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A MEETING OF THE REGULATORY BOARD
WAS HELD ON 2 SEPTEMBER 2020

Councillor Hook

Councillors Mrs Huggins, Bateman, Mrs Batty, Carter, Casey, Earle, Farr, Foster-Reed, 
Hammond, Herridge, Mrs Hook, Hutchison (Substituting for Westerby), Mrs Jones, 
Miss Kelly, Murphy and Scard

8. APOLOGIES FOR NON-ATTENDANCE 

Apologies for non-attendance were received from Councillor Westerby.

9. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Hook and Mrs Hook declared a pecuniary interest in grey sheets item 3 and 4

Councillor Carter declared a personal interest in Item 6, Licensing Policy as a consultee 
was Hampshire Fire and Rescue authority and advised that he was the Chairman of the 
authority. He advised that the consultation had been with the Fire Service as opposed to 
the authority direct. 

Councillor Hammond advised that he had a remote connection with the applicant for 
agenda item 6 but that it was a remote connection and he would stay in the room and take 
part in the item. 

10. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 22 JULY 2020 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting held on 22 July 2020 be signed as a true and 
correct record, subject to the amendment identified. 

11. DEPUTATIONS - STANDING ORDER 3.4 

Deputations were received on the grey sheets item 
1- Land adjacent to 36 Palmerston Way 
2- Site of the former Crewsaver building Mumby Road 

      5 - 16 Marine Parade East 

12. PUBLIC QUESTIONS - STANDING ORDER 3.5 

There were no public questions. 

13. LICENSING POLICY REVIEW 

Consideration was given to a report of the Head of Environmental Health requesting that 
the Board determine and publish a statement of licencing policy in relation to the exercise of 
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its functions under the Licensing Act 2003.  The purpose of the report was to bring before 
the Licensing Board the draft reviewed Licensing Policy 

RESOLVED

 That Members' views and comments be taken into account in considering the current 
licensing policy consultation document, attached as appendix a to the report. 

 That the consultation exercise on the Licensing Policy commence at this meeting 
and continue until 25 November 2020;

 That a further report on the Licensing Policy, which details outcomes from the 
consultation process, be presented to the Regulatory Board on 2 December 2020 for 
recommendation to Full Council.

 That the Policy then be presented to Full Council at its meeting on 9 December 2020 
for adoption.

14. REPORT OF THE DEVELOPMENT MANAGER 

19/00049/FULL - ERECTION OF 1NO. THREE BEDROOM DWELLING WITH 
ASSOCIATED CAR PARKING (as amended by plans received 27.07.20)
Land Adjacent To 36 Palmerston Way  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 2LZ

Consideration was given to the report of the Development Manager requesting that
consideration be given to planning application 19/00049/FULL.

The Borough Solicitor and Monitoring Officer read a deputation from Mr Connolly, the 
applicant as follows:

I write in repose to my planning application 19/00049/FULL being brought forward to the 
Regulatory board.

The land to the rear of 35 Kennedy Crescent is a building plot purchased in the 1960’s by 
the previous owners as an investment. The plot was used as an extension to their own 

In answer to a Member’s question the Board was advised that the sex establishment policy 
was separate to this policy.
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garden. The plot has always had its own original title deeds and is not a sell off of garden 
space.

Some local residents had issues with the original plans, I met with these residents and 
discussed in detail any and all issues they had. Subsequently, I had meetings with the 
Planning Officer and my architect. I had the plans redrawn, ensuring all residents and 
planners issues were fully addressed.

The required 45 degree angle from neighbouring properties was adhered to, the overall size 
was reduced, windows down sized, the height reduced, the ridge line was lowered in line 
with other properties and the facade changed to match other properties. The neighbour at 
number 36 Palmerston Way is Mr Jeff Smith a retired Senior Planning Officer at Gosport 
Borough Council, he was very fastidious in ensuring my plans met the criteria and was 
happy with the final plans submitted.

