APPENDIX 7

Christa Ferﬂuson
—— e e ———————— g o
From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:33
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Sweeney A redacted

From: Tony Sweeney

Sent: 22 April 2025 12:30

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Re: Variation Premises Licence (S34) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

I have put a great deal of effort into focusing my objection on those matters that only relate to
licensing. | was also advised by a member of your team that it was not necessary to fill in your
objection form providing | followed the guidance and restricted my comments to the four areas
identified, which | believe | have done. Child safety, health and safety and quiet, peace and
enjoyment to name but a few.

I have also identified errors within the licensing application which are also very relevant. It maybe that
the ‘Responsible Authorities’ have not adversely commented because they have not been made fully
aware of the licensing implications of the entirety of the application.

I would therefore ask that you give my objection full and proper consideration and do not insist that a
resubmission is necessary just because it is not on your form.

| really cannot understand why NFDC would not agree to a hearing when there are so many members
of the local community expressing such deep concerns.

Yours sincerely

A D Sweeney

Sent from my iPhone

On 22 Apr 2025, at 11:54, Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@nfdc.gov.uk> wrote:

Good morning

Variation to David Lloyd Premises Licence
Licensing Act 2003

Although | understand your concerns and those of other members who have also sent us a
copy of this email about use of the site and changes that are proposed, this variation
application is a licensing application and not a planning application and therefore the only
matters that can be considered under the Licensing Act must relate to the four licensing
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Christa Ferguson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:24
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Johnson D redacted

-----0Original Message--—-

From: D JOHNSON

Sent: 22 April 2025 13:09

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>
Subject: Re: Re: RE: Re: RE; David Lloyd Johnson

To add, how can anyone judge impact and whether this should be approved or rejected when such vague wording is
used

How can you approve or reject, or the public comment, on "modest changes" and how can you approve ar reject or
the public comment on "minor layout changes” - these statements are too vague to be formally assessed

More details must be supplied for appropriate review
regards
Duncan

------ Original Message -—--

From

To: Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK

Sent: Tuesday, April 22nd 2025, 12:56
Subject: Re: RE: Re: RE: David Lloyd Johnson

Thanks Christa but they are mentioned in the application so we can reference them - | would 100% agree with you if
they were not mentioned
Therefore, please can | ask for a formal response or the application should be re-submitted without that wording
regards
Duncan
—--- Original Message ------
From: Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK
To:

Sent: Tuesday, April 22nd 2025, 12:54
Subject: RE: Re: RE: David Lloyd lohnson

Hi Duncan






Thank you for your further email

However objections must relate to the licensable activities and the licensing objectives therefore matter such as
car parking, traffic and the "family friendly" theme of a premises cannot be part of the consideration for objection.

Regards

Christa

----- Original Message—--—

From: D JOHNSON

Sent: 22 April 2025 10:58

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>
Cc: Licensing e-mail address <Licensing@NFDC.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: David Lloyd Johnson

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from_Learn

why this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Thank you Christa but re-reading my email to you, it does reference to the impact of the changes on the four
Licensing Objectives

e.g.

+ Pratection of children..."The site markets itself as family friendly.
Additional traffic through a constrained car park — with no pedestrian safety scheme - creates foreseeable risk to

children ( (Kaye) v Leeds [2018] EWHC 404)."

+ Public Safety.... A conservative occupancy model as set out above

estimates 300 additional users/day. The car park is already saturated, lacks segregated pedestrian routes, and
cannot safely absorb the growth — conflicting with the objective and the authority’s duty under s17 Crime & Disorder

Act 1998.

Personally, | consider the car park at DL Ringwood to be already dangerous, especially for young children, so any
changes must be considered as both a public safety issue and a child protection issue

As my objections raised apply to two of the four licensing objectives, | look forward to your formal and written
reply on these formal objections

many thanks
Duncan

------ Original Message -—-—-
From: Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK
To:

Cc: Licensing@NFDC.gov.uk
Sent: Tuesday, April 22nd 2025, 10:43
Subject: David Lloyd Johnson

Good morning

Variation to David Lloyd Premises Licence
Licensing Act 2003
























Christa Fert_;uson 7

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:30
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: “Solly G redacted y
From:

Sent: 22 April 2025 15:22
To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>
Subject: Planning objection

Dear Licensing Team,

Please treat this email as my formal objection to the s34 premises-licence variation sought by David Lloyd
Leisure Centre, Ringwood. | also request that the application be heard by the Licensing Sub-Committee,
pursuant to the Licensing Act 2003 (Hearings) Regulations 2005, so that affected members and residents may
make representations in person - a right recognised in R (McCarthy) v Basildon DC [2009] EWHC 1920 (Admin)
and Article 6 ECHR.

