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 COMMUNITY FORUM (ALTON & SURROUNDING VILLAGES) 
28 January 2014 

 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
At a meeting of the Community Forum (Alton & Surrounding Villages) held on  
28 January 2014 
 
Present  
 
Councillor: Nicky Branch (Vice-Chairman in the Chair) 
 
Councillors: N Branch (Vice-Chairman), K Carter, M Johnson MBE, A Joy, D Phillips, 
R Saunders, I Thomas and G Watts 
 
 
19 Apologies for Absence  

 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Burridge, Graham, 
Maynard and Orme. 
 

20 Confirmation of Minutes  
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 22 October 2013, which had been 
previously circulated, were confirmed and signed as a correct record. 
 

21 Chairman's Announcements  
 
The Chairman encouraged local groups to apply for grant funding, as funding 
was still available from the Councillor Community Grant Scheme, the 
Community Project Fund and the Cabinet Approved Community Grant Fund. 
 
He advised that item 7 of the agenda ‘Mate Crime’ had been withdrawn, as 
ACSO Brian McNulty had been called away to assist with flood defence work in 
Hambledon. 
 

22 Declarations of Interest  
 
There were no declarations. 
 

23 Public Question Time  
 
Six public questions regarding planning policy had been submitted in advance 
of the meeting, which due to their technical nature, would be answered in 
writing.  Two of these questions were asked at the meeting. 
 
Question 1 
 
“The old practice of looking at each application in isolation clearly favours the 
first rather than the best, in today’s situation where we have multiple 
simultaneous estate-style applications.  This must seriously challenge the 
capacity of the Planning Department to conduct appropriate diligence with 
regard to local infrastructure and local need.   In the presence of multiple 
estate-style applications within single or adjacent parishes, surely these 
applications must be considered in aggregate rather than in isolation?” 
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Councillors explained that the issue of considering applications in isolation, 
rather than in quantum was raised regularly.  However, there would soon be an 
Interim Planning Policy Statement in place to address these issues.   

The District and County Councils were well aware of the infrastructure issues 
and the local county councillors would continue to ensure that they were 
recognised at county level.  This work was ongoing and unfortunately an instant 
answer could not be given. 

Members of the public felt it important to recognise that if this issue had been 
was raised regularly, then a properly engineered solution needed to be found.  
Whilst it was appreciated that efforts were being made, applications for 600 
new houses in Medstead were already ‘on the table’.  If all were approved, 
there was the potential for the size of the village to increase by 50%, with no 
improvements to the infrastructure.  Analysing planning applications individually 
was not working and many local people were disillusioned with the planning 
process.  The problem was that each individual application could be proven to 
be sustainable, however the quantum was clearly not. 

In reply, the Chairman explained that this point had been discussed a number 
of times and the answer was that the council had to comply with planning laws 
and the guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF).  It was crucial for the council to have a five year housing land supply.  
Until this had been identified, the council was obliged to determine planning 
applications against the NPPF.  Developers’ viewed this as the planning 
process working in their favour, hence the number of applications that had been 
submitted in recent months. 

In response to a question, members of the public were assured that the 
planning process was not developer led, although the council was in a period of 
vulnerability until the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) was adopted and a five year 
Housing Land Supply agreed.  The council was working quickly to ensure that 
these were in place.  The current Housing Land Supply for the district was 
approximately two years, although this figure was increasing and it was 
anticipated that a five year supply would be reached by mid 2015. 

Members of the public felt that there was more to the NPPF than sustainable 
development and were annoyed to be told that nothing could be done to refuse 
applications.  The tools existed in the NPPF to refuse applications on grounds 
other than sustainable development and it was felt that EHDC needed to be 
more robust in doing so.   

An application in Medstead had been approved recently despite huge local 
objection and it was felt that EHDC had a reputation amongst developers’ for 
being scared of QC’s and incurring costs at appeal. Some residents suggested 
that they would be happy to see their Council Tax spent on challenging the 
inspectorate when they allowed appeals and were keen to work with EHDC to 
stop inappropriate development. 

