preferred having discounted existing designated Shopping Centres.  Whilst it may be the 
company's preference to locate in new buildings where possible, this in itself is not justification for 
this being a sequentially preferable location, noting the above concerns. Previous permissions for 
tanning salons have been granted in the Borough, both within designated Shopping Centres and it is 
also noted that the stores referred to within the letter of representation are all in units within shopping 
streets rather than out of town retail parks. Whilst the prospective occupiers preferred location may 
be on this site and in a new building, this is not considered to be sufficient justification to approve 
additional units in this location, noting the above concerns and given that no tenant has been secured. 

7. Comments have been received from Historic England (HE), noted above, and the Council's 
Conservation and Design Officer, both of which have raised concerns over the proposals.  HE has 
maintained its objection to the previous application, despite the amendments, and specifically 
regarding the increased harm the proposals would have, over and above the harm caused by the 
retail development on the fields of fire surrounding Fort Brockhurst. In particular the concerns relate 
to the provision of further retail units which are closer to the Fort than any previously proposed, and 
are in an area previously set aside for open space and screening.  

8. It is accepted that views would be affected by the proposed development and unit 8 would reduce 
the gap between the boundary screening and the retail development.  The position of unit 8 which is 
revised from the withdrawn application would mean that it does not project forward of the front 
elevation of the existing retail building, which is substantially larger in scale and massing.  The 
reduction in space to the side of the building and up to the boundary would alter the views when stood 
at certain points to the west of the buildings, however, the context of the Fort from these positions is 
not apparent given the existing tree belt and electricity sub-station.  Over longer views from the 
northwest across the open car park and towards the Fort, where views have been opened up, the 
building would be seen in the context of the larger retail building and given its scale and siting on the 
same plane as the main building, whilst reducing the gap to the boundary would not be considered 
harmful to the setting of Fort Brockhurst.

9. Unit 9 would be sited forward of the main retail building and within the more open area considered 
to form part of the field of fire.  Whilst it is accepted that it is a smaller unit than unit 8 and the main 
retail building, there is concern about the proposed siting forward of the main building and within the 
more open car park. The layout of the existing retail development has been designed specifically to 
maintain and improve open views from the northwest across the car park and towards the Fort, to 
provide an indication of the original open field of fire that would have existed. The applicant has also 
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carried out works to remove trees and open this up further within the adjacent land, surrounding the 
Fort. The siting of unit 9 would impede this important separation gap between the new build and the 
Fort as a SAM. The introduction of any built form in this location would erode the more open 
appearance of the current layout and open space, causing harm to the setting of the SAM. Whilst this 
harm would be less than substantial, this development is not essential to the viability of the retail 
development and there are no notable public benefits associated with the development. The 
proposals would, therefore, be contrary to Policies LP10 and LP11 of the GBLP. Whilst there is an 
existing covered trolley bay to the front of the Lidl store, this is at the northern end of the main building 
and viewed against the backdrop of that building. Having regard to its siting and appearance it is not 
considered comparable to the proposed retail unit.

10.  The accompanying Transport Statement identifies the level of parking within the site and the 
number of anticipated trips.  The Statement also indicates that it is expected that a number of trips 
would be associated with visits to the other retail units.  There is no evidence to dispute the applicant's 
claims, or indicate that there is no capacity within the car park and given the anticipated number of 
trips, the existing car park should be able to accommodate any additional demand which is likely to 
include linked trips. Whilst there is no dedicated delivery area, with deliveries undertaken within the 
car park, the applicant has indicated that they will manage their deliveries outside of peak times and 
given the size of units it is not anticipated that these delivery vehicles would be particularly large, so 
in the circumstances would be acceptable. Given the Highway Authority's confirmation that the 
signalled junction with Heritage Way would operate within capacity and there being no evidence that 
there would be any capacity issues within the site for parking, the proposals would not have a 
detrimental impact on highway safety, in accordance with Policy LP23 of the GBLP and the aims and 
objectives of the Parking SPD. 