1 Lack of Transparency & Procedural Fairness

The online description omits the loss of two badminton and two squash courts and withholds the referenced
drawing Plan 087-D-210-4.

NFDC has published only a heavily redacted application and partial plan.
The club manager refused to share the full plan with ~20 members on 15 April 2025.

This contravenes the Home Office s182 Guidance (paras 8,15-8.19) on disclosure and denies meaningful
participation, breaching the rule of natural justice affirmed in McCarthy.

2 Failure to Promote the Licensing Objectives (s4 LA 2003)

2.1 Public Safety

A conservative occupancy model (Appendix A) projects >300 additional users/day. The car park is already
saturated, lacks segregated pedestrian routes, and cannot safely absorb the growth — conflicting with the
objective and the authority's duty under s17 Crime & Disorder Act 1998.

2.2 Crime & Disorder

A larger, late-operating bar and outdoor screens increase alcohol-related risk. No updated operating
schedule, Door-Supervisor plan (Security Industry Authority) or incident-reporting protocol is provided,
contrary to s182 Guidance (paras 2.1-2.5).

2.3 Public Nuisance

Expanded external licensed areas with large TV screens will elevate evening noise. No acoustic impact study
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Christa Ferguson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:31
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Solly J redacted

From: Jill Solly

Sent: 22 April 2025 14:50

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Objection to Premises-Licence Variation — David Lloyd Ringwood (s34 REF)

Dear Christa Ferguson

Please treat this email as my formal objection to the s34 premises-licence variation sought by David Lloyd Leisure
Centre, Ringwood. | also request that the application be heard by the Licensing Sub-Committee, pursuant to the
Licensing Act 2003 (Hearings) Regulations 2005, so that affected members and residents may make representations
in person — a right recognised in R (McCarthy) v Basildon DC [2009] EWHC 1920 (Admin) and Article 6 ECHR.

1 Lack of Transparency & Procedural Fairness

The online description omits the loss of two badminton and two squash courts and withholds the referenced
drawing Plan 087-D-210-4.

NFDC has published only a heavily redacted application and partial plan.
The club manager refused to share the full plan with ~20 members on 15 April 2025.

This contravenes the Home Office s182 Guidance (paras 8.15-8.19) on disclosure and denies meaningful
participation, breaching the rule of natural justice affirmed in McCarthy.

2 Failure to Promote the Licensing Objectives (s4 LA 2003)

2.1 Public Safety

A conservative occupancy model (Appendix A) projects >300 additional users/day. The car park is already saturated,
lacks segregated pedestrian routes, and cannot safely absorb the growth — conflicting with the objective and the
authority’s duty under s17 Crime & Disorder Act 1998.

2.2 Crime & Disorder

A larger, late-operating bar and outdoor screens increase alcohol-related risk. No updated operating schedule,
Door-Supervisor plan (Security Industry Authority) or incident-reporting protocol is provided, contrary to s182
Guidance (paras 2.1-2.5).

2.3 Public Nuisance

Expanded external licensed areas with large TV screens will elevate evening noise. No acoustic impact study

accompanies the bid, despite the Court of Appeal’s warning in R (Hope & Glory) v Westminster [2011] that external
entertainment can materially disturb neighbours.









Christa Ferﬂuson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:19
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Donabie J redacted

----- Original Message-----

From: jeremy donabie

Sent: 21 April 2025 20:55

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Objection to David Lloyd Application

Subject: Objection to Premises-Licence Variation — David Lloyd Ringwood (s34 REF)

Dear Licensing Team,

Please treat this email as my formal objection to the s34 premises-licence variation sought by David Lloyd Leisure
Centre, Ringwood. | also request that the application be heard by the Licensing Sub-Committee, pursuant to the
Licensing Act 2003 (Hearings) Regulations 2005, so that affected members and residents may make representations
in person — a right recognised in R (McCarthy) v Basildon DC [2009] EWHC 1920 (Admin) and Article 6 ECHR.

