
Pavilion Correspondence – June 2022 

13th June 2022 – NEHCP Committee meeting Public Speaking Session – Questions 

raised  

Please note this is recorded in the minutes of the meeting, available on the HPC website. 

 

Suzanne Jordan  

Ms Jordan informed the Committee she was a resident of Papermill Avenue. She stated that 

Croudace had informed them that recreational facilities would be provided on the site but not 

to the extent that was now proposed. Prospective residents were told that changing facilities 

would be built but there was no mention of a bar or social space aspect to the building. She 

stated she wants what is best for the community but would appreciate some inclusion in the 

process and a facility that is sympathetic to the surroundings. The narrative on social media 

from one Councillor in particular had not been very helpful or appreciated by some of the 

residents at NE Hook. Ms Jordan asked how many members of the Committee were also 

Members of the rugby club.  

It was confirmed that no Councillors held membership, but AK confirmed that both he and 

DR were co-opted members of the Committee and were rugby club members. MH went on 

to clarify that both he and SD were members of Hook Shed and Cllr Terrey is the current 

chair of the Hook Shed Committee.  

 

Thomas Knapman 

Mstr. Knapman addressed the Committee and stated that he had been playing rugby from a 

very young age but plays in Basingstoke, as there is no facility locally in Hook. He commutes 

at least twice a week to Basingstoke and to practice has to walk to Rotherwick. A facility in 

Hook would be much more convenient.  He has at least 10 school friends who also travel 

further afield to play rugby. He commented that rugby is a very inclusive sport, that on his 

team they have players with special needs and that the social side of rugby, such as people 

gathering to watch the 6 Nations tournament would bring people into the club and the village. 

He felt the pavilion would be very beneficial to the community. 

 

Martha Knapman 

Ms Knapman addressed the Committee and introduced herself as the coach of the under 

14’s team in Basingstoke. She stated that rugby is a very safe sport and it is vitally important 

that the right skills are taught early on, so the youth playing rugby, feeds through into senior 

teams having developed in the right way to play safely. Ms Knapman also commented that it 

isn’t just a 15-a-side men’s game but rugby is also played as 7-a-side, touch rugby, women’s 

rugby and walking rugby, so appealed to a wide range of people.  

 

Julia Abrahams 

Ms Abrahams addressed the Committee and stated that although she was content that the 

Council has undertaken to publish the business plan now being prepared for the proposed 

sports pavilion, as well as formally responding to the questions and emails and the letter 



published in the Focus, she is extremely concerned that significant resource has already 

been spent on this project, significant plans have already been developed and the whole 

process has been totally opaque. Hook residents deserve better than this and Covid is no 

excuse for the lack of consultation. 

Ms Abrahams put forward a proposal that the Council considers having an independent audit 

undertaken, by a suitably qualified body, to report back to both HPC and residents on the 

entire matter related to the design and construction of both the sports pavilion since the 

S106 agreement in November 2016 as well as the Hook Shed, which has latterly been 

added to the plans. 

The audit should cover the period from the establishment of the Sports Working Group 

through to the current North East Hook Community Project Committee involvement. 

The Chairman indicated she had noted the proposal made but that the Committee could not 

consider that in detail at this meeting.  

 

The matter of conducting an audit was considered at the Full Council meeting held on 7th 

September 2022. Below is an extract from the minutes and the resolution made in respect of 

this item: 

 

Minute number 22.175 

Finally, the Chairman advised Members that at a previous meeting of the NEHCP 

Committee, a resident had raised the possibility of an audit being carried out of the project 

process, from the signing of the S106 agreement to date; although the Chair of the NEHCP 

Committee had undertaken to take the matter to Full Council, this had yet to take place. 

Therefore, the Chairman invited Members to express their respective views on the matter.  

The majority of Councillors expressed the view that it was too early in the process to carry 

out a meaningful audit and that it certainly should not be carried out before the proposed 

informal workshop. Cllr Worlock felt that an audit should take place before any further funds 

are expended on the project. Cllr Orchard disagreed with this view as it was likely further 

funds would be expended before it would be practical to undertake an audit. Cllrs Orchard 

and Tomlinson both felt that an audit should be carried out prior to public consultation.  