My Architect and I used Google Earth to analyse property sizes and designs along 
Palmerston Way. We were amazed how varied the designs were, very modern, Art Deco 
and Edwardian to name but a few. We decided to alter our design to fit in with properties 
already in existence on the western end of Palmerston Way

The original planned property has been reduced in size, its proportions now fit in with many 
other properties on Palmerston Way. The Rear garden is approximately 180m2, large for 
any house. There are wide side pathways to either side of the property, many houses on 
Palmerston Way do not have this feature as they have built right up to neighbouring 
properties. The front garden will be laid to Shrubs and plants along with Ample parking as 
approved by Transport and Traffic in June 2019. The planned property sits in line with the 
other properties on the northern side of the Palmerston Way.

Natural England advised against all planning consents for new builds, until mitigation could 
be found to offset the nitrates issue within the Solent area. Each Application required a full 
assessment to see how much offset was required. In my case 0.71kgN was required. 
Hampshire and the Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (HIWWT) have purchased a farm at 
Duxmore on the Isle of Wight. This farm will be closed and will used for wildlife habitation 
only. They have allocated me 1kgN of offset mitigation credit for my application. Gosport’s 
Planning Dept have the full assessment and confirmation from HIWWT that these credits 
have in fact been allocated and the documentation is now with their Solicitors at Coffin Mew 
& Clover, North Harbour, Portsmouth. Natural England have agreed the mitigation of these 
credits with Gosport Borough Council.

I have worked with local residents and Gosport Planning officers to ensure that each and 
everyone of them are happy with the plans and proposals. This application meets all of the 
planning criterion set out in Gosport Planning Policies. The SRMP has been paid and I 
have personally at great expense obtained the Nitrate mitigation credits. This planning 
application was submitted in Feb 2019 some 19 months ago. It has taken a considerable 
time to progress to this stage due to the nitrates issue. The Planning Department of 
Gosport Borough Council fully support this application, I trust you will also support this 
application and grant full planning permission I thank you for taking your valuable time in 
reading this letter.
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In answer to a Member’s question the Board was advised that the nitrates issue had 
delayed many applications. The issue surrounded new build developments that would 
relate in increased levels of nitrates in the Solent and other protected areas.

The applicant was proposing a scheme of offsite mitigation to be provided through the use 
of agricultural land on the Isle of Wight thereby reducing nitrate output by the land and 
offsetting to achieve nitrate neutrality. The Board was advised that the mitigation in question 
was part of a wider scheme being implemented by the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife 
trust.

The Board was advised that land on the Isle of Wight can be used to mitigate developments 
for the Borough of Gosport where the water or the run off from the mitigation land flows into 
the same area of water as the foul sewerage from the development site, which in Gosport is 
Peel Common, into the Solent, the same area as the agricultural feed. The proposed 
mitigation has been considered by Natural England who have confirmed it is suitable and 
appropriate mitigation for this and other sites.

Officers were satisfied that sufficient detail of the proposed mitigation has been provided 
which allows for the recommendation to be positive and recommends that a suitably 
worded condition be attached to the application to secure mitigation in due course.

RESOLVED: That planning application 19/00049/FULL be approved, subject to the 
conditions in the report of the Development Manager.

19/00133/FULL ERECTION OF PART TWO AND A HALF, PART THREE, PART FOUR, 
PART FIVE AND PART SIX STOREY BUILDING (WITH SEMI-BASEMENT PARKING 
AREA) TO PROVIDE 12NO. ONE BEDROOM AND 29NO. TWO BEDROOM FLATS 
WITH ASSOCIATED ACCESS, CAR PARKING, REFUSE AND SECURE CYCLE 
STORAGE FACILITIES & LANDSCAPING (as amended by SuDS Maintenance and 
Management Plan received 23.10.19, Environmental Impacts Mitigation Statement 
received 17.07.2020 and Construction Environmental Management Plan received 
10.08.2020)
Site Of Former Crewsaver Building  Land To The North Of Harbour Road  Mumby 
Road  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 1AQ

Consideration was given to the report of the Development Manager requesting that
consideration be given to planning application 19/00133/FULL.

The Planning Officer advised that paragraph 18 of the site proposal section made reference 
to the use of aluminium windows and doors, the applicant had advised that they were 
exploring the use of other alternative materials for the windows and doors.

Condition 7 was worded to allow for some flexibility in the materials used but does include a 
requirement for a submission on the details for the windows to be submitted to allow planning 
officers to ensure that the material proposed was appropriate for the site.

