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MILFORD-ON-SEA PARISH COUNCIL  
Minutes of the 624th Planning Committee 2nd of June 2025 

 Held in The Village Hall, Park Road at 6.30pm  

 

 

 

 

   

PLANNING MINUTES 
                                                                                            Members:  

Patricia Banks (Chair)  p Christine Hopkins (Vice) p Gary Fox       p   
  Bernard Bennett           p David Royle       p Anne Cullen      p   

Sue Pepper             p Bob Bishop  p Donald Darbishire  p  
Ian Bliss               

 
Also in Attendance:  

District Cllr David Hawkins, Niamh Morrison (planning clerk) and 67 members of the public. 29 members of the 

public seated in the hall (priority given to registered speakers and elder).   

------    

Cllr Banks, Chair of the Planning Committee, welcomed everyone and opened the meeting at 6.30pm. 

 

1.        DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST ON AGENDA ITEMS   

  None.     

 

2. TO RECEIVE APOLOGIES   

Cllr Bliss and District Cllr Reid.  

   

3. TO RECEIVE MINUTES OF THE PREVIOSE PLANNING MEETING DATED 6TH OF MAY 2025 

Cllr Royle proposed the minutes be approved; Cllr Pepper seconded this proposal. Members voted 

unanimously in favour.  

 The minutes of the planning committee held on 6th of May 2025 were agreed and signed by the Chair. The minutes 

would go to the next full Parish Meeting for adoption.  

  

4.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  

 Mr. Lee, Mr. Goss, Ms. Black, Ms. Hewitt, Mr Capper and Mr. Sey for item 25/10398.  

 

5. CHAIR’S OPENING REMARKS  
Cllr Banks referenced the agenda and the order in which the meeting would take place. As most of the 
members of public were there for item 25/10398 it was agreed that this item be considered prior to 
conducting other proceedings. Cllr Banks highlighted the Case Officer’s Briefing and the concerns to be 
considered that were listed within this document. Deputations were advised on the 3-minute regulation 
when addressing the committee.  Cllr Banks notified the meeting room once speakers had been received, the 
committee would enter their own discussions. Item 25/10398 was brought forward on the agenda.  

  
6.  TO RECEIVE DEPUTATIONS (Spokespersons as lodged with the Clerk prior to the meeting) 
 The planning clerk advised on the 6 registered speakers.  
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7.           TO CONSIDER PLANNING APPLICATIONS; SEE PARISH LIST 

 
Tree Work Applications  
Application No:    TPO/25/0210 

Site:    Carrington House, 6 Lawn Road, Milford-On-Sea, Lymington, Proposal:                         

Proposal:    Sycamore – Reduce Crown reduction by Height- 20 metres Width –  

    10 metres   

Reason:                               Overhanging    

 

Planning Applications  

Application No:   25/10432    

Site:                                     6 Carrington Lane, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0RB  

Proposal:                             Single-storey rear and side extension  

Cllr Cullen proposed a Par 3; Cllr Royle seconded this proposal. All members voted unanimously in favour.  

PAR 3: We recommend PERMISSION 

------- 

Application No:   25/10406 

Site:                                     Delphine, Northfield Road, Milford-on-Sea S041 0RE  

Proposal:                             Single-storey side extension  

Cllr Pepper proposed Par 3; Cllr Hopkins seconded this proposal. All members voted unanimously in favour.  

PAR 3: We recommend PERMISSION 

--------- 

Application No:   25/10398  

Site:                                    20 Keyhaven Road, Mlford-on-Sea, S041 0QY  

Proposal:                              Alterations to existing garage to facilitate a change of use to form a convenience 

store. Retain first floor C3 use  

Mr.Lee, who represented the traders in the village, addressed the committee. He emphasized that the village is 
already well serviced with numerous stores and that there was no requirement for an additional convenience 
store. He fails to see how credible the figures in the transport report are.  

