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Gosport Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 Examination.
(Representation 24)

Question 3.11 —'Should the Sailors Rest site, showem the Proposals
Map as existing Community and Health facities, be deleted?’

1.0 THE OBJECTION SITE and its environs.

1.1  The sitethe subject of Rep.2domprises 0.27 hectare of vacant, unused and deddand that

lies to the east of Grange Lane, within the ‘Rowmerd in the northwestern part of Gosport Borough
Council’'s administrative areaResidents of the locality enjoy safe and convenaatess to two local
centres - the Rowner Road centre that lies 3.5 t@énwalk away to the northeast and the Rowner Lane
local centre that lies 4.5 minutes walk away to tleethwest; the Rowner Lane Bowling Green lies
immediately next door to the site; the public oppaces of Rowner Lane are just 2.5 minutes walkyawa
to the northwest and The Grange County Infant amdod Schools stand opposite the site, on the west
side of Grange Lane. Just 1.5 minutes walk awath¢éosouth of the appeal site, St Nicholas Avenue
forms part of the route followed by the ‘First’ Mobus service that is available to take passengers
southeast to Gosport town centre and the Ferrych#émge via the War Memorial Hospital or northwest
to Fareham town centre via Hoeford — there arelll@®s a day in each direction between 0506 and 1954
hours. ‘Good access’ in Gosport Borough is beiwgthin 200 metres of a public transport corridand

St Nicholas Avenue meets that requirement. Thexereal alternatives here to the use of the prigate

for access to services and facilities; this is @easible, sustainable location.

1.2 The area about the subject site is characterisedubgtantial one/two-storey commercial
premises and dwellings in a variety of styles amanfts, which includes large two-storey blocks of
flats that resemble pairs of semi-detached dwellifig the south of the appeal site stands a sukmtan
two-storey depot building, beyond which is the ‘€sley Community Centre’ — planning permission
K5023/3 for its erection was granted by Gosportddgh Council in October 1991.

1.3 Aggie Weston’s Royal Sailors Rest took out a 2&ryease in November 2008 for the building
that stoodon this site but the lease was voluntarily surezad in 2010. The building stood empty for
three years, during which time it was vandalised smbjected to two arson attacks; it was eventually
demolished in January 2014 on the order of Godpordugh Council’s Head of Building Control. The
subject site is unused, previously-developed lara sustainable location in the urban area.

2.0 PLANNING APPLICATION 14/00305/FULL

2.1  Planning application 14/00305/FULL was submitted3osport Borough Council on 18une
2014 for‘The erection of 6 No. three bedroom houses ana.7tho bedroom houses, with associated
access, car parking and landscaping (adjacent tos@ovation Area)’ Permission was refused on™5
September 2014 for five reasons, which includecsBed.

“1. It has not been demonstrated that the sitno longer required to
provide a community facility in the area, to theroheent of the strategic aim to
improve the quality of life of residents in the Bagh and the delivery of a
sustainable community with a reduced need to trawel the proposal is,



therefore, unacceptable in principle and contraryPblicy R/CF2 of the

Gosport Borough Local Plan Review, Policies LP3 ar@2 of the Gosport

Borough Local Plan 2011-2029 (Publication versi®i4) and paragraph 156
of the NPPF.”

2.2 An appeal is being prosecuted against that aecisut its outcome is not yet known.
There is no intention to rehearse the issues dfayaeal in the Local Plan Examination. The matter
of concern is that Policy LP32 was cited as a bfasisejection of a residential development scheme
for this vacant, unused and despoiled land, whespGt Borough Council has itself brought forward
no proposals for the site’s utilisation as commuaithealth facilities.

3.0 PLANNING POLICY

3.1 The statutory development plan for Gosport prisge@omprises only the saved policies
of the Gosport Borough Local Plan Revi¢2006). Production of the Proposals Map at 1:10,000
scale presents some difficulties of interpretabanit is apparent that the major part of the otpec
site is coloured pink to represefixisting Community and Health Facilities (PolicyaR2)'. With
regard to the ‘Protection of Existing Health and@oaunity Facilities’, paragraph 8.11 of the Local
Plan Review explains thafhe policy also seeks to protect other communitylities, such as
community centres and halls, which can provide g social and recreational functions for local
residents...The Borough Council will therefore resisy proposal that would involve the loss of
existing facilities, unless they can be reprovidedn appropriate form and locationRolicy R/CF2
generates this presumption against the loss ofiegisealth and community facilities:

“Development proposals which would result in theslef existing health

and community facilities for which there is a sigrant need will not be

permitted unless:

I. alternative provision is made of at least eql@mavalue in terms of
quality, quantity and accessibility; or

ii. adequate and appropriate alternative facilides available in the
locality.” (Policy R/ICF2)

