
Pennington and Lymington Lanes Society – New Forest District Council Strategic Site 6

Issues for Lymington and Pennington Town Council consideration

22/11424 Outline Application - Erection of up to 82 No. Dwellings, including Access, Highways

Works,Public Open Space (POS), Alternative Natural Recreational Greenspace (ANRG), Landscaping

and Drainage Attenuation – Access and Layout, All Other Matters Reserved  to New Forest District

Council and

22/01024OUT Access; attenuation basin; associated works and landscaping relating to New Forest

District Council Strategic Allocation reference SS13 to New Forest National Park Authority

Two applications have been submitted to NFDC and NFNPA with similar information but different red

lines. The applications are in outline with access and (unusually) siting to be considered.  Therefore

you are being asked to consider the full layout including the siting of each dwelling unit including

parking, open space and associated works. Only landscaping and appearance are reserved for future

consideration. The description of development in the application to the National Park Authority is

thoroughly misleading in that it fails to clearly specify the true nature and scale of the proposed

development and further relates the development to the wrong strategic housing site.

Local Planning Policy: Part of the application site (5.58ha) forms part of a strategic housing

allocation SS6 in the New Forest District Local Plan (adopted July 2020). The remaining 25% (1.7ha)

of development is within the New Forest National Park and is not allocated in their adopted Local

Plan.  NFDC Policy SS6 provides masterplanning objectives for the site and a Concept Master Plan.

The site falls within the Rural Lanes character area of the Lymington Local Distinctiveness

Supplementary Planning Document.

Objection to token and misleading  pre-application consultation

Cicero Estates held an online ‘community consultation event’ in summer 2021 about their plans.  156

responses to their proposals have been duly recorded in the submitted Statement of Community

Involvement and ignored by the applicant.  It is clear from the following statement in para 4.67 of the

Planning Statement that apart from a few token tweaks to the plans the applicant never had any

intention of modifying their proposals to address community concerns.

‘ The Applicant considers that the changes made appropriately address the comments made

where these could be incorporated into the scheme and appropriately reinforce the

character of the development which was been thoroughly developed across a period of several

years.’

The contrast between the attitude of this applicant and the consultative approach on other strategic

sites is stark. PALLS consider that the developer has failed to comply with New Forest District

Council’s Statement of Community Involvement and their obligations in respect of meaningful

community consultation.

Objection to Piecemeal Development

The application is both piecemeal and speculative – there is no named housebuilder or developer -

the business of the applicant as a site promoter is to assemble sites and sell them on.  The applicant



has failed to reach agreement with the owner of the remainder of SS6 – Belco who have made it

clear that they intend to pursue development independently of the rest of the allocation.  In the

circumstances we consider that the inclusion on the submitted plans of layouts within the Belco land

to be misleading and inappropriate given that the applicant has no control whatsoever over what

might be developed on this land.

This piecemeal development cannot deliver the necessary infrastructure and services required for

development of both the application site and the rest of SS6, particularly in relation to access, both

vehicular and pedestrian but also in respect of drainage.  Phased development – such as has already

been accepted on SS5 is acceptable on strategic housing sites – piecemeal development where a

parcel may be rendered undevelopable or incapable of sustainable development, is not.

Objection to Inappropriate and unjustified development within the New Forest National Park: 25%

of the application site is within the National Park – this comprises two access roads and the

excavation of 2,411m3 of material to construct a drainage pond.  None of this land falls within the

allocated SS6 site.   PALLS consider that this major development within the National Park is both

excessive and wholly unnecessary and conflicts with the principle of National Park designation to

protect the natural beauty of the landscape.  If a drainage pond is essential it should be sited within

the allocated site.  The application sets a dangerous precedent for other potential development sites

close to the National Park if it allows essential  infrastructure for housing estates outside the National

Park  to be developed within it. The National Park Authority has consistently rejected this approach,

insisting that all infrastructure requirements must be met within the respective allocations.  Both

planning applications should be rejected on this ground alone.

Objection to Inadequate Access Strategy: Now the Belco land has been severed from the rest of the

allocation the proposed ‘in-only’ access from Lower Pennington Lane cannot be delivered.  Nor can

any pedestrian or cycle route onto Lower Pennington Lane above the Oakhaven in-patient access be

provided.  The applicant concedes in their Design and Access Statement that Lower Pennington Lane

would be the principal desire line to schools, shops and the town centre.  The only pedestrian and

cycle access this application can offer is a link across Forest Gate Gardens (FGG) which was agreed,

without any community consultation, with the principal landowner through a Statement of Common

Ground by your Council in 2020 in return for £75,000 to fund  a footpath in Woodside Park. There is

reference in the Planning Statement to a promised  new pavement between the junction of FGG and

Ridgeway Lane to the junction with Rookes Lane to the north but this is not included in the

applicants Transport Assessment nor is it shown on any of the application plans.   Provision of this

pavement was included in the Coastal Towns Local Plan when Forest Gate Gardens was allocated for

development. It was not delivered then and it cannot be delivered now. Without it, the only possible

pedestrian and cycle access is through Woodside Park, a route which is unsafe due to its seclusion

and lack of surveillance and where provision of a lit, tarmacked footpath would be likely to result in

the felling of a significant number of mature trees.   The proposed pedestrian and cycling access

strategy is further undeliverable because part of the land within the proposed footpath and

proposed passing places on Ridgeway Lane are on third party land.  The proposed southern link to

the Woodside Park footpath also appears to be unachievable as shown on the plans because of the

significant change in levels along this part of Ridgeway Lane without the wholesale removal of

mature trees and further urbanisation of this rural lane.