Mr. Goss addressed the committee. His major concerns on this proposal are on highways and road safety. He 
highlighted that the survey submitted with the application was conducted in January and is not a true reflection 
on the traffic movements in the village. He reported that the roads are already frequently congested and will not 
cope with additional consumer and delivery traffic.  

Miss Black, who represented residents, addressed the committee. She informed the committee of the growing 
concern in regards long term environmental, health and safety issues in relation to the ‘redundant’ fuel tanks, 

No objections were raised to the tree works outlined in this application and the planning clerk 
was asked to seek clarification that the works were to reduce the tree to a height of 20 metres 
and a width of 10 metres 

https://forms.newforest.gov.uk/ufs/TREEWORKS.eb?CALLED=N&CASEREF=TPO%2F25%2F0210&ebd=0&ebz=2_1747735156468
https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_223617
https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_223569
https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_223554
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given the site was historically a petrol station. Concerns were raised on road safety with the school bus 
stopping in the vicinity of this site and the safety of young children on this already busy road. She reported that 
noise and additional traffic at potentially irregular hours would be very intrusive on the homes near the site. It is 
felt that the impact this proposal would have on the village would be seriously damaging. Residents would be in 
favour of this site being redeveloped to provide affordable housing.  

Ms. Hewitt addressed the committee. She believes there is insufficient infrastructure to support the additional 
traffic and that there is already excess parking on this road. The proposal would exacerbate parking matters. 
She felt the site would be much better utilized for a different purpose other than a convenience store in a village 
that is already well catered for.  

Mr. Capper addressed the committee. He believes the current offerings and facilities in Milford-on-Sea are the 
aspirations of any local planning authority and that this proposal would see the vitality and viability of the 
existing village destroyed. His research into the reports indicates that they are not reliable and lack detail.  

The committee entered into their own discussions with the Chair, Cllr Banks, giving each Councillor an 
opportunity to voice their views. The following matters arose:  

Impact on residential amenity of adjacent neighbouring properties, in respect of visual intrusion, noise 
pollution and privacy 

Impact on the character and appearance of the area, including Conservation area and adjacent listed buildings 

Impact on highway safety, including matters relevant to car parking and servicing 

Impact on Vitality and Viability of the Village Centre 

Cllr Bishop proposed Par 4; Cllr Darbishire seconded this proposal. All members voted unanimously in favour. 

PAR 4: We recommend REFUSAL  

Please find reasons for the Parish Council’s recommendation for refusal below. 

 Impact on residential amenity of adjacent neighbouring properties, in respect of light, visual intrusion and privacy; 

With reference to the Delivery Noise Assessment written by Noise Solutions Limited dated March 2025 

• At paragraph 9.3 the following is stated in the document.  

A significant adverse noise impact is predicted due to main warehouse deliveries to the site, although it must be 

noted that the site is located on a busy road. All best practical means have been considered to minimise the impact 

of deliveries including the restriction of delivery hours to ensure deliveries will only occur during daytime hours (not 

defined), and the inclusion of a suitable noise management plan. The conclusion also considers that the HGV 

deliveries will be limited to one or two per day per unit and will be of short duration 

• The report states that the impact on the local residents will be significant with regard to noise. This could 

involve activities like sleeping, relaxing, or using the property for its intended purpose.  

• The report references a suitable noise management plan which assumes that the store will receive deliveries 

by HGV once or twice per day. This conclusion fails to address the direct deliveries that would be made to 

store daily by HGV and vans such as bread, milk and newspapers. Therefore, it would be reasonable to 

suggest the report is not an accurate assessment.  

• At paragraph 7.9 the report outlines the noise management plan for deliveries. With the exception of a mat 

placed under the tail lift all the control measures rely on human behaviour and as such are at the lower end 

of the hierarchy of controls that should be applied. The applicant should be requested to identify noise 

elimination to the receptors through engineering controls or be able to demonstrate that they have used the 

best practicable means to stop or reduce the noise. When planning store developments, consideration needs 



 

2861 
 

to be given to the proximity of delivery bays to residential properties, effectively ‘designing out’ potential 

conflict as far as practicable 

Noise from commercial premises, including store deliveries, can be considered a statutory nuisance if it is 

unreasonable and substantially interferes with the use or enjoyment of a home or other premise, or if it injures or is 

likely to injure health. 