Proposal – Cllr Kinge proposed no audit is undertaken now. Cllr Orchard seconded the 

proposal and by a unanimous show of hands IT WAS RESOLVED that no audit will take 

place now but that the issue would be discussed again at an appropriate 

 

Megan Andrews 

Ms Andrews introduced herself as a resident of Papermill Avenue. She asked for it to be 

included in the minutes that residents had raised concerns that they had not been told by 

Croudace the scale of the development now proposed. They were told it would just be 

changing rooms for the sports pitches.  

Ms Andrews went to raise several questions. Firstly, she asked for clarification around voting 

rights of the non-councillor members of the Committee, as this had raised concerns 

previously. 



 

The Chairman responded that voting rights had been rescinded from the non-councillor 

Committee Members.  

Ms Andrews next asked exactly how much the building would cost, as there was confusion 

around the Council having £3million and exactly how much will residents pay. Finally, the 

options that had been considered were not available online, when she had been told they 

would be – the options should cover “do nothing, do something and big pavilion as 

proposed.” 

Cllr Cowell responded to explain that doing nothing wasn’t an option – in agreeing to receive 

S106 funding, the Council is legally obliged to provide a facility at the site. The architect had 

provided 4 options in his final presentation to Council in March. He explained each option, 

going through the pros and cons of each, which led to the Council selecting “option 2” as the 

model to take through to detailed design work and which is the current proposal being 

considered 

One option was to site the building further on to the field, between the two pitches. However, 

the groundwork needed to do this meant it was too expensive to warrant further 

consideration. Another option was for a smaller x2 changing room facility, but this did not 

allow optimum use of the 2 full size pitches and did not meet the operating model defined in 

the rugby club business plan. In addition, the cost savings were only in the region of £300k 

and to extend the building at a later date to a larger facility would cost considerably more.  

Cllr Cowell stated the 2-storey option was preferred over a single storey, as a single storey 

building is more “ground hungry” so more expensive in terms of foundations and the roof, 

which are usually the most expensive items in this type of building project.  

With regard to exact costings, Cllr Cowell stated that the updated Quantity Surveyor’s (QS) 

report was due imminently and this would provide more accurate costing information, 

although still not an exact figure, as this wouldn’t be finally ascertained until the point that 

tenders are received for the building work.  

 

Rob Cruickshank 

Mr Cruickshank introduced himself as the current coach of Hook and Odiham Rugby Club. 

He explained he had played from a young age and can only see benefits from the proposed 

development at the NE Hook site. Rugby is very much a community sport and being able to 

develop the children’s side for the club is really important and needs proper coaching and 

development, which HORFC is not able to offer currently, without a permanent home pitch to 

play on. The club want to be honest and open and provide clarity about their ambitions for 

the site and are keen to promote not just rugby but other sports using the site as well.  

A Resident 

As a mother of 2 boys, one who now plays professional rugby, I have spent much of my life 

travelling to rugby matches and practice and having to juggle things to accommodate this – 

to have had a local facility would have been far more convenient. The site should be built 

with longevity in mind and I would ask that the Council look to the future and securing long 

term rugby and other sports use of the site by providing a decent facility.  

 



 

A Resident 

As a resident of the NE Hook development, I want to see more consideration of the residents 

such as proper security measures in place at the site and parking issues looked at properly 

and any other resident concerns given due attention and consideration. I also found it very 

hard to find any information or details about the committee meetings. 

A further comment was raised about licensing of the building and how this would be 

operated, as residents don’t want people leaving the bar facility at all unsociable hours. 

The Chairman commented that licensing and planning would be dealt with at Hart District 

Council at the appropriate time and all residents’ issues and concerns would be taken into 

account.  

Cllr Kirkham commented that the current scheme under consideration had come from an 

original briefing document that he had drawn up (pro bono), to provide a starting point for the 

Council to tender for architect services. Any design that is taken forward will have to go 

through the formal planning process with the Local Planning Authority (HDC) and all 

residents will have the opportunity to comment on any application that is forthcoming. 