1 Lack of Transparency & Procedural Fairness

The online description omits the loss of two badminton and two squash courts and withholds the referenced
drawing Plan 087-D-210-4.

NFDC has published only a heavily redacted application and partial plan.
The club manager refused to share the full plan with ~20 members on 15 April 2025.

This contravenes the Home Office s182 Guidance (paras 8.15-8.19) on disclosure and denies meaningful
participation, breaching the rule of natural justice affirmed in McCarthy.

2 Failure to Promote the Licensing Objectives (s4 LA 2003)

2.1 Public Safety

A conservative occupancy model (Appendix A) projects >300 additional users/day. The car park is already saturated,
lacks segregated pedestrian routes, and cannot safely absorb the growth — conflicting with the objective and the
authority’s duty under s17 Crime & Disorder Act 1998.

2.2 Crime & Disorder

A larger, late-operating bar and outdoor screens increase alcohol-related risk. No updated operating schedule,
Door-Supervisor plan (Security Industry Authority) or incident-reporting protocol is pravided, contrary to 182

Guidance (paras 2.1-2.5).

2.3 Public Nuisance









Christa Ferguson

Subject: FW: Lawes S redacted

From: Suzanne Lawes

Sent: 21 April 2025 22:04

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Re: Variation Premises Licene (S34) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

On Mon, Apr 21, 2025, 20:06 Suzanne Lawes wrote:

Dear Ms Ferguson,
| have seen the objection Mr Sweeney has made on our behalf and fully support his objection.

This is an objection to the above application and a request for a hearing so that members of David
Lloyd, Ringwood (DLR) many of whom are part of the local community, can actually see the detail of
what is being proposed and present their licensing concerns.

To date, there has not been sufficient time or provision of detailed information, to enable a proper
assessment of the application.

The description on the New Forest District Council (NFDC) web site does not fully describe the
proposal and does not include a plan even though this is specifically referred to. For example, there
is no mention of the loss of two badminton courts to be replaced with a gym.

In addition, Chris Linda the current manager of DL failed to provide the detailed plan that
accompanied the application (plan 087-D-210-4 ) in a meeting held with over 20 DL members.

NFDC have only been prepared to share a small extract of the submitted plan 087-D-210-4 to
indicate the proposed increase in the outdoor drinking and dining area.

Without sight of the plan in its entirety it is not possible to fully evaluate the current proposals.

Due to the strict deadline imposed for submitting an objection, which unfortunately coincides with
the Easter holiday, this objection can only be based on a verbal description of the proposals by the
DLR manger, Chris Linda, at a meeting held on Tuesday 15th April at 6.00 pm and the limited
information provided by NFDC including the description on the web site; the redacted licensing
application form and a small extract from plan 087-D-210-4. There has also been some feedback to
me from many DLR members on what they have heard from various members of DLR staff.

Overall, the impression is that DLR are trying to under state the significance of their proposals and
rush through a decision so that works can commence as early as May 2025. Itis strongly believed
that the significant increase in the membership numbers brought about from changing relatively low
intensity racket sport areas into high intensity gym areas will considerably increase activity on the
site which is already at full capacity at peak times. Such intensification is likely to have an adverse
impact on all the stated objectives upon which a licensing application is determined.















Christa Ferguson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:26
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Mears R redacted

From: rob mears

Sent: 21 April 2025 15:03

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Objection to application for a change in license David lloyd Ringwood

Hi Christa.

Further to our previous correspondence please find attached a formal objection to the above
application.

Kind regards

Rob Mears

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

This is an objection to the above application and a request
for a hearing so that members of David Lloyd, Ringwood
(DLR) many of whom are part of the local community, can
actually see the detail of what is being proposed and
present their licensing concerns.

To date, there has not been sufficient time or provision of
detailed information, to enable a proper assessment of the
application.

The description on the New Forest District Council (NFDC)
web site does not fully describe the proposal and does not
include a plan even though this is specifically referred to.
For example, there is no mention of the loss of two
badminton courts to be replaced with a gym.