11. Given the sites proximity to the Special Protection Area supporting habitat on Heritage Way, a 
condition relating to noise from construction activities would recommended if the proposals were 
acceptable in all other respects, in order to comply with Policy LP44 of the GBLP.

Equalities Impact Assessment: No Implications

RECOMMENDATION:  Refuse

For the following reason(s):-

 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.
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ITEM NUMBER: 04.
APPLICATION NUMBER: 19/00180/FULL
APPLICANT: Mr Ray Bezani  
DATE REGISTERED: 06.08.2019

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

The Site and the proposal

1. The application site is located on the northern side of Bury Road and contains a substantial two-
storey Grade II Listed property that is within the Bury Road Conservation Area. The property is 
currently used as a dwellinghouse (Class C3).To the rear of the property there is an existing part 
two/part single storey projection which extends along the western boundary. The building is finished 
in white painted render with a slate roof and has timber sash windows.  

2. To the north of the site and beyond the rear garden are the bungalows within Ingledene Close, 
which are some 30 metres away.  To the east of the rear garden is 16a Bury Road, a newly erected 
dwelling within the original curtilage of 16 Bury Road, which is a two storey house of similar materials. 
Further beyond this to the east is Lyncourt, a two-storey brick dwelling on a similar footprint to no.16a. 
To the west is 18a Bury Road, which is the former coach house to 18 Bury Road. There is an existing 
boundary wall between the two properties, to which both buildings adjoin. The property extends at 
two-storey height to the same extent as the projection at no.16 and then continues at single storey 
height and beyond the rear elevation of no.16.

3. This part of the Conservation Area is characterised by substantial two-storey properties in generous 
plots. There has been a degree of infill development by new dwellings or extensions to existing 
buildings, however, this has not eroded the overriding character of the area. This part of the 
Conservation Area is predominantly residential in character with a mix of uses including single 
dwellings, care homes and guesthouses.

4. This application seeks to retain a timber outbuilding that has been erected to the rear of the property 
and adjoins the existing single storey building along the western boundary. The timber outbuilding is 
5.5m in length, making the total length of single storey projections along the western boundary 9m. 
The timber outbuilding is set-off the west boundary by 1.1m. The outbuilding is 2m high to the eaves 
and 3.2m high to the ridge. On the eastern elevation of the timber outbuilding are several windows 
and at either end are French doors that open into the garden. Inside the outbuilding there is a hot tub. 

5. The second part of this application seeks to retain a rear garden wall that separates the rear garden 
into two distinct areas i.e. a grassed area and hardstanding. This garden wall does not form a 
boundary with neighbouring properties. The boundary wall is divided into two sections, with 5m to the 
west and 6m to the east. Both sections of the wall have three columns that are 1.6m high and each 
have a pier cap coping stone. Between each column there is a base plinth that is 0.9m high. The wall 
has a rendered finish. There is a 2m opening between the east and west sections of the wall.

Relevant Planning History

13/00424/LBA - retention of 3 vents to north elevation and 1 boiler exhaust flue and pipe to west 
elevation (Conservation Area) - consented 28.03.2014 

17/00384/FULL - change of use from dwelling (Class C3) to guest house (Class C1) (Listed Building 
in a Conservation Area) - permitted 19.10.2018

19/00181/LBA - retention of timber outbuilding adjoining a Listed Building - pending consideration

Relevant Policies
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Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011 – 2029:
LP1  Sustainable Development
LP3  Spatial Strategy
LP10  Design
LP11  Designated Heritage Assets including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
and Registered Historic Parks & Gardens
LP12  Designated Heritage Assets: Conservation Areas

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Gosport Borough Council Design Guidance:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 
2014

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019

Particular obligations fall upon the Local Planning Authority in determining any application which 
might affect a listed building or its setting or a Conservation Area. Section 66 of The Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (as amended) places a duty on the authority to have 
"special regard to the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of 
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses". Section 72 of the same act requires 
that the authority pay: "special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character 
or appearance of a conservation area".

Consultations
 
 The Gosport Society No parking has been provided for the 

guesthouse and the summerhouse has been 
erected in inappropriate materials.