• The proposal would have a negative impact on existing residents and their homes in terms of their privacy 

and light.  

• It would create visual intrusion on what is a residential and conservation area. 

The Local Plan 2016-2036 in respect of Policy ENV3 Design Quality and Local Distinctiveness states (amongst other 

relevant points) that: 

 “New development will be required to: 

• Avoid unacceptable effects by reason of visual intrusion or overbearing impact, overlooking, shading, noise 

and light pollution or other adverse impacts on local character or residential amenity; 

• Create buildings, streets and spaces which are accessible to those with disabilities or of reduced mobility, 

that are safe and easy to navigate, and that minimise opportunities for anti-social and criminal behaviour or 

other public threats.  

• Integrate sufficient car and cycle parking spaces so that realistic needs are met in a manner that is not 

prejudicial to the character and quality of the street, highway safety, emergency or service access or to 

pedestrian convenience and comfort.” 

 The proposed re-development of the site at 20 Keyhaven Road has contravened all of these 3 points.  Keyhaven Road 

is a residential area with housing immediately opposite and adjacent to the proposed site, with the property 

immediately to the East being within the Conservation Area and listed.  All of these properties will be adversely 

impacted by noise (deliveries, cars), the proposals for noise abatement during service deliveries are minimal and 

insufficient, reliant on human behaviour as detailed by the Noise Assessment.  This is unacceptable in such a densely 

populated area. 

 Whilst Milford is by no means a crime hot spot, there are problems particularly in the summer with youths hanging 

around the Green and outside shops, causing noise, creating litter and drinking underage. The creation of an 

additional area in which to ‘hang out’, especially one with a large frontage and an outlet which will open later, will 

exacerbate the problem in a densely populated residential area.  

 The Parish Council believe there are proposals for a total of 9 car parking spaces, 7 for the convenience store and 2 

for the residential flats. No mention or provision has been made in the plans for disabled spaces.  This is likely to be 

insufficient if the Retail Impact Assessment proves correct and additional car parking can be expected along the 

Keyhaven Road, Carrington Lane and Lawn Road, providing problem and issue for those residents requiring ingress 

and egress to their properties. 

Impact on the character and appearance of the area, including Conservation area and adjacent listed buildings;  

This site is located within a conservation area of the village and therefore not suitable for what could be potentially 

bright lights and illuminations, long opening hours and heavy traffic and vehicle movement out of hours.  

• This site is in what is a predominately residential area, the White Horse public house being the latest 

commercial property to be converted into residential accommodation.  

• To consider allowing a small supermarket, with limited parking, on this site would be out of keeping with the 

street scene and a residential area. 
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• Given the location and surrounding character, the Parish Council’s opinion is that the existing building should 

be converted into affordable homes. The Parish Council would urge that both the applicant and NFDC to 

consider this.  

• If affordable homes were to be considered this would appear to be an ideal site and would align with the 

government's ambitions to secure sites for new homes. Guidance can be located within NPPF Chapter 5.  

Impact on highway safety, including matters relevant to car parking and servicing; 

With reference to the Transport Statement written by ADL Traffic and Highways dated March 2025. 

• At paragraph 5.4.3 the document states that, “It is acknowledged that when deliveries occur, drivers exiting 

to Laundry Lane may need to encroach slightly to Laundry Lane to see around the delivery vehicle.”  

• The document identifies that the delivery vehicle when in the designated unloading / loading position will 

increase the risk of a road traffic accident on Keyhaven Road due to vehicles exiting Laundry Lane having to 

nose out into oncoming traffic. 

• The control measures identified within the document to reduce the identified risk to a tolerable level are not 

suitable or sufficient and fail to consider that multiple delivery vehicles could be present at any one time in 

the day. 

