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A MEETING OF THE REGULATORY BOARD
WAS HELD ON 16 JANUARY 2019

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

23. APOLOGIES FOR NON-ATTENDANCE 

An apology for non attendance was received from Councillor Scard. 

24. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Mr Grant, the Solicitor to the Board declared a personal interest in agenda item 4 and 
advised that he would be leaving the room whilst the item was considered.

25. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 5 DECEMBER 2018 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting held on 5th December 2018 be signed as a 
true and correct record. 

26. DEPUTATIONS - STANDING ORDER 3.4 

Deputations had been received on the following items:

 Agenda Item 2 of the grey pages – Celtrucks, Fareham Road 
 Agenda Item 3 of the grey pages – Lee on the Solent Splash Park 

27. PUBLIC QUESTIONS - STANDING ORDER 3.5 

There were none. 

28. REPORT OF THE HEAD OF PLANNING AND REGENERATION 

The Head of Planning and Regeneration submitted a report on applications received for 
planning consent setting out the recommendation.

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

18/00237/FULL - CHANGE OF USE FROM CAR SALES TO CAR WASH, ERECTION OF 
SIDE EXTENSION, ERECTION OF CANOPIES TO FRONT OF EXISTING BUILDING AND 
ERECTION OF ACOUSTIC BARRIER (as amended by plans received 13.08.2018, 
04.09.2018, 22.11.2018 & 12.12.2018, additional information received 24.07.2018, 
02.08.2018 & 21.11.2018 and amended Noise Assessment received 10.10.2018)
Former Finsbury Cars  Privett Road  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 2SU  
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Consideration was given to the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration requesting 
that consideration be given to application planning application 18/00237/FULL. 

The Board was updated that the applicant had submitted a further set of amended plans, an 
amended Noise Report and a Management Plan for the site.

The Board was advised that a further representation has been received from an existing 
objector welcoming the further amended plans and supporting information. The 
representation commends the flexibility of the applicant and their willingness to respond to 
neighbour’s concerns. The representation notes a discrepancy between the opening hours 
set out the Management Plan and those set out in other parts of the application. The 
representation requests that a condition be imposed to secure a further noise report being 
carried out once the site becomes operational.

The Board was advised that the latest set of amended plans introduced additional acoustic 
mitigation measures designed to further limit the potential for the breakout of noise and are 
considered acceptable.

The imposition of planning conditions is guided by the advice in paragraph 55 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework which sets out a number of tests that all must be met. It is 
considered that the imposition of a condition requiring a further noise assessment after the 
commencement of development is not reasonable or necessary in this instance. Officers 
consider that the Conditions 4 to 6 as set out in the report to the Board would provide 
adequate safeguards to protect the residential amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring 
properties. Condition 3 would control the hours of use within the limitations suggested by the 
objector.

the Board was advised that the Officers recommendation was unchanged, however 
the list of plans set out in Condition 2 would need updating to reflectthe latest set of 
amended plans which all have the suffix Revision J and it was requested that delegated 
powers be given to Officers to update the approved plans condition

In answer to a Members question, the Board was advised that the applicant would need to 
provide details of the equipment to be used to the Local Planning Authority for approval prior 
to the commencement of business. 

Members expressed concern about the impact of the proposal on the highway and it was 
reiterated that the Local Highway Authority had raised no objection to the proposal. 

Members welcomed the work undertaken by the applicant to address the concerns of the 
neighbours. 

It was suggested by officers that an amendment be made to the wording of condition 7 to 
ensure that any agreed noise levels was adhered to. 

It was proposed and seconded that the authority be delegated to the Development Manager 
to amend condition 7 to include the words “and thereafter the noise levels submitted and 
agreed shall not be exceeded at any time”. 
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RESOLVED: That 18/00237/FULL be approved that subject to the conditions in the report 
and that authority be delegated to the Development Manager to update the wording of 
Condition 2 and to amend condition 7 to include the words ‘and  thereafter the noise levels 
submitted and agreed shall not be exceeded at any time’. 

18/00444/FULL - CHANGE OF USE FROM VEHICLE STORAGE (CLASS B8) TO 
VEHICLE HIRE (SUI GENERIS) AND ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY BUILDING (as 
amplified by letter dated 08.11.18)
Celtrucks  Aerodrome Road  Gosport  Hampshire    

Consideration was given to the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration requesting 
that consideration be given to planning application 18/00444/FULL. 

Mr Hughes was invited to address the Board. He advised that the proposal would create an 
increase in traffic on the A32 and that the pollution from the site would increase and  there 
would be more noise and pollution in from the turnaround area. 

He advised the Board that some of the vehicles on site were over 20 years old and that they 
were parked for long periods and the noise and fumes from them was considerable, 
particularly when the vehicles started up. 

He advised the Board that the site was an eyesore and that it could be seen from the RNA 
club, the A32 as well as the neighbouring properties and that the floodlights were intrusive. 
He advised that the site damaged the biodiversity of the area and the landscaping needed 
addressing. In addition, the size of the plant needed re-evaluating and that the drainage 
needed improving to prevent flooding.

