
  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SESSION 
Extraordinary Full Council meeting- Thursday 4th September 2025 

 

055/26C The following comments and questions were raised by members of the public. 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

They requested that Cllr Langford-Smith and Cllr Brown remove themselves from any 
discussion or decision-making on the following grounds: 

• Personal relationship with the land owner Neil Cutler 
• The land in question is close to their home 
• Prejudicial interest concerns about personal benefit, using public office for private 

advantage, undermines public trust 
• Ask all councillors to declare any personal interests in the matter and if necessary, 

leave the room during any decisions being made. Failure to do so could lead to legal 
consequences. 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

He owns a property on Inhams Lane and is disappointed that the land near him would be used 
as a burial ground. He also has concerns this would de-value his property and about flooding 
in the area. 

At this point Cllr Ranger confirmed that the land has not been purchased. 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

Firstly, they wanted to commend the chair for bringing this matter up for discussion. The land 
purchase should not be allowed to proceed until the council is able to answer all the public’s 
questions. I have the following questions: 

• Has there been a proper investigation into how many years are left before the current 
cemetery is full? 

• What options are there in terms of other land purchases? 
• Has the land chosen been properly assessed? If not, it should be 
• How can we afford the land? 
• Will it have consequences for other projects? 

 
If the land purchase is to move forward it was suggested a Steering Group should be formed. 
It was also stated that Cllr Langford-Smith and Cllr Brown should be excluded from the 
Steering Group and called for their resignation following their recent conduct. 
 
At this point, Cllr Ranger re-affirmed that the land purchase is the only discussion on 
the agenda and therefore the public must keep to this subject only 
 
A member of the public raised the following comments: 
 



It should be acknowledged that whether you like what is going on or not, the personal attacks 
on the councillors are disgraceful. I have the following questions: 

• What other projects are being considered? 
• What is Plan B if you don’t know buy the land for the burial ground? 
• What are the Parish Councils priorities? 

The Vicar raised the following comments: 

In 2015, we just started to use the final section of land at the back of the burial ground. In this 
time, only a quarter of this land has been used. Based on current and national usage, 70% of 
people are cremated and not buried. I believe we have another 20-25 years of burial ground 
and that we will not run out of land in the next seven years. 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

Based on the current usage, the current burial ground should have another 20-25 years. He 
does not believe with the council’s comment that they will run out of space in the next seven 
years. He thanked the councillor’s for their work, but by signing up to be a Parish Councillor 
you put yourself under public scrutiny. He believes that the five-councillor motion to re-
discuss the land purchase is the right decision and it is in the best interests of the public. 
Although the land purchase decision in May was a full council decision, the minutes in 
March show that four councillor’s pre-determined the decision to make funds available. The 
minutes of this meeting took five months to be published on the website. What were you 
trying to hide?  

Again, Cllr Ranger re-affirmed that the land purchase is the only discussion on the 
agenda and therefore the public must keep to this subject only and personal attacks are 
unacceptable. 

A member of the public raised the following question: 

Has a report on the ground been undertaken? 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

In public correspondence, the council stated that they are financially prudent. Looking at the 
budgets, I disagree. Some examples are: 

£29.850.82 over budget on amenities last year. 

£21434.99 over budget on amenities staff salaries 

£14,667.86 was spent on machinery maintenance but £7000 was budgeted for. 

£6314.64 was spent on fuel for ground staff vehicles, but the budget was £2000. 

This clearly shows the council’s inability to budget.  

Furthermore, in confidential sessions in September, you discussed staff bonuses. In may, the 
council agreed to replace metal detectors being purchased with the condition that the 
groundsman do not use in a work capacity. However, this led to further costs at the taxpayers 
expense after they caused damage to Kidmore Field. Also, £100 was budgeted to spend on 
staff for Christmas nibbles. These are not the actions of a financially prudent council. Your 



public statement acknowledges that the land purchase will have financial impacts on other 
projects. Eighteen acres is too much for a burial ground alone and will be a tax burden to the 
residents. The council cannot afford to maintain the current recreational spaces. Mill Place 
Park has been closed for the summer, the bowling green path is closed, and the greenway is in 
a state of disrepair. I believe we should look at sustainable options for a burial ground moving 
forward. 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