In addition, Chris Linda the current manager of DL failed to
provide the detailed plan that accompanied the
application (plan 087-D-210-4) in a meeting held with over
20 DL members.

NFDC have only been prepared to share a small extract of
the submitted plan 087-D-210-4 to indicate the proposed
increase in the outdoor drinking and dining area.
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Christa Ferguson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:29
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Rabb D redacted

From: David Robb

Sent: 21 April 2025 15:38

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Variation Premises Licence (S34) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

As a squash and Racketball member of David LLoyd Ringwood for over 30 years, | support this
objection from Tony Sweeney for all the same reasons.

Best regards,
David Robb,

80 Northfield Road,
Ringwood,

Hants.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Tony Sweeney

Date: 21 April 2025 at 11:40:41 BST
To:
Subject: Variation Premises Licence (S34) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

This is an objection to the above application and a request for a hearing
so that members of David Lloyd, Ringwood (DLR) many of whom are part
of the local community, can actually see the detail of what is being
proposed and present their licensing concerns.

To date, there has not been sufficient time or provision of detailed
information, to enable a proper assessment of the application.

The description on the New Forest District Council (NFDC) web site does
not fully describe the proposal and does not include a plan even though
this is specifically referred to. For example, there is no mention of the
loss of two badminton courts to be replaced with a gym.
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Christa Ferguson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:18
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Aubin N redacted
From:

Sent: 21 April 2025 21:18
To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>
Subject: Objection to Variation Premises License (534) submitted by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood.

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

This is an objection to the above application and a request for a hearing
so that members of David Lloyd, Ringwood (DLR) many of whom are part
of the local community, can actually see the detail of what is being
proposed and formally present their licensing concerns.

To date, there has not been sufficient time or the provision of detailed
information, to enable a proper assessment of the application.

The description on the New Forest District Council (NFDC) web site does
not fully describe the proposal and does notinclude a plan even though
this is specifically referred to. For example, there is no mention of the
loss of two badminton courts to be replaced with a gym.

In addition, Chris Linda the current manager of DL failed to provide the
detailed plan that accompanied the application (plan 087-D-210-4)in a
meeting held with over 20 DL members.

NFDC have only been prepared to share a small extract of the submitted
plan 087-D-210-4 to indicate the proposed increase in the outdoor
drinking and dining area.

Without sight of the plan in its entirety it is not possible to fully evaluate
the current proposals.

Due to the strict deadline imposed for submitting an objection, which
unfortunately coincides with the Easter holiday this objection can only be
based on a verbal description of the proposals by the DLR manger, Chris
Linda, at a meeting held on Tuesday 15th April at 6.00 pm and the limited
information provided by NFDC including the description on the web site;
the redacted licensing application form and a small extract from plan
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Christa Ferguson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:19
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Barnes M redacted

From: Malcolm Barnes

Sent: 22 April 2025 11:07

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: FW: Variation Premises Licence (S34) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

22.04.2025

Subject: Variation Premises Licence (S34) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

Dear Ms, Ferguson,

This is an objection to the above application and a request for a hearing
so that members of David Lloyd, Ringwood (DLR) many of whom are part
of the local community, can actually see the detail of what is being
proposed and present their licensing concerns.

To date, there has not been sufficient time or provision of detailed
information, to enable a proper assessment of the application.

The description on the New Forest District Council (NFDC) web site does
not fully describe the proposal and does notinclude a plan even though
this is specifically referred to. For example, there is no mention of the
loss of two badminton courts to be replaced with a gym.

In addition, Chris Linda the current manager of DL failed to provide the
detailed plan that accompanied the application (plan 087-D-210-4)ina
meeting held with over 20 DL members.

NFDC have only been prepared to share a small extract of the submitted
plan 087-D-210-4 to indicate the proposed increase in the outdoor
drinking and dining area.

Without sight of the plan in its entirety it is not possible to fully evaluate
the current proposals.


















Christa Ferguson

From: Christa Ferguson
Sent: 24 April 2025 11:34
To: Christa Ferguson
Subject: Wallom J redacted

From: Julie Wallom

Sent: 21 April 2025 18:01

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Variation Premises Licence (534) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

This is an objection to the above application and a request for a hearing
so that members of David Lloyd, Ringwood (DLR) many of whom are part
of the local community, can actually see the detail of what is being
proposed and present their licensing concerns.