The Board was advised there had been one additional representation from an existing 
objector expressing concern about the overdevelopment of the site. The Board was advised 
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that matters raised were addressed in the planning officer’s report and the recommendation 
of the planning officer’s remained unchanged.

A deputation was read out by the Borough Solicitor and Monitoring Officer on behalf  of Mr 
Sanderson, Chairman of the Viewpoint Residents’ Association.

Thank you for your letter of the 25th August informing me the above plan is to be brought 
before the Planning Committee on Wednesday the 2nd September 2020.

Our objection still stands.

Following my letter of the 21st April 2019, copy attached, which you will already hold, the 
proposed development was discussed in some detail at the AGM of our Residents' 
Association here at Viewpoint held on the 20th February this year.  At that meeting there 
was great concern if the planning application was granted.  To reduce paperwork, the 
Residents would ask you to adopted the wording in my letter of the 21st April 2019 and 
read this in parallel, I, as Chairman, was charged with informing you of their decision.

The major concern apart from the height of the proposed building, was car parking.  There 
is, as already established by the council, insufficient number of car parking spaces in the 
proposal, meeting the Council Standard requirement of 70 spaces, not taking into 
consideration of Visitors.  There is no doubt in the residents minds that the newly block 
paved area in front of Viewpoint would become a car park and as said in my previous letter, 
restrict the view of pensioners driving out of the Viewpoint Car Park. The proposals put 
forward by Pdt suggesting there would be fewer demand for spaces based on the local bus 
transport system is misleading.  Owning a car is becoming an increasing necessity as 
shopping moves away from high streets, unfortunate, but true.  Brockhurst Gate Retail Park 
is a good example, which is proving very successful, well used and a car ride away from 
Mumby Road.

There is also the issue of high Nitrates Pollution in the Solent currently restricting 
housebuilding.  This should not be overridden in favor of going from a four storey, building, 
already approved, to a six storey building.  To override the current restrictions would open 
the flood gate to many other building applications, so increasing the Nitrate pollution rather 
than resolving it.

A deputation was received from Mr Harrison, and was read out by the Borough Solicitor and 
Monitoring Officer as follows:

In my assessment of the scheme proposed, I find that it fails to achieve the quoted National 
Planning Policy Framework Guidance and should be refused under quoted clause 4.9. :
“for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving 
the character and quality of an area and the way it functions”.

Housing Mix
There is no mention made of how the proposed limited housing mix is derived or agreed 
with the Council. The Council Policy sets a target of 40% affordable housing for this scale of 
development, which equates to 16 flats on the site. However a small contribution towards 
social housing off-site has been agreed. This proposal does not lead to “a balanced 
community”.
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Density, Scale and Height
How does this density fit into the target for the Waterfront SPD, how many dwellings are 
there already and how close to the target does this development achieve? If this dense 
proposal is consented, it may set a pattern of development on the Gosport Waterfront with 
disastrous results.

Overdevelopment
With the exception of 2 proposed trees, 4 inaccessible flat green roofs and a small token 
area of planting behind a metal fence on Mumby Road, the  whole site is covered by hard 
paving, car parking or building. This clearly demonstrates overdevelopment.

Urban design
The design opportunity to create a street frontage on Mumby Road has been ignored. The 
attempt to meet the demand for car parking on the site required by the density, in 
conjunction with flood defense has resulted in a ‘desert’ at ground level, a semi-basement 
car park and a walled/gated site. This offers nothing to the urban context envisioned by the 
Waterfront and Town Centre SPD. It does not improve the public realm or pedestrian 
experience.
The primary frontage to the Mumby Road and Harbour Road junction ‘is characterized by a 
sunken car park, a car park access ramp in close proximity to a road junction, and a refuse 
bin collection area. Half a storey of steps lead to the main entrance, with no pedestrian 
access ramp and a single platform lift. There is no footpath to the north west of the site, 
which is defined in the
Waterfront SPD as a “Key pedestrian route”.
This is a major re-development in a key area and described by the Architects as ‘a 
landmark appearance building’. If this is the case, why has the scheme not been presented 
to the local Design Panel for ratification?