• Major retailers rely on direct deliveries from 3rd party suppliers for daily consumables such as bread, milk, 

other fresh produce and newspapers. This delivery plan may lead to more than one vehicle on site in the 

morning. 

• The scenario of multiple vehicles is made more likely as there is a high probability that the noise generated 

would result in a restricted delivery window preventing access prior to 7am. Safety restrictions on vehicle 

movement related to the increase traffic and pedestrians post 8am would likely reduce the delivery window 

for fresh food and directs to 1 hour.  

• In summary the Transport Statement does not provide a suitable or sufficient assessment of the risk and as a 

consequence the control measures to reduce the risk are inadequate. The applicant should be required to 

provide a complete store delivery risk assessment which outlines all the significant hazards and defines 

suitable controls to reduce the risk to the lowest level reasonably practicable.  

Employers have duties under the Health and Safety at Work etc Act 1974 to ensure so far as is reasonably practicable 

the health and safety at work of their employees and others who may be affected by their work activities (such as 

members of the public). These Regulations also require employers to carry out a suitable and sufficient risk 

assessment of the hazards involved and to identify measures needed to comply with Health and Safety legislation. 

• The Traffic Survey that conducted between the 25th and 31st of January is not a true or accurate reflection of 

the movements on the associated roads. 

• The statistics in the reports suggest that the residents of the potential 170 homes on Manor Road are more 

likely to walk to a convenience store located on the opposite side of the village as parking is simply not 

reliable.  

• There is no supporting evidence or road safety audit in this application to address access and egress.  
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Impact on Vitality and Viability of Village Centre;   

With reference The Local Plan Part 2 Sites & Development Management states under Policy DM19 – Small Shops and 

Public Houses that:  

“Outside of town centres and defined local shopping frontages, local convenience stores of up to 280 square meters 

will be permitted where they provide for the day-to-day needs of a community, which otherwise would not be 

provided for, and are located with the community served”.  

• The proposal to develop the site at 20 Keyhaven Road, Milford is in clear breach/contravention of this policy 

as day-to-day needs of the community are currently served by the local Co-Op, One Stop, Village Veg, Coastal 

Bakery, Boots the Chemist, Milford News and many others.   

• The addition of a further convenience store selling identical products to those which are readily available 

within the village impacts the viability of a number of our local businesses who are reliant on summer trade 

in order to survive over the slower/winter period.   

• A requirement for the need of this additional store has been created by the Retail Impact Assessment in an 

attempt to provide questionable rationale and not driven by demonstrable need within the Village at any 

time during the year.  

• Decisions should support the role that village and town centres play at the heart of local communities. 

Planning decisions should support the vitality of existing business and villages.   

 Impact on public health and safety (land contamination, air quality, hazardous substances);  

• In 2012 DEFRA released Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance under the Environmental Protection Act 

1990. Within this guidance the Environment Agency issued its Land Contamination Risk Management paper 

in October 2020 (last updated July 2023). This sets out the various steps an applicant must take when 

considering development of a potentially contaminated site. This Application is such a site.  

• In the NFDC response to the Pre-Application Enquiry ENQ/24/20341/EBUS you clearly stated that a Phase 1 

Assessment report should be submitted with any formal planning application. The Design, Access and 

Planning Statement issued by Pure Town Planning does state (page 38 of 39) that the application is 

supported by a Phase 1 Contamination Assessment Report issued by ACS Testing, but no such report appears 

on the NFDC Portal. Other than this comment the Design Statement makes no reference to contamination 

and neither does the Applicant’s (undated) Groundworks Statement, submitted on 16/04/25.  

• The Parish Council understands that a tank with a capacity of 8,000 gallons remains in situ. There is no 

supporting evidence within the applications that indicates that the tank was decommissioned correctly when 

the Petrol Station ceased trading.  

Milford Parish Council is very concerned about the almost inevitable contamination of this site and the very loose 

way in which it has been addressed to date.  