I was one of the last people who negotiated the purchase of the North Field burial ground. At 
the time, the vicar stated that we would have twenty years of burials left. Denmead will need 
a burial ground. Burial ground is difficult to purchase, for instance Havant council has been 
looking for burial ground for the past 18 years. The community is growing, and ashes 
interments are becoming more popular. In regard to personal interests, Parish Councillors 
have a disadvantage as they live close by. 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

It is my understanding that Winchester College would give Denmead the land for the for the 
burial ground, if option 3 in the Neighbourhood Plan was agreed . Therefore, why does the 
council not negotiate with Winchester College? 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

All commercial purchases must be completed behind closed doors in exempt business. This is 
not to pull the wool over anyone’s eyes. Personal attacks take away from what the meeting is 
about. 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

Has there been an assessment of the land at Inhams Lane compared to the Winchester College 
land? 

A member of the public raised the following comments: 

As a resident, I support the principle of purchasing this land for a burial ground, provided of 
course that it proves suitable. The need was, as I am sure we are all aware,  recognised in the 
2016 Parish Council Strategy and the Denmead Neighbourhood Plan, and as I understand it, 
no other suitable sites are available. 

I would like to clarify that from the Parish Council’s own accounts, it appears: 

• Around £135,000 is earmarked for the burial ground, but only about two-thirds of that 
is visible in the dedicated burial ground accounts. 

• Denmead’s parish-share of CIL for 2023/24 was about £16,500. That is far less than 
the £62,800 income line attributed to Tanners Lane, which matched expenditure on 
the MUGA project. Was that income parish CIL, a Section 106 developer 
contribution, or another source? If it was S106, then spending it on the MUGA is 
correct — but clarity matters, because the distinction affects how much is actually in 
the CIL pot for this land purchase. 



It is also a statutory requirement for parish councils to publish an annual CIL report. The last 
one on the Parish Council’s website is for 2019/20, showing nearly £200,000 retained at that 
time and no expenditure recorded. Nothing has been published since, for 2020/21, or since. 

That is a clear breach of the regulations, and it underlines another reason why residents may 
have lost confidence in the financial information being provided. 

It also appears that some funding commitments at the community centre may have been made 
in good faith but without fully considering the overall financial position. Unless those works 
are truly urgent — and if they are primarily for council offices, I would question whether 
they fall into that category — surely burial provision, as a Neighbourhood Plan policy and 
addressing open-space requirements, must take precedence. 

Residents should not have to decode accounts and cross-references to understand the 
financial position. What matters is whether there are sufficient funds to purchase this land, 
and whether at the same time the Council can also afford the proposed works at the 
community centre or parish offices — or both — while maintaining its other obligations.  

Clear reporting of CIL receipts and earmarked reserves is the only way residents can have 
confidence that these projects can be delivered without over-commitment. 

Finally, the site itself, at around 20 hectares with a purchase price of about £360,000, (in line 
with agricultural land values), represents a major strategic acquisition. Securing land on this 
scale not only provides for burial needs for many decades, but also helps address the 
recognised shortfall in open space provision under the Neighbourhood Plan, and therefore 
offers wider community benefit. 

So my request is simple: 

1. Confirm how much is immediately available for the land purchase. 
2. Clarify how much of that comes from CIL and how much from parish reserves. 
3. Publish an up-to-date Parish CIL Report so residents can see receipts, expenditure, 

and balances clearly. 

As a resident, I support the principle of this land purchase, but only if it is carried forward in 
a way that is transparent, consistent, and financially secure. 

Cllr Carson asked the Vicar: We as the Council have heard tonight of a sliding scale of 
5 years burial ground space left to 7/8, and to hear you say tonight it is potentially 25. 
Has anybody from the council at any point, asked your view, as you are much closer to 
the burial ground than me, for example? 

The Vicar responded, No, it's not something that has ever been brought to my attention, or 
been asked about No. 

 

 

 



Cllr Langford-Smith responded to the questions: 

Personal relationship with Neil Cutler:  

Regarding my personal relationship with Neil Cutler, I have no personal relationship apart 
from us sitting on Winchester City Council.  