3.2 No issue is taken with Gosport Borough Councitatiued wish to resist tHessof an
existing facility that makes a valued contributtonthe local community but the redevelopment of
this site would not actually result in the lossaof existing facility - Aggie Weston’s Royal Sasor
Rest held a 21-year lease from November 2008 fer thilding that stood on this site but
surrendered it in November 2010 and moved to Stylahurch, where it continues to operate;
the building on this site consequently stood unusm®tlempty for three years, during which time it
was subjected to vandalism and two arson attactsegantually had to be demolished. The local
community itself brought about the demise of thality that stood here and the harsh reality ig tha
there is not actually a facility on the site far &njoyment. There is no community facility herdéo
lost and community use of the site has been aba&uadon

3.3 In light of the comments submitted to Gosport Bmyio Council by Theresa Pratt of
Aggie Weston’s in respect of application 14/003QH/.E, David Paxman of Driftstone
Developments Limited met with Ms Pratt on™8eptember and"™@October 2014, to consider



whether there may be any common ground. The ‘Aghedion’ of their conversation that took
place on § October showed that Aggie Weston’s has an infomgakement for the continued use
of facilities at St Mary’s Church until mid-2016cathe prospect of another two years beyond that;
Aggie Weston’s has not undertaken an objectivarags evaluation of the options that may be
available within the Rowner area; and Aggie Wesdtacommodation requirements for this site
would prevent the delivery of its viable residehtidevelopment. It also became apparent that,
although Aggie Weston’s Annual Report for 2013/héwed that it had carried forward total funds
of £9,256,026 on 31March 2014, Their expectation is for the developer/Councilpivide the
facilities at no cost’Driftstone Developments Limited has been obligedanclude that there is no
prospect of accommodating Aggie Weston’s ambitimnghis site and that Aggie Weston’s vague
intentions would simply perpetuate uncertainties trave already dogged the site for four years.

3.4 Gosport Borough Council submitted the ‘Publicatddersion’ of the Gosport Borough
Local Plan 2011-2029 to the Secretary of Stateefamination on 28 November 2014. It is
apparent from paragraph 11.90 that Gosport Bor@@mimcil seeks to perpetuate a similar principle
to that which underpinned Policy R/CF2 of the addpLocal Plan Review The Council will
normally resist any proposal that would involve thes of existing community, cultural, sport and
built leisure facilities’. Emergent Policy LP32 generates this presumptionnsgdhe loss of
buildings that are currently used for communitypgnges:

“Planning permission will not be granted for deyeteent which would result
in the loss of existing community, cultural, spprecreation and built leisure
facilities unless it can be demonstrated that:

(@) an assessment has been undertaken which hady céhown the
buildings to be surplus to requirements for thatipalar purpose

(b) the loss resulting from the proposed develogmemld be replaced by
equivalent or better provision in terms of quanttyd quality in a suitable
location; and

(c) it can be demonstrated that there are no otfedsle community,
cultural, sports, recreation or built leisure ukesthe premises or site and that
there have been reasonable attempts to sell/let ibethese purposes.”

3.5 The community use of the building that stood ois #ite was terminated in 2010 when
Aggie Weston'’s surrendered a lease that still hadteen years to run; the consequent lack of use
led to vandalism and arson attacks. It is para@dbxitat the very operator that triggered the demise
of the building has recently sought to persuadep@asBorough Council that it should resist an
alternative future for the land. There is no comitydhealth building on the site to lose and the sit
has not been put tmy community, cultural, sports, recreation or bwgisure use for four years.

4.0 CONCLUSION and SUBMISSION

4.1 The objection site comprises despoiled, unused iama sustainable location within the
urban area of Gosport. Aggie Weston’s Royal SaiRest voluntarily surrendered its lease of the
premises in 2010 and the building stood emptyticed years; it was vandalised and subjected to two
arson attacks. The building was demolished in JgnR814. There is no building on the site to
facilitate the continuation of community/health ugeosport Borough Council accepted (in the



context of planning application 14/00305/FULL théathis site did not carry an R/CF2 notation from
the Gosport Borough Local Plan Review, no objectiwould be raised to its residential

redevelopment. Deletion of the site from the LP82ation of the submitted Local Plan would not
lead to thdossof a ‘community or health facility’ - there is m@mmunity facility here to be lost and

its community use has actually been abandoned. diteiss vacant land with a nil use, for which a
new and positive future needs to be found. Deletibrthe LP32 notation from this land would

facilitate the delivery of thirteen family houses unused, previously-developed urban land.

4.2 Inspector Wilde is respectfully requested to atdep submission and agree that the
inclusion of the Sailors Rest site on the Propob&g within the ‘Existing Community and Health
facilities’ notation is factually erroneous, unjfisd and unsound and should be deleted.