------- 

Application No:   25/10430 

Site:                                     Cheyne Lodge, New Valley Road, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0SA 

Proposal:                              Erection of first floor, demolition and rebuilding of existing porch, solar panels to 

roof 

Cllr Royle proposed Par 3; Cllr Hopkins seconded this proposal. 6 members voted in favour. Cllr Pepper abstained.  

PAR 3: We recommend PERMISSION 

https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_223615
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------- 

Application No:    25/10436 

Site:                                     Land at New Lane, Milford-on-Sea,  

Proposal:                              Erection of agricultural field shelter  

Cllr Darbishire proposed Par 4; Cllr Fox seconded this proposal. 5 members voted in favour, Cllr Royle and one 
other Cllr abstained.  

PAR 4: We recommend REFUSAL  

• There is a badger set in the hedge on the western edge of the field in which the proposed building would 
be constructed. This construction would be detrimental to the badger set. 

• This proposal is inappropriate in its size and style  
• There is no agricultural activity or evidence to support the need for shelter of this size or style  

 

------- 

Application No:   24/10996 

Site:                                     29 Knowland Drive, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0RH  

Proposal:                              Proposed single-storey three-bed dwellinghouse with new access (demolish existing 

dwelling) 

This application was decided prior to the meeting.  

------- 

Application No:    25/10437 

Site:                                     18 Shorefield Way, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0RX  

Proposal:                              Erection of attached garage/store to side of dwelling 

Cllr Pepper proposed a Par 3; Cllr Royle seconded this proposal. All members voted unanimously in favour. 

PAR 3: We recommend PERMISSION 

------- 

Application No:   25/00353FULL   

Site:                                     Faraway West, Faraway, Iley Point, Keyhaven, SO41 0TR  

Proposal:                             Outbuilding to be used as workshop, utility, office and summerhouse; raised 

terrace and landscaping (demolition of existing garage/workshop)  

Cllr Darbishire proposed Par 3; Cllr Fox seconded this proposal. 6 members voted in favour, Cllr Cullen abstained.  

PAR 3: We recommend PERMISSION 

------- 

8.  A BRIEF ADJOURNMENT TO ALLOW MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC TO LEAVE THE MEETING PRIOR TO THE 
CONTINUATION OF THE OTHER BUSINES OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE  

 
 67 members of the public left the meeting  

https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_223626
https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_223626
https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_222567
https://planning.newforest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=_NEWFO_DCAPR_223627
https://planning.agileapplications.co.uk/nfnpa/search-applications/results?criteria=%7B%22query%22:%2225%2F00353FULL%22%7D&page=1
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9.  DECISIONS  
Granted:  
25/10222 – Warren Croft, Barnes Lane, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0RR – Par 1 
25/10265 – 3 Shorefield Way, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0RW – Par 3  
25/10314 - Haven Court, Cornwallis Road, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0NJ – Par 3 
25/10064 – 6 Park Close, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0QT – Par 3  
25/00318FULL – The Breakers, Saltgrass Lane, Keyhaven, SO41 0TD – Par 3  
25/10395 – Wessington, Pless Road, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0NY – Par 3  
25/10251 – 10 Newlands Manor, Everton, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0JU – Par 1  
24/10996 – 29 Knowland Drive, Milford-on-Sea, SO41 0RH – Decided prior to the meeting  
 
Withdrawn: 
 
None.  
 
Refused: 
 
None.  
 
10.  APPEALS  
 
None.  
 
11.  UPDATE REPORTS ON NFDC PLANNING COMMITTEE ON THE 14TH OF MAY 2025 
 
Nothing to report.   
 
12.  ENFORCEMENTS  
 
None.  
 
13. LICENSE APPLICATIONS 
 
None.  
 
14. CORRRESPONDENCE  
 
None.  
 
15.   ANY OTHER ITEMS WHICH THE CHAIR CONSIDERS URGENT 
 
Nothing to minute.  

------  

The Chair closed the meeting at 8.40 pm.   

 

 

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………….  Dated: ……………………………………………. 

 


