
HAMBLEDON PARISH COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES 
 

of an extraordinary meeting of the Parish Council held on 9 November 2010 in the Church 
Rooms, St Peter’s Church, Hambledon 

 
Present: John Anderson (in the Chair), Derek Miller, Paul Pattinson, Stewart Payne, 

Philip Underwood and Ron Vickery;   Jane Woolley (clerk);  and eight 
members of the public  

 
QUESTION TIME 
 
1. The Chairman reminded the meeting that its purpose was to decide on a Parish 
Council draft response to the application for residential development on the Nutbourne 
Brickworks site and invited comments from members of the public.  The following points 
were raised. 
 
 The importance of taking into account the concerns and interests of all villagers:  these 

had not been addressed at the public meeting on 28 October. 
 The enforceability or otherwise of the proposed restrictive covenant, including whether it 

would limit access to the entire site to one person:  if so the village would lose a major 
asset as the Parish had long had access to much of the land covered by the site. 

 The further process for considering the application. 
 The condition attached to the proposed restrictive covenant:  if the Parish Council 

objected to the application at this stage but if it were subsequently approved by Waverley 
or at appeal, the covenant would no longer be available. 

 The suggestion that Waverley, not the Parish Council, might be party to a restrictive 
covenant.  If the latter, villagers would be in control;  if the former, who could guarantee 
what Waverley’s locus standi would be in, say, 10 years time?   

 There had been plenty of opportunity for villagers to express a view but there was a 
tendency amongst those who agreed with a proposition not to express a view or turn up at 
meetings.  The proposal would benefit a lot of people and had been supported by most of 
those who had commented to Waverley:  it was hoped that the Parish Council’s decision 
would reflect this.   

 The site was a nature conservation area:  what effect would cleaning it up have on the rare 
species that inhabited it?  

 
2. The Chairman thanked speakers for their contributions.  Some of the points had 
already been picked up in the draft response which the Parish Council was about to discuss;  
further advice was being sought on others, particularly those relating to the covenant.  He 
explained that the meeting on 17 November would be an open meeting of the Parish Council, 
with a public speaking slot, at which the Parish Council would formalise its response to 
Waverley on the application.  
 
FORMAL BUSINESS 
 
3. The Chairman outlined developments since the last Parish Council meeting: 
 
 the public meeting on 26 October 
 the advice received from Alliance Planning 
 his meeting with SCC Minerals on 2 November 
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 comments submitted by individuals direct to Waverley 
 the drafting of a Parish Council response to Waverley, in the form of a letter and annex, 

which took account of all of the foregoing and had been circulated to Councillors 
 Alliance Planning’s subsequent suggestion that, if the Parish Council’s comments were to 

be taken seriously by Waverley, it should register a holding objection pending the 
provision and discussion of further information 

 circulation to Councillors of a redrafted letter incorporating the foregoing suggestion  
 the further information, received on 6 November, from Pitmans (Millgate’s solicitors) 

about the  proposed restrictive covenant 
 
4.1 The Chairman then invited individual Councillor’s comments on the application and 
the draft response. 
 
4.2 Cllr. Payne agreed that resolution was needed and he understood the neighbours’ 
attitude – though he noted that several of those who had expressed support in their comments 
to Waverley had also listed concerns. 
The proposed restrictive covenant was a possible way forward but the stated condition was 
not acceptable:  it should be the subject of objective debate. 
Ownership brought responsibility but this had not been exercised in the past 10 years as 
regards the condition and safety of the site.  
 The Parish Council had to listen to the views of the whole village and examine the 
application cautiously and thoroughly.  It could only support it if it were sure that it met all 
villagers’ concerns.  That stage had not been reached:  there were a lot of questions yet to be 
answered and legal advice was probably needed as regards a possible covenant.  None of this 
could be done in the time available.  
 
4.3 Cllr. Underwood stated that the Parish Council’s role was to reflect the views of 
villagers, whom he felt were behind the application.  He understood that the proposed 
restrictive covenant was to reassure the Parish Council that only one house would be built on 
the site.     
Public access across the site could not be stopped. 
It would be good to have an estate providing employment and he supported the application. 
 
4.4 Cllr. Pattinson endorsed Cllr. Payne’s comments.  The Parish Council was responsible 
to the whole Parish and could only reach a decision if it had all the necessary information, not 
half of what it needed to know.  Nor could it approve the application as it stood as it would 
not then be reflecting the views of those who had expressed concerns. Due diligence was 
required - Councillors would not be thanked 10 years hence if they got it wrong.  
A restrictive covenant was an interesting way forward but the present coercive condition was 
unacceptable:  whether Pitman’s letter was intended to clarify or replace it would have to be 
established.   Restrictive covenants on land had been got round by the courts in the past and 
any proposal to attach one to the application would have to be looked in great detail. 
 
4.5 Cllr. Miller asked whether, if satisfactory responses were received to all its queries, 
the Parish Council might see fit to support the application. 
 
4.6 Cllr. Vickery also endorsed Cllr. Payne’s comments.  The condition attached to the 
proposed restrictive covenant was distasteful;  action should have been taken to prevent the 
site falling into its present shocking state;  and the application raised issues concerning (i) the 
use to which a single owner could put a single building at some future date and (ii) privacy v. 
public access.  The Parish Council would be guilty of negligence if it did not flag all the 
points on which it felt further information was required.  
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4.7 Cllr. Payne commented further that Millgate had made it very clear that, if the 
application were refused, it would explore every avenue of generating income from the site 
including resumed clay extraction and brick making or other possible commercial uses.  That 
threat could only be countered by ascertaining the minerals position. 
 
5. The following points were made in a general concluding discussion. 
 
 The Parish Council wanted to give an honest and positive lead in commenting on the 

application.  It was unfortunate that time constraints imposed by the planning process 
made it impossible to obtain more information prior to submitting comments.  Hence the 
professional advice that a holding objection was needed until answers to questions raised 
had been provided by the planning authority and the developer.  It was agreed that this 
would have to be carefully explained to the village and that a holding objection in the 
short term in no way ruled out support for a subsequent application that was deemed 
totally satisfactory. 

 
 Alliance Planning had been consulted consequent on a previous decision [minute 6 of the 

meeting held on 26 October] that the Chairman should seek further advice and 
clarification as necessary on the application.  The advice had been offered pro bono, but 
an appropriate fee was being negotiated. 

 
6. The Parish Council 
 
 Agreed that a covenent would be helpful, providing it were acceptable to both parties, and 

that further advice on this subject was required. 
 Agreed that Annex A to the draft letter covered all the concerns that had been raised. 
 Agreed, by a majority of five votes to one, a holding objection to the application on the 

lines of the redrafted letter, to be formally approved at the meeting on 17 November. 
 Agreed that the draft response to Waverley should therefore comprise the redrafted letter, 

Annex A and, subject to Alliance Planning’s agreement, its advice (as Annex B). 
 Agreed that these documents should be placed on the village web site, with hard copy in 

the Village Shop, so that interested villagers could review them prior to the Parish Council 
meeting on 17 November. 

.  
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