Vehicle Parking
Vis-a-vis central government push for sustainable electric vehicles, there appears to be no 
provision of electric charging of vehicles on the site.

Refuse Storage
Is it a practical proposition for the residents or their appointed representatives to wheel the 
fully loaded bins up and down the vehicle ramps on collection days?

A deputation was received on behalf of the applicant and read out by the Borough Solicitor 
and Monitoring Officer as follows:

Your Officers very thorough report describes the proposed development in detail. As such 
I’ll try to avoid too much repetition.

Members may be aware that this site currently has permission for the construction of a 4-
storey building which would provide 31 flats with 42 parking spaces.
Having gained permission for this development in December 2015, the developer submitted 
applications to discharge the pre-commencement conditions, which were approved, with a 
start being made soon after. As such, this planning permission remains extant.

Since this time the applicant has submitted two further applications to construct an 
apartment building rising to 9 storeys in height. The first of these sought consent for a 
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development of 49 flats with 46 parking spaces. This application was refused by the Council 
on the grounds of in-adequate parking provision.

In December 2017 the applicant made an appeal to the Planning Inspectorate against the 
Council’s decision. The appeal was decided in September 2018, with the principal issue 
considered by the Planning Inspector being vehicle parking. In his decision he noted that 
“the proposal would only deliver 30 car parking spaces in line with the sizes set out in the 
Parking SPD. It is against this provision that the scheme should be judged.” The Inspector 
continued “by not making the proposed spaces accessible and thus able to fully function the 
proposal does not make adequate pro-vision for parking.  This means that residents would 
be likely to park off-site in inappropriate locations harmful to highway safety”.
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In his decision letter the Inspector also considered whether the site was in an accessible 
and sustainable location. He stated “the site is within close proximity to Gosport town centre 
with its various facilities and there is a supermarket in very close proximity. It is also within a 
reasonable, approximately 450 m, walking distance to Gosport bus station and the ferry 
terminal. I therefore consider that the site should be considered to be in an accessible 
location.”
The Council’s SPD on parking requires car parking spaces to be 2.5m wide and 5.0m long. 
When they are at the end of a parking aisle or next to a wall, or other obstruction, the 
spaces have to be 2.8m wide to enable car doors to be opened.
From a highways perspective it is quite clear that the Inspector considered the development 
to be in a sustainable and accessible location, and be-cause of this, did not need to provide 
the full number of parking spaces as set out in the SPD. He was, however, of the view that 
the development was only unacceptable due to the fact that 16 of the 46 spaces would be 
too narrow and as such substandard.

Prior to the determination of the planning appeal the applicant submitted a scheme for the 
construction of a very similar 9 storey high building which would accommodate 47 flats with 
47 car parking spaces. Again, not all of the parking spaces were compliant with the 
Council’s parking SPD. In June 2018 the application was refused by the Board, again, on 
the basis of substandard vehicle parking – and for no other reason.

Shortly after the Inspector determined the planning appeal in September 2018 the applicant 
submitted the application now before members for their consideration.

The applicant very carefully reviewed the Inspectors decision and considered it to be 
extremely important that each of the 41 car parking spaces either exceeded, or was 
compliant with, the Council’s parking standards. In order to provide adequate parking 
provision the number of flats was reduced to 41. These would be contained within a smaller 
6 storey building with parking provided at a ratio of 1 parking space per flat.
Unfortunately, progress has been delayed significantly by the nitrates pollution problem. 
However, the applicant is very pleased to have reached an agreement with the Hampshire 
& Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust to provide
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the appropriate level of mitigation through the scheme they are operating on the Isle of 
Wight.
In addition to the parking issue you will see that your Officers are supportive of the 
proposed buildings siting, scale, design and appearance.

Given the delays brought about by both the nitrates pollution issue and the Covid-19 
pandemic my clients are extremely keen to commence works on site to provide Gosport 
with a new, high quality, waterfront development. I respectfully request therefore that 
members support their Officers recommendation and grant planning permission.”

Members felt that earlier refusals based on parking were still valid and that the under 
provision for parking was still relevant and reiterated that the Planning Inspector had stated 
that inadequate off-street parking led to an increase in on street parking for which there was 
no provision and also that any new development needed to meet its own needs for parking, 
rather than adding pressure to existing developments and that residents would expect to be 
able to park at their residence.