 

Email received 

29th June 2022 

Hook Parish Council Letter Dated June 2022 

Dear Hook Parish Council 

I would like to thank the Council for the above referenced letter in response to my letter 

publishes in the June 2022 Focus. I appreciate the  effort that has gone into the response 

whilst you also have the major task of progressing the North East Hook Community Project 

to its next significant milestone of Community Consultation. 

However I regret to say that I am extremely disappointed by the misleading information in 

the response and elsewhere in Focus. I believe that an average  precept of £9,79  per year 

will raise £1.15 million over 30 years. It has to be increased by 65% to £16.17 to raise £1.19 

million. This is fully explained  below with other financial issues in the section headed 

Financial Viability.  

I am further disappointed that at the 27th June NEHCP committee meeting Council refused 

to answer my question that would have clarified. I stated at the meeting having read out 

Council’s response that I was asking the question to clarify this and that I would be writing to 

Council to put it on the record with an explanation my concerns. This is said letter. 

In addition my general reaction to your letter is: 

a) There are considerable more open issues with respect to the project than I envisaged 

from the Annual Village Report and Annual Villages Meeting 

b) It will be a major task for the Council to satisfactorily demonstrate to residents the 

financial viability of the project 

I fully support the provision of a viable multi sports facility. The crucial issue is whether the 

facility will be viable in the long term and not be a white elephant. I want project to succeed 



and hence expand below upon my reaction to your letter. This is not in any way intended as 

criticism of the Council but to make you aware of the issues that currently concern me and I 

believe many others in the hope that it will help you prepare consultation documentation that 

will clearly demonstrate to residents that it is a viable long term facility. 

Open Issues 

Your response to question 1 states that sharing was not an option for the football club but 

now the rugby club has opened discussions about sharing with amongst others the football 

club This is slightly  confusing but obviously the critical matter is the actual outcome of the 

discussions with the other sports. The viability of the facility will only become apparent when 

the rugby club concludes these discussions. It should then be able to  list the extent that 

other sports will use the facility and that they have confirmed that they are also prepared to 

both pay the required fees and meet any terms and conditions. 

Your response to question 5 states that the bar will only be used by visitors and players after 

a game and hence is unlikely to detract business from pubs in the village. However there 

have been many references to social members who will be able go to the facility  for  food 

and  drink during one assumes a greater timeframe making the bar a significantly larger 

operation.. This will affect the village’s pubs. Further, the costs and revenues and thus the 

profits from these two bar operating concepts will be different. Hence in considering the 

financial viability of the whole facility it  is essential to be clear whether the bar will be run to 

just provide for players after games or as a social club acting as a pseudo pub.  

At the 27th June NEHCP meeting Mr Hobbs referred to the question 5 answer and queried 

the two halls “operating at near full capacity”. I share his doubts and like him look forward to 

seeing supporting evidence 

Financial Viability 

Your response to question 3 states “The ideal operating model for the facility is to lease the 

building on a fully repairing basis”. Nobody could possibly argue with that. However you 

provide no indication as to whether and why you believe that or something like that can be 

achieved. The fact that HVHCA and the Bowls Club operate  in their scenarios in that way 

does not justify a claim that the Rugby Club will be able to do likewise in its scenario. 

The response to question 2 states “If the full £1.9 million estimated construction cost was 

funded by precept over the same term that a Public Works Loan would be taken the effect 

on the precept would be an average addition of £9.79 per year based on the current precept 

and tax base for a period of 30 years,,,” More succinct versions are included elsewhere in 

Focus. . Virtually everybody reading them will assume that £1.9 million will be raised from an 

average £9.79 precept over 30 years.  