Objection to the through route linking Lower Pennington Lane and Ridgeway Lane. Despite

objections to this through route at the Local Plan stage from your Council, Oakhaven Hospice,

Lymington Society, PALLS and others and despite the fact that the Highway Authority were not

consulted at the time, this remains a masterplanning objective of criteria e. of Policy SS6.  Para 4.10

of the Planning Statement admits that the Highway Authority are concerned about the principle of

the strategy to access the development parcel via both Lower Pennington Lane and Ridgeway Lane

and to provide a connected route through the site and the effects of through traffic but the

applicants continue to rely on the unjustified inclusion of the connection contained within the Local

Plan policy.  The Highway Authority are right to be concerned.  The through-route, whether traffic

calmed or not  will create a rat run for residents and visitors using Lower Pennington Lane that will

have a materially harmful effect on all the lanes to the east of the site.   The submitted Transport

Assessment takes no account of vehicles from Hurst View campsite or the recreational car park at the

bottom of Lower Pennington Lane.  Oakhaven Hospice continue to oppose the through-route on the

grounds that it will increase traffic flow and nuisance to the tranquility of the hospice and increase

safety concerns for staff and visitors.  The justification presented to the Local Plan Examination by the

site promoter relating to flood risk at the Ridgeway Lane entrance has now been quietly dropped.

There is no necessity for the through route to facilitate emergency vehicles.   PALLS can see no

planning justification whatsoever for this through route. The creation of a vehicular link between

Lower Pennington Lane and Ridgeway Lane was specifically prohibited by local plan policy when the

land to the north (now Forest Gate Gardens) was developed which begs the question as to why it

now becomes a necessity against the wishes of every stakeholder except the principal landowner via

the site promoter.  It creates a car-driven development contrary to the revised NPPF which is a

material change in national planning policy since the site was originally allocated.

Objection to the widening and straightening of Ridgeway Lane and Poles Lane. These proposed

works would destroy the form and character of this part of the historic drovers routes which make up

these lanes.  The submitted Heritage Assessment omits any reference to the lanes and also omits any

reference to these works or their impact on the National Park and specifically the Grade II listed

Wood End House, the curtilage of which spans Ridgeway lane at this point.

Objection on grounds of poor design and layout: The internal site layout is clearly not landscape led

as claimed, it is very poor with monotonous terracing, lines of car parking unrelieved by landscaping

and numerous areas which are lacking in natural surveillance. The Police object to the layout and the

link to Forest Gate Gardens on the grounds it will increase the risk of crime and anti-social behaviour.

The NFDC urban design officer objects to the layout because it fails to comply with criteria a. of

Policy SS6 in that it is not respectful of the low density and rural edge character of the locality and

surrounding properties.

Objection to the proposed Alternative Natural Recreational Greenspace (ANRG) and Public Open

Space strategy.  The proposed ANRG is not fit for purpose and does not comply with adopted policy

and much of the proposed public open space is little more than highway verge; the largest area is

heavily compromised by the link road and overlooked by the large 4 bed houses fronting onto it – it

in no way offers an attractive, alternative location for recreational activity to the adjacent National

Park, sea wall and highly sensitive Special Protection Area (SPA) which is its primary purpose.



Objection to the harmful impact on Oakhaven Hospice. The promised mitigation for Oakhaven

hospice will not be delivered by this planning application and the hospice object to the proposals.

The proposal will result in the loss of existing spaces currently available to the hospice along the edge

of South Drive (the inpatient access).  This substantially reduces the net gain in parking spaces

offered by the development as mitigation to the hospice.  The proposed buffer zone appears to also

have been reduced.  No construction environmental management plan has been submitted to

address issues of nuisance and disturbance to the hospice.

Errors and Inconsistencies. The planning application documentation contains numerous factual

errors, inconsistencies and contradictory statements. These are just a few examples:  It claims the

site has no relevant planning history which is untrue, refers to proposed flatted development when

there is none proposed in the schedules of housing types and sizes, refers to land as Green Belt when

it’s actually within the New Forest National Park, refers to conifer screens which don’t exist and

refers to footpath works in the Planning Statement but provides no details in the Transport

Assessment or on the plans.

Conclusion: There are numerous other issues including impacts on biodiversity, ecology, nitrate

neutrality, drainage, flood risk, heritage and aboricultural issues  which are not covered here.   PALLS

has already submitted summary objections to NFDC in relation to transport and ecology and further

responses on other issues will follow.  The planning applications propose a poorly presented,

ill-thought out development.  We urge your Council to recommend refusal of both planning

applications.
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