Response to Public Advertisement

1 letter of objection 
Issues raised:-
- the timber shed provides housing for a sunken hot tub, which will become a focal point for loud 

and boisterous gatherings of unsupervised stag and hen parties
- as the hot tub is inside it could be used at any time of the day and the French doors would allow 

noise to escape, impacting upon neighbours
- the noise and vibrations caused by previous hot tubs has impacted on the surrounding properties 

walls and buildings and the general disturbance was detrimental to neighbours 
- the Conservation Area is a quiet place, but this 'party house' is not conductive of a friendly, 

desirable neighbourhood 

Principal Issues

1. The property is currently lawfully occupied and used as a dwellinghouse (Class C3). Planning 
permission was granted under application 17/00384/FULL for change of use of the property from a 
dwellinghouse to a guesthouse, which has not been implemented. Parking for the guesthouse is not 
a material consideration in the determination of this application as these issues were previously 
considered.  The main issues are, therefore, whether: the proposal for the retention of the timber 
outbuilding and wall would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Conservation 
Area; whether the works would preserve the Listed Building and setting of others; and, there would 
be a significant impact on living conditions of occupiers of neighbouring occupiers.  

2. Although the Listed Building is finished in render, it is not uncommon for outbuildings to be erected 
using timber. Despite the attachment of the outbuilding to the extended Listed Building, the materials 
are deemed acceptable, when considering the limited depth, width and height of the outbuilding. 
These factors ensure the outbuilding does not affect the special architectural or historic interest of the 
Listed Building and makes it a subservient addition that is acceptable in design terms. As such, the 
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outbuilding preserves the Listed Building, the setting of others and preserves the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area and complies with Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 of the Local 
Plan and the Design SPD.

3. Historic maps indicate that the garden wall may have been demolished and rebuilt several times 
since the property was originally built. Although it is not clear whether any historic fabric has been 
lost, the siting, scale and materials of the wall are acceptable in relation to the Listed Building. For 
this reason, the retention of the wall is acceptable and preserves the Listed Building, the setting of 
others and preserves the character and appearance of the Conservation Area and complies with 
Policies LP10, LP11 and LP12 of the Local Plan and the Design SPD.

4. The development does not have a harmful impact on the living conditions of neighbouring occupiers 
with regards to loss of light, outlook, privacy or increased sense of enclosure due to its siting and 
limited scale. This is acceptable and would accord with Policy LP10 of the Local Plan.

5. Concerns have been raised in relation to the hot tub within the outbuilding and the times of the day, 
or night, this could be operated and the potential impact this may have on neighbours, with regard to 
noise and disturbance, vibration and general damage. The use of the hot tub by occupiers of the 
property does not need permission and its use cannot be controlled as part of this application. As 
such, the imposition of any condition to control the use of the outbuilding would be unreasonable and 
would not meet the tests in the National Planning Policy Framework. If issues did arise in the future 
with regards to noise, disturbance and damage, there is separate legislation that is best placed to 
address these issues. For these reasons, the proposal would not conflict with Policy LP10 of the Local 
Plan.

Equalities Impact Assessment: No Implications

RECOMMENDATION:  Grant Permission

Subject to the following condition(s):-

 1.  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved 
plans: Parking and Location Plan (Rev 4) and Plans and Elevations (Rev 1). 
Reason - To ensure that the development is maintained satisfactorily in all respects and to comply 
with Policies LP1, LP10, LP11 and LP12 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.
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ITEM NUMBER: 05.
APPLICATION NUMBER: 19/00181/LBA
APPLICANT: Mr Ray Bezani  
DATE REGISTERED: 07.06.2019

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

The Site and the proposal

1. The application site is located on the northern side of Bury Road and contains a substantial two-
storey Grade II Listed property that is within the Bury Road Conservation Area. The property is 
currently used as a dwellinghouse (Class C3).To the rear of the property there is an existing part 
two/part single storey projection which extends along the western boundary. The building is finished 
in white painted render with a slate roof and has timber sash windows.  