Under item 22.65.1 of the minutes of the 6th April 2022 HPC meeting there is a table that 

shows that £9,79 will raise £38,333 per year, i.e. £1.15 million over 30 years. Based on this 

the precept needs to be 65% higher at £16.17 to raise £1.9 million. I believe the Council 

already has a difficult task in allaying many resident’ concerns about the cost escalation to 

£1.9 million. This will become even more difficult when residents realise that they have been 

misled  and  that £1.9 million requires a £16.17 precept. 

A  further financial issue is that the estimated £1.9 million will be borrowed from HPC 

reserves interest free. If it were not loaned then it would be invested earning interest,  How 

much it would earn is debateable but for example in the current increasing interest rate 

environment a low  1% interest  on £1.9 million would earn  £19000 in a year. This money is 



lost to the Council which ultimately either reduces the activities the council can fund or 

requires a further increase in the precept to undertake them. The full implications of the 

interest free loan  need explaining. 

Conclusion 

With respect to the misleading information I would ask the Council to  

1. Reconsider its refusal to clarify the misleading information and urgently inform 

residents of the actual facts 

2. Ensure no further misleading information is promulgated, especially for the 

consultation. 

With respect to the other issues, as I say earlier in this letter, I write it hoping that it will help 

you prepare satisfactory consultation documentation, Hence I insist that you do not  answer 

them. They should all be answered in the consultation documentation and I will wait until 

then.  I believe that all of your effort should currently be concentrated on providing a robust 

case for viable multi sport facility. 

 

   Yours sincerely 

   David Lawrence 

Emailed to Sarah Dignan, clerk@hook.gov.uk 

 

 
Response sent  
 
Mr D Lawrence 
By email  
 
20th July 2022 
 
Dear Mr Lawrence,  
 
Further to your letter to the Council dated 29th June, please find below a response sent on 
behalf of the Council to explain the calculations you asked for clarification of in respect of the 
precept to be raised for the pavilion project. I have copied the extract from the minutes of 
that meeting below for clarity.  
 
I understand the other points raised in your letter require no immediate response and that 
you expect the issues to be addressed through the public consultation phase, when that is 
appropriate.  
 
Minute extract 22.83 – NEHCP Committee meeting, 27th June 2022 

“In the latest edition of Focus in three places the Council refers to estimated construction 

cost of £1.9 million and increasing the average precept by £9.79 per year. How much extra 

revenue will the council receive over 30 years from the extra £9.79 per year.” 

Mr Lawrence explained that he felt what had been written in Focus was entirely misleading 

in comparison to the Full Council minutes of 6th April.  

mailto:clerk@hook.gov.uk


 

The Chairman confirmed that a written response would be provided to the question.” 

 

Response 

The figures taken from the minutes mentioned (22.65.1) are below: 

 

Total Borrowing     £1,900,000  

Term (years)     30 

Equal Repayments pa   £63,333 

Already in 2022-23 budget   £25,000  

Additional increase to precept 2023-> £38,333  

Tax Base (2022-23)    3915.31 

Av increase per household pa  £9.79 

 

Based on the current tax base, the funds raised by the average increase is as follows: 

3915.31 x £9.79 = £38,330.89 x 30 = £1,149,926.55 

 

The existing budget line of £25,000 will be retained for 30 years - this represents no increase 

from the current year level of precept - £25,000 x 30 = £750,000 

£750,000 + £1,149,926.55 = £1,899,926.55  

 
I trust this answers the question raised, but please let me know if you require any further 
information.  
   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

Sarah Dignan 

 
 
Clerk to the Council  
 

 

 

 

 



27th June 2022 – NEHCP Committee meeting Public Speaking Session – Questions 

raised  

Please note this is recorded in the minutes of the meeting, available on the HPC website. 

 

David Lawrence  

“In the latest edition of Focus in three places the Council refers to estimated construction 

cost of £1.9 million and increasing the average precept by £9.79 per year. How much extra 

revenue will the council receive over 30 years from the extra £9.79 per year.” 

Mr Lawrence explained that he felt what had been written in Focus was entirely misleading 

in comparison to the Full Council minutes of 6th April.  

The Chairman confirmed that a written response would be provided to the question.  