To date, there has not been sufficient time or provision of detailed
information, to enable a proper assessment of the application.

The description on the New Forest District Council (NFDC) web site does
not fully describe the proposal and does not include a plan even though
this is specifically referred to. For example, there is no mention of the loss
of two badminton courts to be replaced with a gym.

In addition, Chris Linda the current manager of DL failed to provide the
detailed plan that accompanied the application (plan 087-D-210-4)in a
meeting held with over 20 DL members.

NFDC have only been prepared to share a small extract of the submitted
plan 087-D-210-4 to indicate the proposed increase in the outdoor
drinking and dining area.

Without sight of the plan in its entirety it is not possible to fully evaluate
the current proposals.

Due to the strict deadline imposed for submitting an objection, which
unfortunately coincides with the Easter holiday, this objection can only be
based on a verbal description of the proposals by the DLR manger, Chris
Linda, at a meeting held on Tuesday 15th April at 6.00 pm and the limited
information provided by NFDC including the description on the web site;
the redacted licensing application form and a small extract from plan 087-


















Christa Ferguson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christa Ferguson
24 April 2025 11:35
Christa Ferguson
‘Watts A redacted

From: Andy Watts

Sent: 21 April 2025 15:55

To: Christa Ferguson <Christa.Ferguson@NFDC.GOV.UK>

Subject: Variation Premises Licence (534) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

Sent from Outlook for Android

Subject: Variation Premises Licence (S34) by David Lloyd Leisure Centre, Ringwood

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

This is an objection to the above application and a request for a hearing
so that members of David Lloyd, Ringwood (DLR) many of whom are part
of the local community, can actually see the detail of what is being
proposed and present their licensing concerns.

To date, there has not been sufficient time or provision of detailed
information, to enable a proper assessment of the application.

The description on the New Forest District Council (NFDC) web site does
not fully describe the proposal and does not include a plan even though
this is specifically referred to. For example, there is no mention of the
loss of two badminton courts to be replaced with a gym.

In addition, Chris Linda the current manager of DL failed to provide the
detailed plan that accompanied the application (plan 087-D-210-4 )ina
meeting held with over 20 DL members.

NFDC have only been prepared to share a small extract of the submitted
plan 087-D-210-4 to indicate the proposed increase in the outdoor
drinking and dining area.

Without sight of the plan in its entirety it is not possible to fully evaluate
the current proposals.

Due to the strict deadline imposed for submitting an objection, which
unfortunately coincides with the Easter holiday, this objection can only
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Date that this

representation form -
must be submitted by @
22.04.2025 '
New Forest

DISTRILCT C&UNGECIIL

Licensing Act 2003
Representation form and guidance-Other persons

Under the Licensing Act 2003 objections can be raised against an application for a
new premises licence or a variation of an existing licence.
The term used in the 2003 Act, regulations, and associated guidance is not
“objections” but “representations”.
All representations must be relevant to at least one of the licensing objectives:-

» the prevention of crime and disorder

» public safety

» the prevention of public nuisance

» the protection of children from harm
Once an application for a premises licence has been accepted by the licensing
authority, responsible authorities and other persons have 28 days starting on the day
after the application is accepted to make representations.

Responsible authorities are the bodies that must be fully notified of applications and
who are entitled to make representations to the licensing authority in relation to the
application for the grant, variation or review of a premises licence.

Responsible Authorities are:-

* Licensing Authority

+ Police

+ Environmental Protection

* Trading Standards

+ Local Safeguarding Children’s Board

* Health & Safety

+ Fire & Rescue Service

« Local Planning Authority

» Maritime & Coastguard Agency (if applicable)

+ Public Health

As well as responsible authorities, any “other person” can make representations.

It is also possible for a person to request that a representative makes a representation
on their behalf — for example, a Member of Parliament or a local ward or parish
councillor.

In addition to being relevant, representations must not be vexatious or frivolous and
can be rejected on this basis.

If a licensing authority decides that representations are relevant, it must hold a hearing
to consider them. The need for a hearing can only be avoided with the agreement of
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