Members expressed concern that the development seemed shoehorned into the site and 
presented a car park that would flood. Concern was also expressed that the developer 
seemed greedy in their approach for building. Members also felt it was unrealistic to expect 
that people would not have cars and rely on public transport.

Members accepted that there was a need for properties in the Borough, but not to the 
detriment of the parking situation.

A Member felt that the public should take some responsibility for their own parking 
decisions and accept, when choosing to reside at the property, that parking would be 
limited.

Members felt that the developer sought to increase the occupation on site to enable the 
scheme to be viable to make a contribution for affordable housing.

Members were disappointed that an area earmarked for regeneration was not being 
progressed and felt that in other areas of the Borough it was not the case that flats 
generated less traffic and cars.

Members expressed concern that consideration had not been given to increased size of 
disable parking spaces.

It was proposed and seconded that the application be refused as the Board did not accept 
that there was sufficient reason to justify a departure from the SPD scale as should have 
been provided in relation to the development.

The Head of Planning and Regeneration advised the Board that consideration needed to be 
given to the harm that not meeting the specified numbers for parking in the SPD would 
have as rejection on the basis of it purely not meeting the numbers would not be considered 
a robust enough reason for refusal.

Members suggested that the proposal not meeting LP23 of the Local Plan detailing parking 
spaces was sufficient for refusal and not meeting LP10 of the Local Plan as the design was 
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poor were sufficient enough reasons for refusal as the proposal did nothing to enhance the 
area.

The Development Manager advised the Board that previous applications had been refused 
on the parking grounds, and not on the grounds of design, and that the proposal did not 
significantly differ in design to those previously submitted.

Members agreed to vote on a proposal to refuse the application as follows:

The proposal makes inadequate provision for parking, such as it would result in overspill 
parking outside the site that could be detrimental to highway safety and have an adverse 
effect on the amenity of residents residing in properties in the vicinity and that the proposal 
did not provide sufficient disabled or electric charging points contrary to Policy LP23.

This was unanimously agreed.

RESOLVED: That planning application 19/00133/FULL be refused as the proposal makes 
inadequate provision for parking, such as it would result in overspill parking outside the site 
that could be detrimental to highway safety and have an adverse effect on the amenity of 
residents residing in properties in the vicinity  and that the proposal did not provide 
sufficient disabled or electric charging points contrary to Policy LP23.

19/00157/FULL - CHANGE OF USE FROM 1ST FLOOR TO PROVIDE 4NO. 2 
BEDROOM FLATS AND 2ND FLOOR TO PROVIDE 3NO.1 BED FLATS; ERECTION OF 
3RD STOREY (4TH FLOOR) TO EXISTING BUILDING AND ERECTION OF 4 STOREY 
SIDE EXTENSION TO PROVIDE 4NO. 1 BED FLATS; ERECTION OF STAIRCASE ON 
REAR ELEVATION; INSTALLATION OF WINDOWS ON FRONT, REAR AND SIDE 
ELEVATIONS AND ALTERATIONS TO EXISTING WINDOWS; AND, PROVISION OF 
REFUSE AND BICYCLE STORAGE (CONSERVATION AREA) (as amended by plans 
received 23.05.2019, 31.05.2019 and 26.11.2019)
9 - 11 High Street  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 1BX

Councillors Hook and Mrs Hook declared a pecuniary interest and left the meeting and took 
no part in the discussion and voting, Councillor Casey chaired the meeting for this and the 
subsequent item.

Consideration was given to the report of the Development Manager requesting that
consideration be given to planning application 19/00157/FULL.

The Board was advised that there was no update from planning officer’s on the
proposals.

Members accepted that there was only one objection to the proposal and felt that
although the design was poor, it was similar to the Travelodge so would be in keeping  with 
the surrounding area.