 

Barry Deller 

Mr Deller asked for it to be recorded in the minutes that thanks are extended to the Clerk for 

providing professional and complete responses to the numerous items of correspondence in 

relation to the pavilion project.  

Firstly, Mr Deller stated that the response he had received to his questions had confirmed 

that Hook and Odiham Rugby Club membership equates to around 50% Hook residents, 

50% non-Hook residents. In light of this, and relevant to another question raised regarding 

seeking external funding, he stated that funding of the project should be split 50/50 between 

HPC and external funding bodies and that he would personally object to the Council using 

precept from residents for any more than 50% of the project costs.  

Mr Deller then stated he had sent a question, as follows, to the Clerk earlier in the day, in 

order to give advance notice to prepare an answer.  

“Given the figure quoted in Focus relating to the construction cost of the NEHCP is 'an 

average addition of £9.79 per year etc' can you please express this as a PERCENTAGE 

INCREASE for the 2023/24 precept. I calculate this as 5.41% but with limited information I 

could well be wrong. What would be the percentage increase to cater for this growth item on 

next year's precept which equates to £9.79?”  

The Clerk stated that it would be potentially misleading to provide a percentage figure now, 

as precept was yet to be considered for 2023/24 and all budget lines needed to be 

considered together. The Clerk provided a clear example to support this by confirming that 

the precept for 2022-23 had, in cash income terms, provided an 8.9% increase on the 

previous year, but due to an uplift in the tax base, the increased cost to residents had only 

been 3.5%. 

 

Mr Hobbs 

1. The latest edition of Hook Focus contains Hook Parish Council’s response to a letter from 

Mr Lawrence’s, published in the previous edition. In its response, HPC state that it is 

anticipated that bar takings for food and drink will form the primary basis of their income and 

that sufficient income will be derived from takings to ensure that the cost of continued 



maintenance of the site will fall to the club rather than residents. What consideration has 

HPC given to the possibility that such a level of income is not generated or, in extremis, the 

Hook and Odiham Rugby Club is discontinued? 

2. In the same response, HPC imply that food and drinks takings would only be from “visitors 

and players”. To me, the term “visitors” implies visiting team members, but the Hook Village 

Meeting was informed, I believe by a member of the Hook and Odiham Rugby Club, that the 

club would be open to paying, non-player members. It therefore follows that, if takings were 

to prove sufficient, it would be at the cost of reduced takings by other commercial enterprises 

in Hook. 

3. Again, in the same response, HPC say that as far as the use of other halls in the village is 

concerned, each property is operating at near capacity. My recent experiences make me 

think it is otherwise. Can the HPC please provide evidence to support its assertion of 

operating at near capacity? 

4. In the minutes of a previous meeting of this Committee, concern was raised about the 

possibility of rugby balls falling on the A30. The advice provided at that meeting by the Hook 

and Odiham Rugby Club member was that kicks to goal tend not to travel a large distance 

beyond the posts. Furthermore, the Parish Clerk confirmed that neither HCC nor insurers 

had been contacted at that time. Whilst I accept rugby balls tend not to travel a large 

distance beyond the posts, some do. It would only take that causes an accident on the A30 

for a legal case to arise. Has HPC consulted with HCC or insurers, and other potential 

stakeholders, e.g. the police? If not, when do they intend to do so? 

5. Is the £9.79 that HPC say is the current estimated addition to the precept to cover the cost 

of a £1.9m build, in addition to the temporary uplift agreed by the residents of Hook for the 

refurbishment of the Community Centre, or is the true cost actually greater? Will HPC please 

provide the number of households in Hook so that residents can be assured the claimed cost 

is correct? 

6. Going back over previous minutes, the issue of impact on local residents has been raised 

several times. These issues include the size of the building, car park capacity and noise. I 

was saddened and disappointed to see that these concerns appeared to have been brushed 

aside. Statements such as the following, are unhelpful: 

a. “Any design that is taken forward will have to go through the formal planning process 

with the Local Planning Authority (Hart District Council) and all residents will have the 

opportunity to comment on any application that is forthcoming”. 

b. Car parking “capacity may be an issue, but the site should be able to provide a 

reasonable level of parking”. 

c. Licencing and planning would be dealt with at Hart District Council at the appropriate 

time and all residents’ issues and concerns would be taken into account. 