2. To the north of the site and beyond the rear garden are the bungalows within Ingledene Close, 
which are some 30 metres away.  To the east of the rear garden is 16a Bury Road, a newly erected 
dwelling within the original curtilage of 16 Bury Road, which is a two storey house of similar materials. 
Further beyond this to the east is Lyncourt, a two-storey brick dwelling on a similar footprint to no.16a. 
To the west is 18a Bury Road, which is the former coach house to 18 Bury Road. There is an existing 
boundary wall between the two properties, to which both buildings adjoin. The property extends at 
two-storey height to the same extent as the projection at no.16 and then continues at single storey 
height and beyond the rear elevation of no.16.

3. This part of the Conservation Area is characterised by substantial two-storey properties in generous 
plots. There has been a degree of infill development by new dwellings or extensions to existing 
buildings, however this has not eroded the overriding character of the area. This part of the 
Conservation Area is predominantly residential in character with a mix of uses including single 
dwellings, care homes and guesthouses.

4. This application seeks to retain a timber outbuilding that has been erected to the rear of the property 
and adjoins the existing single storey building along the western boundary. The timber outbuilding is 
5.5m in length, making the total length of single storey projections along the western boundary 9m. 
The timber outbuilding is set-off the west boundary by 1.1m. The outbuilding is 2m high to the eaves 
and 3.2m high to the ridge. On the eastern elevation of the timber outbuilding are several windows 
and at either end are French doors that open into the garden. Inside the outbuilding there is a hot tub.

Relevant Planning History

13/00424/LBA - retention of 3 vents to north elevation and 1 boiler exhaust flue and pipe to west 
elevation (Conservation Area) - consented 28.03.2014 

17/00384/FULL - change of use from dwelling (Class C3) to guest house (Class C1) (Listed Building 
in a Conservation Area) - permitted 19.10.2018

19/00180/FULL - retention of timber outbuilding adjoining a Listed Building and retention of 
replacement wall - pending consideration

Relevant Policies

Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011 – 2029:
LP11  Designated Heritage Assets including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
and Registered Historic Parks & Gardens

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019
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Particular obligations fall upon the Local Planning Authority in determining any application which 
might affect a listed building or its setting or a Conservation Area. Section 66 of The Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (as amended) places a duty on the authority to have 
"special regard to the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of 
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses".

Consultations
 
 The Gosport Society No parking has been provided for the 

guesthouse and the summerhouse has been 
erected in inappropriate materials.

Response to Public Advertisement

3 letters of objection 
Issues raised:-
- the timber shed is a summerhouse and provides housing for a sunken hot tub, which will become 

a focal point for loud and boisterous gatherings of unsupervised stag and hen parties
- the summerhouse results in the loss of parking spaces for the guesthouse and due to insufficient 

parking they often have to reverse onto the main road
- the summerhouse was erected without the correct planning procedures being in place 
- as the hot tub is inside it could be used at any time of the day and the French doors would allow 

noise to escape, impacting upon neighbours
- the noise and vibrations caused by the hot tub may impact on surrounding properties walls and 

buildings and the general disturbance was detrimental to neighbours 
- when previous hot tubs have been removed there has been a significant drop in unacceptable 

noise pollution
- the Conservation Area is a quiet place, but this 'party house' is not conductive of a friendly, 

desirable neighbourhood 

Principal Issues

1. The matters raised in the objections relate to issues that can only be considered under the 
corresponding planning application and are not material to the determination of the application for 
Listed Building Consent The main issue therefore, is whether the works preserve the special 
architectural or historic interests of the Listed Building, 16 Bury Road. 

2. Although the Listed Building is finished in render, it is not uncommon for outbuildings to be erected 
using timber. Despite the attachment of the outbuilding to the Listed Building, the materials are 
considered acceptable, given the limited depth, width and height of the structure. These factors 
ensure the outbuilding does not compete with the Listed Building and makes it a subservient addition 
that is acceptable in design terms. As such, the outbuilding preserves the special architectural or 
historic interest of the building and complies with Policy LP12 of the Local Plan. 