Mr Hughes also advised the Board that the fencing should be painted green as per the 
original plan, that on the design and access statement the RNA club was referred to as a 
warehouse rather than a club and that the proposal offered no atheistic improvement to the 
site, or improvements to reduce the impact of the additional movement, noise and pollution. 

In answer to a Member’s question, Mr Hughes advised that hours of movement were most 
often traditionally in the working day. He also advised that landscaping was meant to reduce 
the impact on pollution and noise, but was not in place. 

Mr Critchley was invited to address the Board. He advised that the main reason for the 
application was that the use of the site for vehicle hire was  sui generis and did therefore not 
fall within the existing permitted use. 

He advised the Board that currently the site was used for the storage of large plant vehicles 
and that they were stored awaiting sale and export. He advised the Board that a changing 
market had led to the owner considering that this would potentially no longer be viable and 
that it was anticipated that there would be an increased demand from the construction 
industry for the rental of such equipment in the UK. It was felt that as a result that of this a 
more professional facility to facilitate the hire was required. 
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The Board was advised that the increase in traffic would be marginal and that the turnaround 
of the plant would not be the level of a car hire facility as equipment would go out less often 
and for longer periods. He concluded by advising that a large amount of the old equipment 
would be replaced with newer models, more suitable for hire and that as a result there would 
be a reduction in the noise. 

Members welcomed the fact that there would be an improvement in the conditions for the 
workforce and welcomed that the increase in movements from the site would be minimal. It 
was requested that consideration be given to making improvements to the landscape to 
consider the amenity of the neighbours and to act as good neighbours to the surrounding 
area. 

Mr Critchley advised that there was a limitation as to what could be considered and planted 
on the western boundary to the A32 Fareham Road as there was paving up to the fence that 
was utilised by the vehicles on the site. He advised that he would give it consideration but 
that it would be difficult to deliver a meaningful solution. 

It was felt by Members that the boundary facing the RNA club also needed to be improved. 

In answer to a Member’s question, the Board was advised that the existing planting and  
trees were not located on the defined application site and therefore did not form part of the 
current application. 

In answer to a subsequent question, the Board was advised by Mr Critchley that the 
proposed operating hours were 8.30am until 4.30pm.

Members reiterated their wish for the applicant to take on board the neighbours’ concerns 
regarding the planting, but accepted that as it did not form part of the proposal it could not be 
enforced. Members also advised that they felt the existing planting should be returned to the 
level required in the initial application. 

Members were advised that there was no current restriction on the operational hours of the 
site and Officers clarified that the application indicated operating hours of 8.00am until 
6.00pm that the proposed building  was small scale and was not considered to be 
problematic as it was located to the north east of the site. 

Members felt that as the application was for a change of use, there was a material change to 
the use of the site and that operational hours should be restricted as a result to protect the 
amenity of neighbours. It was requested that further consideration be given to implementing 
a restriction. 

Members were advised by officers that should the applicant not comply with any of the 
conditions these should be reported to the Local Planning Authority, and any other matters 
would need to be reported to the relevant investigative body. 

Members advised that they were mostly supportive of the site and the proposal but 
requested that further consideration be given to improvements to the fence and planting. 

Members were advised that only the application presented could be considered and that any 
comments regarding the existing use of the site should be disregarded. 
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Members felt that it was important to retain employment in the Borough and that the 
expansion of the business did this. 

Members felt that the nature of the business meant that the plant would be away from the 
site for longer periods than that of car hire but reiterated a desire to limit operational hours. 

It was proposed and seconded that amendments be made to the operational hours of the site 
and the landscaping and finish of the site be improved. 

The Board was advised that it would not be possible to attach a condition relating to the 
landscape planting  and Members advised that they would look to the applicant to voluntarily 
agree to make improvements  but accepted that this was not enforceable. Officers were 
requested to liaise with the applicant over this issue. 

It was therefore proposed and seconded that authority be delegated to the Development 
Manager to negotiate an additional condition restricting the hours of use of the site. 

RESOLVED: That planning application 18/00444/FULL be approved, subject to the 
conditions contained in the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration and that 
authority be delegated to the Development Manager to negotiate and add an additional 
condition  restricting the operating hours on site. 

18/00460/GR3-REGULATION 3 - INSTALLATION OF SPLASH PARK AND PLAY 
EQUIPMENT, ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY BUILDING TO PROVIDE PLANT ROOM 
AND CHANGING FACILITIES AND EXTENSION TO EXISTING CAR PARK (as amended 
by plan received 05.12.18 and amplified by e-mail dated 27.11.18)

Consideration was given to the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration requesting 
that consideration be given to Regulation 3 application 18/00460/GR3. 