RESOLVED: That planning application 19/00157/FULL be approved subject to the 
conditions of the report of the Development Manager.
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20/00051/FULL - CHANGE OF USE OF FIRST FLOOR FROM SNOOKER CLUB (CLASS 
D2) TO FORM 4 FLATS AND ERECTION OF TWO ADDITIONAL STOREYS TO FORM 5 
ADDITIONAL FLATS (9 FLATS IN TOTAL) WITH ASSOCIATED REFUSE AND 
MOBILITY/CYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES (CONSERVATION AREA) (amended by 
plans received 27.05.2020) (description amended 08.06.2020)
17A High Street  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 1BX

Consideration was given to the report of the Development Manager requesting that
consideration be given to planning application 20/00051/FULL.

Members advised that there were no objections but recognised objection from the Gosport 
Society and Crime and Disorder. The Crime Prevention Officer had commented on the 
position of the existing doors. The Planning Officer advised that through attaching 
conditions to the application it was hoped that safety lighting could be secured to prevent 
the gathering that occurred.

RESOLVED: That planning application 20/00051/FULL be approved subject to the 
conditions in the report of the Development Manager.

20/00138/FULL - REMOVAL OF FRONT BOUNDARY WALL AND CONSTRUCTION OF 
DROPPED KERB TO PROVIDE VEHICULAR ACCESS ONTO CLASSIFIED ROAD 
(amended plan and additional highways information received 30.07.2020)
16 Marine Parade East  Lee-On-The-Solent  Hampshire  PO13 9LA

Councillor Mrs Hook returned to the meeting at this point.

Consideration was given to the report of the Development Manager requesting that
consideration be given to planning application 20/00138/FULL.

Members were advised that the local highway authority had confirmed that they did not wish 
to raise any objections to the proposal and that notwithstanding the views of the highways 
authority the planning officer’s recommendation remained the same.

The Borough Solicitor and Monitoring Officer read out a deputation on behalf
of Julian Ainsworth a follows .

My Application seeks to provide a new access and parking at 16 Marine Parade East which 
is a public highway subject to a speed limit of 30 mph and benefits from a wide 
carriageway, wide pedestrian footways on both sides and street lighting.

My application site is a detached property within a terrace of 8 units, some of which already 
benefit from vehicular access directly onto Marine Parade East. Number 14 has a single 
parking space perpendicular to the carriageway, whilst Numbers 12 and 13 have the whole 
of the front forecourt as hard standing with a section of wall along the north eastern 
boundary. It should be noted though that it is not possible to turn a vehicle in either site so 
that they can enter and leave the highway in forward gear.
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My application seeks to replicate what has been permitted at Numbers 12 and 13 by 
removing a section of wall, creating a hard standing in the front forecourt area and installing 
a dropped footway crossing to allow safe passage of vehicles over the footway.

Hampshire County Council are the highway authority for this County and they have issued 
Standing Advice to all Hampshire District Planning Authorities on how to deal with highway 
implications of planning applications. As this application seeks to provide access onto a 
classified public highway, it is HCC’s responsibility to comment on the safety implications of 
the proposal. In this case HCC assessed the highway implications of the proposal and 
raised no highway objections. At the request of the Gosport Borough Council case officer, 
HCC clarified their position. They commented that:
• The two neighbouring properties already have vehicular dropped kerbs, with no space to 
turn within the site to allow for forward gear access and egress. Given these work without 
known incident, the highway authority does not object to the proposed site utilising a similar 
arrangement. • Visibility is good on a long stretch of straight road, with parking restrictions 
retaining this during peak hours when flows might be higher.
• This section of road is 30mph, so speeds will be relatively low with the visibility, conflict 
unlikely.
• The pedestrian crossing to the east will provide breaks in traffic making it easier to safety 
pull out during peak hours.
These comments are based on the Hampshire Standing Advice which was first issued in 
April 2017. The purpose of this document is to provide clarity to the planning authority on 
when and how to consult HCC on planning applications which have an impact on the 
operation of the public highway. The primary focus of HCC is on applications that have a 
material impact on the safe and efficient operation of the highway and securing appropriate 
mitigation.
Paragraph 3.2 of the Standing Advice says “The Local Highway Authority requires that any 
development of 2–5 dwellings using a shared vehicular access from the highway is able to 
facilitate vehicles entering and exiting from the development onto the highway in a forward 
gear.”
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3.5 goes onto say “Please note that the LHA advice is that there is no requirement for 
vehicles to access and leave the highway in a forward gear where a vehicular access point 
serves a single dwelling.”
This is further emphasised in paragraph 4.2 which says “For single residential 
developments, turning areas will not be required unless it is considered by the local 
planning authority to be necessary for the internal operation of the development (e.g. a 
resident would be required to reverse down a driveway for a considerable distance).”