Equalities Impact Assessment: No Implications

RECOMMENDATION:  Grant Listed Building Consent

Subject to the following condition(s):-

 1.  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved 
plans: Parking and Location Plan (Rev 4) and Plans and Elevations (Rev 1). 
Reason - To ensure that the development is maintained satisfactorily in all respects and to comply 
with Policy LP12 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.
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ITEM NUMBER: 06.
APPLICATION NUMBER: 19/00371/FULL
APPLICANT: Mr Mamczur  
DATE REGISTERED: 20.08.2019

INSTALLATION OF FIRST FLOOR REAR ROOF TERRACE INCLUDING BALUSTRADE
23 The Parkway  Gosport  Hampshire  PO13 0PT    

The Site and the proposal

1. The application site is located on the southern side of The Parkway. The property is a two storey 
semi-detached dwellinghouse constructed of red brick and uPVC windows and doors under a pitched, 
tiled roof. At the front of the property is open plan amenity area which is approximately 8m long. At 
the rear of the property is a 4m deep single storey extension which is in an approximately 10m long 
garden enclosed by fencing. Beyond the fencing at the rear is more open plan amenity land which is 
surrounded by residential housing. The property to the west, number 25 The Parkway, is 
approximately 14m away from the application property, and the property to the east, number 21 The 
Parkway, is attached to the application property. The properties in the immediate area are of similar 
size and design, many of which have had alterations to them. 

2. The proposal is for the erection of a roof terrace with balustrade above the existing single storey 
extension. It would be over the entire extension, with a depth of 4m and a width of 7.5m. The 
balustrade would have a height of 1.2m with a privacy screen on the eastern side at a height of 1.7m.

Relevant Planning History

19/00302/HHGDO - GPDO Part 1 notification - erection of single storey rear extension: depth of 4.0 
metres; maximum height of 3.0 metres; height of eaves 2.7 metres - prior approval not required 
05.08.19

Relevant Policies

Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011 – 2029:
LP10  Design

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Gosport Borough Council Design Guidance:  Supplementary Planning Document:  February 
2014

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019

Consultations
 
 Nil

Response to Public Advertisement

1 letter of objection
Issued raised:-
- loss of privacy

Principal Issues

1. The main issues are the appropriateness of the design of the proposal and its impact on the 
appearance of the locality and the amenities of the occupiers of adjacent properties.
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2. The proposed balustrade would have a height of 1.2m which would mean any person standing on 
the terrace would have clear views, and any person sitting on the terrace would have partial views of 
the garden of 21 The Parkway. It is noted that number 21 also has an extension; however, due to the 
depth of the proposed terrace there would be clear views of parts of the neighbouring property's 
garden. The proposed terrace is of such a size it would be large enough to accommodate a table and 
chairs to enable its use as a sitting out area,  the use of which could cause noise and disturbance 
should multiple people use it at any one time. Whilst additional privacy screening could be added to 
the proposal, given the likely size that would be required, and the proximity of the terrace to the 
adjacent property's first floor windows, it would be unacceptable in design terms and would not be in 
keeping with the character of the surrounding area. It is therefore considered that by reason of 
overlooking and noise disturbance the proposal would harm the privacy of the occupants of the 
adjacent property. The proposal is therefore considered unacceptable in amenity terms and contrary 
to Policy LP10 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 in this regard.

3. Due to the location of the roof terrace and its simple form, it would be visually subservient to the 
application property when viewed from the rear. The balustrading and appearance of the privacy 
screening would be in keeping with the property's appearance and would therefore not detract from 
the character of the surrounding area. This could be controlled by a condition if the proposal was 
considered acceptable in other aspects. The proposal would therefore comply with Policy LP10 of the 
Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 in this regard.

Equalities Impact Assessment: No Implications

RECOMMENDATION:  Refuse

For the following reason(s):-

 1.  The proposal would, by reason of its size and siting, result in an unacceptable increase in 
overlooking and potential for an unneighbourly degree of noise and disturbance to the detriment of 
the residential amenities of occupiers of the adjoining property contrary to Policy LP10 of the Gosport 
Borough Local Plan 2011- 2029 and to the Gosport Borough Council's Design Supplementary 
Planning Document.