I believe HPC should represent all of its residents, but statements like those I have just 

quoted appear to indicate that HPC are intent on pushing forward with the project and leave 

Hard District Council to consider any local opposition or concerns. 

7. Finally, I must strongly agree with Suzanne Jordan, who at the last meeting of this 

Committee said “The narrative on social media from one Councillor in particular had not 

been helpful or appreciated by some of the residents at NE Hook”. I believe that those 

alluded to in one particular post includes me. As someone who spent eight years as a 

trustee, the majority of those years as the chairman, of the Elizabeth Hall Committee, and 



who worked with HPC to realise The Elizabeth Hall project and became the first chairman 

the Hook Village Halls Charitable Association, I was rather annoyed. Any comments and 

criticisms I make are made from experience and because of my concern for fairness for all 

Hook residents.  

 

The Chairman stated that written responses would be provided to questions 1-6 listed 

above.  

 
 
Response provided to questions raised by Mr Hobbs 
 
Mr E Hobbs 
By email: 
 
20th July 2022 
 
Dear Mr Hobbs, 
 
Further to the NEHCP Committee meeting held on 27th June where you raised a number of 
questions under the public speaking session of the meeting, please find below responses 
from the Council to the questions raised. 
 
1. The latest edition of Hook Focus contains Hook Parish Council’s response to a letter from 
Mr Lawrence’s, published in the previous edition. In its response, HPC state that it is 
anticipated that bar takings for food and drink will form the primary basis of their income and 
that sufficient income will be derived from takings to ensure that the cost of continued 
maintenance of the site will fall to the club rather than residents. What consideration has 
HPC given to the possibility that such a level of income is not generated or, in extremis, the 
Hook and Odiham Rugby Club is discontinued? 

This issue would form part of the terms of any lease for the Pavilion and associated facilities  
which are still being prepared. If the body that accept a lease ceases to function then of 
course, the Council would seek an alternative leaseholder. 

2. In the same response, HPC imply that food and drinks takings would only be from “visitors 
and players”. To me, the term “visitors” implies visiting team members, but the Hook Village 
Meeting was informed, I believe by a member of the Hook and Odiham Rugby Club, that the 
club would be open to paying, non-player members. It therefore follows that, if takings were 
to prove sufficient, it would be at the cost of reduced takings by other commercial enterprises 
in Hook. 

This would be unlikely – the operating hours of the pavilion would be unlikely to directly 
conflict with other similar enterprises in the village. Again, this issue will form part of the 
terms of the lease and the comments are well noted.  

3. Again, in the same response, HPC say that as far as the use of other halls in the village is 
concerned, each property is operating at near capacity. My recent experiences make me 
think it is otherwise. Can the HPC please provide evidence to support its assertion of 
operating at near capacity? 

Operating at capacity does not necessarily mean every room is booked solidly every day. 
There are core groups who require facilities at different times of day – for example pre-



school type groups will require regular daytime availability; groups for school aged children 
will require availability from 4pm into the evening; adult groups require evening availability 
etc. and these core groups book weekly, which means ad-hoc availability is reduced. The 
Council books rooms for all its meetings in a block each year once meeting dates are agreed 
however adding additional meetings, sometimes at short notice, we have found difficulties in 
rooms being available. HVHCA have also confirmed that ideally they need another Holt-
sized room to be able to accommodate some of the enquiries they have had.  

4. In the minutes of a previous meeting of this Committee, concern was raised about the 
possibility of rugby balls falling on the A30. The advice provided at that meeting by the Hook 
and Odiham Rugby Club member was that kicks to goal tend not to travel a large distance 
beyond the posts. Furthermore, the Parish Clerk confirmed that neither HCC nor insurers 
had been contacted at that time. Whilst I accept rugby balls tend not to travel a large 
distance beyond the posts, some do. It would only take that causes an accident on the A30 
for a legal case to arise. Has HPC consulted with HCC or insurers, and other potential 
stakeholders, e.g. the police? If not, when do they intend to do so? 