The standing advice is explicit in so far as any new access on to a public highway to serve 
a single dwelling DOES NOT REQUIRE AN ON-SITE TURNING AREA.
Despite the fact that the proposal meets the standing advice requirements of HCC as 
highway authority, GBC have sought advice from an officer within their organisation. In their 
comments they deem the main issue to be covered as whether adequate provision is made 
for a vehicle to enter and leave the site in a forward direction and whether there will be any 
impact on the safety or convenience of users of the adjacent highway.

In my planning submission, I referred to the planning consent 14/00035/FULL at 13 Marine 
Parade which was approved by GBC with no on site turning.
This application did not include any means for a vehicle to turn within the site so as to enter 
and leave the highway in forward gear and this was recognised by the Planning Case 
Officer who wrote:
“The proposed area of hardstanding will not allow cars to enter the site, turn and egress the 
site in a forward gear meaning cars will have to reverse out onto the highway. I do not 
consider that the proposal will have a detrimental impact on highway or pedestrian safety, 
in accordance with Policies R/DP1 and of the Gosport Borough Local Plan Review.”

At that time HCC as the LHA were consulted on the application and said:
“Due to the fact that number 15 has a hard standing within the front garden with no turn 
facilities it is unlikely that the Highway Authority would be able to show demonstrable harm 
and sustain an objection.”
It can therefore be concluded that both HCC and GBC found this means of access to be 
perfectly safe and acceptable and in accordance with Local Plan Policy R/DP1.
In dealing with this current application, GBC have quoted paragraph 108 (b) of the NPPF 
which states “in assessing…specific applications for development, it should be ensured 
that: …safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users.” Paragraph 109 
goes on to state: “development should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds if 
there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe.”
It should be noted however that in 2014 when the application for 13 MPE was being 
considered, the NPPF 2012 was in place. Paragraph 32 of the NPPF said:
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“Plans and decisions should take account of whether safe and suitable access to the site 
can be achieved for all people.”
The proposed access and parking arrangements for number 13 is essentially the same for 
this current application, yet the former application was deemed to accord with the NPPF, 
whilst GBC are now suggesting that such an arrangement does not accord with the current 
NPPF even though the wording for both documents is identical.
Based on anecdotal TRICS data, it is also likely that the single dwelling unit at 16 MPE will 
generate around 6 two-way daily traffic movements. This would equate to 3 movements 
onto the site and three movements off. Such a level of traffic movements would not result in 
an unacceptable impact on highway safety, nor would an additional 3 reversing 
manoeuvres onto MPE result in a severe impact.
All I am doing is replicating what has previously been permitted at the adjacent properties 
and which have operated safely to this day with no apparently problems and where there 
have been no recorded injury accidents.
In concluding I would like to emphasise the following:
This application seeks to provide a hardstanding and dropped footway crossing at 16 
Marine Parade East. The proposals reflect access scenarios to neighbouring properties at 
12 &13 and 14 & 15 MPE, which have been granted planning consent and have operated 
successfully without causing any personal injury accidents.
Hampshire County Council as Highway Authority, the experts in this case, have been 
consulted and have raised no highway objections.
The proposed access fully complies with the Standing Advise issued to GBC by Hampshire 
County Council which explicitly says that an access serving a single dwelling does not 
require on site turning.
The access proposals are also fully compliant with the NPPF.
I hope you can support my application and I thank you for your time.
.

The Board was advised that deputation referred to standing advice and clarified that the this 
applied to new accesses onto unclassified roads and the application presented was an 
access onto a Classified Road and therefore standing advice did not apply to the 
application. The standing advice was very clear in that when an application was made to a 
Classified Road the Highway Authority should be consulted which is what had happened 
with the application. In addition, Member would have heard the deputation refer to dropped 
kerbs on neighbouring properties, one was longstanding with no planning history, the other 
was granted planning permission prior the adoption of the current Local Plan, as a result 
there had been a material change in circumstance between the previous decision being 
made and consideration of the current application.