The Board was advised that there was an update as follows: 

That an additional condition was recommended relating to the details of materials of the new 
building to be provided prior to works above slab level and agreed in writing.  The condition 
wording is noted below:

a) Details of all external facing materials, to be used within the building shall be submitted to 
and approved, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority before works above slab level of the 
building are commenced.  
b) The development shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the approved 
details.
Reason - To ensure that the external appearance of the development is satisfactory, and to 
comply with Policy LP10 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

The Board was advised that the condition is required to ensure an appropriate brick is used 
in the construction of the building and there was  no change to the recommendation, subject 
to the imposition of the additional condition relating to materials of the building being agreed. 
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Mr Ansell was invited to address the Board, he advised that he had lived on the sea front at 
Marine Parade for nearly 20 years and was speaking on behalf of the residents association 
and 15 other residents. 

He advised that there was support for the facility and that it was recognised it would be a 
major attraction for the young people of Lee during the summer months, but objected to the 
plans to extend the car park. 

He advised that the application was contrary to policies LP14, LP35 and LP41 of the Local 
Plan and objectives 7, 19, and 25 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

He advised the Board that the grassed area was an intrinsic part of the protected seafront, 
giving it its special character and that digging it up should only be done as a last resort, in 
exceptional circumstances and for clearly defined needs that would override current planning 
policy. 

Mr Ansell advised that the evidence provided to justify encroaching on the grassed headland 
to crate the additional 29 spaces was neither robust, nor convincing. 

He advised that the existing car park was underused and was currently less than half full on 
all but the busiest days and that it had the capacity to take all the envisaged additional 
vehicles, without the extension. 

He advised the Board that he would respectfully request that the application be returned to 
the officers to allow the car park extension to be omitted and that a reconfiguration of the 
existing car park take place, as he had discussed with planning officers. 

He advised that the benefits of this would be that the Council would save £100,000, that the 
grass headland would remain untouched and that the splash park would still be a success 
and the existing car park would cope with the additional demand. 

In answer to a Member’s question the Board was advised that a grid system could be used 
that allowed the grass to grow through and that this could be secured by the proposed 
condition. Officers were unable to confirm if this would cost less than tarmac, but would be 
better atheistically. 

It was suggested that the application be approved to allow the commencement of the 
building of the splash park and that the construction of the car park could be delayed for a 
season to allow an assessment to be made on its need, based on the use of the facility. 

The Board was advised that the evidence provided to justify the need for additional spaces 
came as result of evidence from the increased use of the car parks following the installation 
of the splash park at Stokes Bay and the increased use of surrounding roads as overspill 
when the car parks were full. 

Members welcomed the project and the changing places facility that would be installed with 
it. It was felt that the facility would be popular not only to the residents of Lee–on the Solent, 
but wider in Gosport and the surrounding area. 

Although it was recognised that the construction of the car park could be delayed by the 
applicant, some Members felt that it was important that it was installed as they were 
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confident there would be a need for the additional space. It was felt that lessons could be 
learnt from the current parking situation at Stokes Bay and that this was an early opportunity 
to address potential issues. 

Members welcomed the support of the Lee on the Solent Residents Association for the 
splash park and that the facility would be suitable for those with additional care needs, and 
their carers and welcomed the benefit to health and wellbeing that the facility would provide. 

Members welcomed the proposal for the car park that would retain the grassed element of 
the area and that it would be similar to that located at Fort Nelson, whilst Members accepted 
that there was potential to delay the installation of the car park, it was felt important that cost 
did not increase as a result. 

It was confirmed that no spaces would be removed from the existing car park as part of the 
redevelopment for the splash park. 

RESOLVED: That the application be approved subject to the conditions in the report of the 
Head of Planning and Regeneration together with the additional condition relating to the 
materials of the building.  

18/00486/FULL - ERECTION OF TWO STOREY REAR EXTENSION, SINGLE STOREY 
SIDE/REAR EXTENSION AND FRONT PORCH AND INSTALLATION OF WINDOWS AT 
FIRST FLOOR LEVEL ON SIDE ELEVATIONS (amended by plans received 10.12.2018 
and 13.12.2018). 
17 Mound Close  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 3QA    

Consideration was given to the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration requesting 
that consideration be given to planning application 18/00486/FULL 
 
Members advised that they had visited the area and that the properties were all uniform and 
that they felt that the proposal was out of keeping with the surrounding properties. 

Members expressed disappointment that the area was not located within the adjacent 
Conservation Area. 

Members acknowledged that the cladding element of the proposal could be erected without 
planning permission and that it was this element that they felt would make it out of keeping 
with the area. 

RESOLVED: That application 18/00486/FULL be approved, subject to the conditions in the 
report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration 

18/00494/NMA - AMENDMENT TO PLANNING PERMISSION 17/00527/FULL TO ADD TO 
2 ROOF LIGHTS IN THE EXTENSION AND GARAGE
8 Anglesea Road  Lee-On-The-Solent  Hampshire  PO13 9HD    

Consideration was given to the report of the Head of Planning and Regeneration requesting 
that consideration be given to an amendment to planning application 18/00494/NMA  
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RESOLVED: That amendment to 18/00494/NMA be approved.

29. ANY OTHER ITEMS 

The Board was advised that an appeal that had been submitted against a delegated 
decision to refuse a planning application in Briar Close and had been dismissed by the 
planning inspector. 

CHAIRMAN

Concluded at 7.37 pm


	Minutes