Insurance is likely to fall to the leaseholder of the site, not the Council. This is the same 
agreement in place with other Council-leased facilities, although advice will be sought if 
appropriate, at the appropriate time. It has been assumed that the LPA considered the 
potential risk of balls going onto the A30 when considering the Planning Statement for the 
site, as the area was always designated for sports pitch use, however, HPC intends to 
capture the thoughts of HCC Highways authority, when and if appropriate, just in case the 
LPA did not consider this aspect when deliberating on the Planning Statement.  

5. Is the £9.79 that HPC say is the current estimated addition to the precept to cover the cost 
of a £1.9m build, in addition to the temporary uplift agreed by the residents of Hook for the 
refurbishment of the Community Centre, or is the true cost actually greater? Will HPC please 
provide the number of households in Hook so that residents can be assured the claimed cost 
is correct? 

The Community Centre and the Pavilion are two different projects, so yes the cost is in 
addition to that agreed previously for the Community Centre refurbishment. The tax base for 
the current year is 3915.31 – so this is the figure to be used as the number of precept paying 
households. The project is still at an early stage of design and the business case is similarly 
in draft stage. The figure of £1.9million is the current estimated construction cost of the 
building. 

The calculations for the £9.79 addition are as follows: 

Total Borrowing     £1,900,000  
Term (years)     30 
Equal Repayments pa                                   £63,333 
Already in 2022-23 budget                            £25,000 
Additional increase to precept 2023->          £38,333 
Tax Base (2022-23)                                      3915.31 
Av increase per household pa                      £9.79 
 

Based on the current tax base, the funds raised by the average increase is as follows: 

3915.31 x £9.79 = £38,330.89 x 30 = £1,149,926.55 

The existing budget line of £25,000 will be retained for 30 years - this represents no increase 
from the current year level of precept - £25,000 x 30 = £750,000 



£750,000 + £1,149,926.55 = £1,899,926.55 

 

6. Going back over previous minutes, the issue of impact on local residents has been raised 
several times. These issues include the size of the building, car park capacity and noise. I 
was saddened and disappointed to see that these concerns appeared to have been brushed 
aside. Statements such as the following, are unhelpful: 

a. “Any design that is taken forward will have to go through the formal planning process with 
the Local Planning Authority (Hart District Council) and all residents will have the opportunity 
to comment on any application that is forthcoming”. 

b. Car parking “capacity may be an issue, but the site should be able to provide a reasonable 
level of parking”. 

c. Licencing and planning would be dealt with at Hart District Council at the appropriate time 
and all residents’ issues and concerns would be taken into account. 

I believe HPC should represent all of its residents, but statements like those I have just 
quoted appear to indicate that HPC are intent on pushing forward with the project and leave 
Hard District Council to consider any local opposition or concerns. 

The Parish Council will be conducting a public consultation, when appropriate, the results of 
which will be analysed to see what changes or adjustments may need to be made to the 
project, ahead of going through the planning process. Once the project is ready for 
submission to the Planning Authority, residents will have a further opportunity to comment. 
   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sarah Dignan  
Clerk to the Council  
 

Caroline Roberts 

Ms Roberts introduced herself as Honorary Secretary of Hook and Odiham Rugby Club and 

responded to the previous comments regarding 50/50 membership and funding. She stated 

that 80% of the current Basingstoke under 14’s rugby club members are from Hook and the 

reason they have to play in Basingstoke is due to a lack of facilities in Hook or Hart District. 

The current adult team play at Rotherwick, where facilities are not fit for rugby purposes, 

however they continue to play out of a passion for the sport, even though the existing set up 

is not ideal. The club want to be community based and a large part of their future plans is to 

develop minis rugby. Those children will be the future of rugby as a sport in Hook and should 

have a suitable facility to support their growth through the sport.  

 

Sarah Dignan 