Who approached Mr Cutler regarding the land? 

The Parish Council did approach Mr Cutler after failing to get a response from advertising for 
the land in the Denmead Scene. 

Was the decision pre-determined? 

The subject was put forward at the Full Council meeting in January 25 and was unanimously 
voted for. 

Have measures been taken to prolong the existing burial ground? 

The Parish Council have stopped plot reservations and increased prices for non-residents. 

History of the land purchase 

In January 2025, a business case was presented to full council and unanimously voted for. 
Following this myself and Cllr Stallard met with both the leader of Winchester City Council 
and their strategic director who told us to submit both the report and a planning application. 
They also gave full support to this project. At this point I declared that Mr Cutlers land was 
the land in question. I then received a letter from Winchester City Council in March 25 
stating they were unable to do a separate round of funding. I spoke to the RFO and asked her 
to investigate alternative options. The land purchase strategy has never been hidden and has 
always been in the Neighbourhood Plan since 2016. The only part not in the public domain is 
the price and negotiations, as its commercially sensitive and the price would have gone up. 
Land does not come up for sale very often, so when the land did come up for sale, I felt it was 
a good opportunity for burial ground and public open space. 

In May 2025, The finance officers report came to a Full Council meeting. The RFO stated we 
had £384,000 potentially available to spend. Some of the funds were allocated for Parish 
Offices, but the discussion in council was to delay due to land not coming up for sale very 
often. All minutes show the land purchase discussions. The Parish has a shortfall of open 
space and 3-5 hectares are needed. The Parish currently has 19.5 hectares of open space but 
we are supposed to have 27 hectares for the population. It was agreed by council to divert the 
funds from community buildings on a temporary basis to purchase the land. I then did a CIL 
application for £200,000, which the council agreed to at the Full Council meeting of 21st May 
2025, with 9 members in favour and 2 abstentions. There were no votes against. Following 
the change of Chair of Council at the meeting, Cllr Ranger then asked me to negotiate the 
price of the land, which concluded at the end of July, and the price agreed for two plots was 
£364,642, £20,000 under the maximum ceiling that the council agreed. The exchange of 
contracts was agreed for 15th September, but have not taken place yet. 



It’s my belief that this is a good purchase for Council, but I appreciate that not everybody 
agrees. No loans are being taken. Most land that comes up for sale is for development, 
outside the settlement boundary and not for agricultural purposes, therefore I stand by my 
decision.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

Cllr Vickers made the following comments: 

I would like to speak about the five-councillor motion. I was proud to be part of the Five 
Councillor motion. Even though I voted in May, I wanted to reflect on my decision and 
whether it would be best for the village. It was a brave decision to call a Five Councillor 
motion, as we felt it should be in the public domain. To clarify, CIL funding has not yet 
become available. 

 

Cllr Andreoli made the following comments: 

I have had many discussions regarding the burial ground with Winchester College over the 
past fourteen years. It’s always been stated ‘You scratch our back and I’ll scratch yours’ as 
they wanted to build houses at the back of the burial ground. Regarding open space, I joined 
the council nineteen years ago and at the time, it was short of 80 acres of open space for the 
public.  

Cllr Carson made the following comments: 

Debs stated a number by the committee clerk, but I could not hear this properly on the 
recording. I have concerns regarding the potential burial ground being in a Flood zone in the 
Parish. Following a hydro-geological survey by The British Geological Society, it showed 
that there is an intermittent stream that runs through various areas of the land that the Parish 
Council wished to buy. This sort of information highlights the importance of the five-
councillor motion to re-discuss the land purchase. Furthermore, I am disappointed that certain 
Councillor’s voted against re-discussing the land purchase.  

At that Point, Cllr Ranger interjected and stated that he felt Cllr Carson should retract 
that statement. 

I also do not believe that any testing has been completed on the land for a burial ground. 

Cllr Brown made the following comments: 

The number of remaining burial spaces was completed by the Committee Clerk and it was 
assessed on the knowledge/date that she had at the time.  

Cllr Ranger then thanked the public for their participation and closed the public 
session. 

 

 
 