Policy LP23 of the Local Plan includes a requirement that adequate provision be made for 
an appropriate range of vehicles to access, manoeuvre and turn in a safe and convenient 
manner. In recent years, with applications for access on classified roads, officers have 
sought to ensure that vehicles can turn within a site, to allow vehicles to enter and egress 
the site in forward gear, without reversing on to a Classified Road.

The Development Manager advised that the Local Authority did not lightly go against 
Highway Authority’s advice, and to do so was rare. However in this instance, the officer’s 
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view was that the circumstances of this site are such that it was imperative that a vehicle 
should be able to turn and that vehicles shouldn’t reverse out on to the highway.

In answer to a Member’s question, the Board was advised that an application for a 
neighbouring property considered in 2014 was made at a time a different Local Plan was in 
place and that the current Local Plan stipulated that vehicles should not reverse on to 
Classified Roads.

The Development Manager advised that Marine Parade was a main arterial route into and 
out of the Borough, it was a heavily trafficked road that had a high level of pedestrian traffic 
in the summer months. It was acknowledged that there were existing drop kerbs on 
properties where turning was not possible, however it was the view of the planning officers 
that circumstances of such applications would potentially not be allowed if made now. The 
Highway Authority advised that there was a pedestrian crossing located close to the 
property that would create gaps in the traffic, but it was felt that was reliant on someone 
wanting to leave the property at the same time a pedestrian wished to cross.

The Board was advised that ultimately it was a judgement and that the Highway Authority 
had offered their view on the proposal and that planning officers did not share the view and 
in their judgement the proposal was looking at circumstance where the number of vehicular 
crossings would increase, by vehicles reversing and this was not something that was 
encouraged and also advised that being mindful of the future if the application was allowed 
it would be difficult to refuse future applications for similar circumstances which would 
cumulatively erode highway safety and potential encourage vehicles to reverse in a manner 
that was unsafe.

Members expressed concern that an approval would set a precedent along the road and 
create more of an issue.

In answer to a Members question, the Board was advised that on the plans, it was shown 
that there was a rear access way to the properties, with a garage.

Members expressed concern at cars reversing on to such a main road, particularly as the 
proposal site had two garages and rear access and expressed disappointment that the 
Highway Authority had not objected to the proposal.

Members recognised the decisions made in 2014 were made prior to the Local Plan 
addressing the matter of vehicles reversing onto public roads. Concern was expressed at 
the uncertainty of the vehicles that would be reversing and although it was acknowledged 
that the crossing was close, the road sloped downhill and towards the property and as a 
result vehicles also travelled at speed, despite the 30mph limit.

It was recognised that vehicular access, a garage and space to park was at the rear of the 
property and although there was sympathy for the applicant, it was felt a dangerous 
precedent would be set if the application was approved.
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Members questioned whether a turntable had been considered for the proposal.

Members felt that applications should be judged on their merits and that consideration could 
be given to whether the merits of the decision made in 2014 were correct.

Members recognised the SPD was a material consideration and felt that the planning 
officers recommendation should be supported.

RESOLVED: That planning application 20/00138/FULL be refused for the following reason:

The proposed development fails to demonstrate that vehicles can safely access and egress 
the site in a forward gear, as adequate provision for the manoeuvring of vehicles clear of 
the highway has not been demonstrated, which is likely to result in vehicles reversing out 
onto Marine Parade East (B3333), interrupting the free flow of traffic in a manner that would 
be prejudicial to the safety and convenience of highway users. As such, the proposal is 
contrary to Policy LP23 of the Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029.

20/00194/FULL - ERECTION OF DORMERS ON EAST, WEST AND NORTH 
ELEVATIONS
56 Military Road  Gosport  Hampshire  PO12 3BX

Consideration was given to the report of the Development Manager requesting that
consideration be given to planning application 20/00194/FULL.

RESOLVED: That planning application 20/00194/FULL be approved subject to the 
conditions in the report of the Development Manager.

15. ANY OTHER ITEMS 

CHAIRMAN

Concluded at 8.20 pm
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