Question 2 

“The joint core strategy has been examined by the inspector and the 

consultation phase on his suggestions is open until the end of February.  The 
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inspector has suggested changes to the numbers of houses allocated to each 
category of settlement in the Joint Core Strategy by introducing the words “A 
minimum of” so for Four Marks and South Medstead it is now a minimum of 175 
houses by 2028 (not in the next five years).  We already have outline or full 
planning applications for 761 houses in Four Marks and Medstead since 
January 2013 and 582 houses since August 2013 alone.  As the minimum has 
long since been passed is there any upper limit at all, or could at least a range 
be introduced (say 175 to 225) so that there is some limit that enables sensible 
planning? “ 

In reply it was explained that the consultation period for the proposed 
amendments to the JCS would close on 7 February 2014 and residents were 
encouraged to submit their comments.  Councillors confirmed that they too 
were unhappy with the wording “A minimum of” and the Development Policy 
Panel had made this clear to the planning inspector. 

As government policy had played a part in the way that planning applications 
were viewed, it was suggested that the local MP, Damian Hinds, be made 
aware of the strength of feeling that existed. 

Mrs Larew raised questions about the progress of the Alton Sports Centre 
Study and car park charges in Alton. 

In reply, the Deputy Leader explained that work on the Alton Sports Centre 
Study was ongoing.  It was hoped that residents’ appreciated the need for the 
proposal that came forward to be right and provide a facility that could meet the 
needs of the area for the next 20 years or more.  With regard to car parking, he 
confirmed that the idea of transferable tickets was still being considered and 
would find out the costs versus the revenue for enforcing Sunday parking 
charges in Alton. 

 

24 2014-2015 Draft Budget Proposals  
 
The Forum received a presentation from Cllr Richard Millard, Deputy Leader of 
East Hampshire District Council. 
 
He explained that the way local government performed had and would continue 
to change to meet the needs of residents. This included extending and 
developing liaisons with partners including Hampshire County Council and 
Town and Parish Councils.   
 
Enablers included the People Strategy, which would ensure that the council 
had the right staff with the right skills sets to deliver modern services.  
Technology would continue to be embraced to allow residents to access 
services in the ways that they wanted. 
 
EHDC was committed to continuous improvement and a new Non-Executive 
Board was being established.  This would comprise of experienced business 
people whose views would be tapped into to advise on the future direction of 
the council.  This would be a valuable new tool and EHDC was thought to be 
the first council to establish such a board. In addition, the council undertook 
staff surveys, performance health checks and was planning to undertake a peer 
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review.  This was where external people analysed the council to identify any 
development areas. 
 
Proposed changes to the council’s financial strategy included the 
personalisation of Council Tax depending on what services the resident used, 
New Homes Bonus being used to fund mainstream services and no increases 
in Council Tax over the next five years.  The fluctuation in government grants 
was the most uncertain area of the council’s finances.  It was therefore the 
Leader’s ambition to remove this reliance by 2018-19.   
 
The proposed 2014-15 Budget predicted a surplus of £450k.  This was good 
news and the surplus would be used to develop strategies and ensure that the 
council could make savings in future years.  The five year projection predicted a 
break-even in 2015-16.  In following years the council was predicted to return to 
having a surplus, due to the investment made in the Whitehill and Bordon area. 
 
Services would be reviewed and classified.  From this, an action plan would be 
drawn up to show which services should be kept, enhanced, reduced, sold or 
provided in a different way. 
 
The New Homes Bonus would be worth approximately £1.9 million and the 
proposal was to use it in the General Fund.  The term ‘bonus’ was misleading, 
because it was just a new way of sharing out government funding.  New Homes 
Bonus was a different way of allocating funding and most councils would be 
using it to fund services.  The government wanted houses to be built and 
councils’ reliance on the New Homes Bonus to provide services was a way to 
ensure that they were. 
 
Assurances were given that all assumptions had been based upon Town and 
Parish Councils continuing to receive £187k grant funding from EHDC.  This 
approach had not been taken by many councils, but the Leader wanted it to 
continue in East Hampshire. 
 

25 Farringdon Village Hall Area of Benefit  
 
Cllr Peter Durrant, Farringdon Parish Council explained that the building known 
as Massey’s Folley was part owned by Farringdon Parish Council.  The Grade 
2 listed building was in a poor state of repair and the last quote received in 
2011 to make the building wind and water tight had been £500k.  The parish 
was unanimous in support of the building being sold on the open market, with 
the most likely future use being a conversion to six luxury apartments.   

 
The meeting commenced at 6.30 pm and concluded at 7.51 pm 

 
 
 

LLLLLLLLLL 
 

Chairman 
During the course of the meeting 30 members of the public and 1 member of 
the press were present. 

 


