
HAMBLEDON PARISH COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES 
 

of the meeting of the Parish Council held on 8 March 2011 in the Village Hall 
  
Present: John Anderson (in the Chair), Derek Miller, Paul Pattinson, Stewart Payne, 

Philip Underwood and Ron Vickery;  Jane Woolley (clerk);  PC Dave Boxall;   
and five members of the public 

 
Apologies:  Cllrs. Adam-Taylor Smith and Elizabeth Cable 
 
 
QUESTION TIME 
 
Tuesley Farm.  It was reported that field 25, which lies within Hambledon Parish, had been 
covered in fleece cloches.  Cloches are prohibited under an S.106 agreement;  further 
clarification as to whether this condition also applied to fleece, in any form, was being sought 
from WBC’s enforcement team.  It was agreed that the Parish Council would investigate. 
Nutbourne Brickworks.  Questions raised and discussions thereon are reported below. 
 
1. MINUTES 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 8 February 2011 were agreed and signed. 
 
2. MATTERS ARISING 
 
There were none. 
 
3. FINANCE 
 
Waverley Hoppa Community Transport 
Noted the request for financial support and agreed to make a donation of £50. 
Cheques 
Agreed and signed the following: 
Jane Woolley:  ink cartridges        £  75.52 
Glendale:  football field grass cutting, 2010 [Note: net of VAT, within budget] £210.00 
Waverley Hoppa:  grant (S.137)       £  50.00 
Transfer of funds 
Approved the transfer of £1,000 from the deposit to the current account. 
Risk assessment 
On an oral report noted the following 
- on-going problems with potholes 
- leaning telegraph poles, one in Malthouse Lane, one in the Hambledon Road, plus some 
obstruction of electricity cables by overhanging branches 
- overhanging branches in Vann Lane 
- seats, signs and rubbish bins owned by the Parish Council all in good repair.     
 
4. PLANNING 
Applications 
Noted and agreed comments of the Planning Committee on the following: 
WA11/0001 – The Merry Harriers:  B&B units.  No objection 
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WA11/0022 – 3 Hydestile Cottages:  new vehicle access.  For SCC Highways to decide 
WA11/0214 – Court Farm:  demolition and replacement of early 20th century wing (renewal 
of previously approved application).  No objection. 
 
5. NUTBOURNE BRICKWORKS 
 
Restrictive Covenant 
 
The following points were discussed.  
(i)  Land against which the covenant would be registered.   The alternative proposal – ie 
Coleman’s Copse – was formally agreed.   On behalf of Millgate Homes, Mr Simpson stated 
that, as this land abutted other common land, there was no need to provide the Parish Council 
with additional access rights. 
(ii)  Restriction on the size of the development.  Mr Simpson stated that the purpose of the 
covenant was to guarantee that there would never be more than one house on the estate, not to 
restrict the size of the development (which was a planning issue and as such should be 
addressed by means of an S.106 agreement).   
(iii)  “Nuisance” clause.  Lawyers were close to agreeing suitable wording.   
(iv)  Restriction on sales of part of the property.   The Parish Council’s concern was to ensure 
that the covenant would apply to the estate in its entirety.  If sales of part were allowed, the 
part(s) sold would no longer be ancillary to the use of the main building and would fall 
without the covenant;  and the validity of the covenant would be diminished.  Mr Simpson 
stated that to prohibit the sale of any part of the estate would be an unreasonable condition to 
impose on any purchaser.  
(v)  Demolition of existing buildings.  Millgate Homes had now agreed that this should be 
carried out within one year of the date of transfer. 
 
The Parish Council  
- noted that Mr Simpson was expecting the application to be considered by the relevant 
Waverley Planning Committee at its meeting on 30 March;  
- noted Mr Simpson’s comments regarding the purpose of the Restrictive Covenent; 
- noted the disquiet expressed by two Councillors about including any restriction on the size 
of the development in the Restrictive Covenant and preventing the sale of any part of the 
estate; 
- agreed that the purpose of the Restrictive Covenant was to enable the Parish Council to 
fulfil its duty to secure the best interests of the village, both now and for the future; 
- agreed to seek further advice from its lawyers on points (i) – (iv) above, and if possible 
make further progress in drafting what might be mutual acceptable forms of wording, and to 
meet again on 22 March to decide whether to accept the Restrictive Covenant. 
 
Planning application 
  
Noted that WBC had circulated amendments and further information pursuant to the original 
application;  that these had been considered by the Planning Committee;  and that the matters 
on which it seemed appropriate for the Parish Council to comment were as follows: 
 - house and ancillary accommodation:  their positioning in relation to the existing buildings 
footprint and the hard standing;  the perceived need for further development and how this 
could be accommodated without exceeding the present size of the development;  
- access:  the importance of this being maintained across the whole of the wider area (ie that 
part of the estate not occupied by the dwelling/ancillary accommodation); 
- site management:  the need for an appropriate long-term management regime of the wider 
area. 
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- archaeological assessment:  the need for an up-to-date assessment covering the entire site. 
 
The following points were discussed. 
(i)  Size of the development.  Mr Simpson reiterated that this would be restricted by an S.106 
agreement and that any new building would have to be the subject of a new planning 
application (though it was queried whether this would be the case in respect of agricultural 
buildings). 
(ii)  Access.  Mr Simpson stressed that access rights over the wider area (ie that part of the 
estate falling outside the developed area) would remain unchanged, in line with advice 
received from relevant statutory authorities;  and that the only fencing would be around the 
developed area plus repairs or replacement of stock fencing in the wider area. 
(iii)  Site Management.  Mr Simpson referred to SCC’s suggestion that the wider area be 
managed by a board comprising expertise from appropriate wildlife and nature organisations 
(rather than, as originally proposed, by an independent conservation body or bodies) and 
stated that this alternative was acceptable to Millgate and Waverley.   A steering committee 
would formulate a management plan, including management of the ancient woodland that 
would be granted SSSI status once the minerals rights were extinguished. 
(iv)  Archaeological assessment.  Mr Simpson stated that an up-dated assessment had been 
requested, but only of the area to be developed;  and that Millgate had no plans to disturb any 
of the wider area.  
 
The Parish Council agreed that, subject to an amendment to reflect its support for the new 
management regime proposed by SCC,  the Planning Committee’s proposed comments, as 
outlined to the meeting, should be formally submitted to Waverley.  [Note: submission 
attached to the circulated copies of these minutes.] 
 
6. HOUSING NEEDS 
 
Noted that the Clerk would be meeting Mona Johanasson, Surrey Community Action, and 
Waverley’s Rural Housing Enabler on 23 March when they would also be looking at potential 
sites in the village which had so far been identified.  
  
7. VILLAGE DESIGN STATEMENT 
 
Noted that an idea for a chair of a working party to prepare a Statement had failed to 
materialise but that investigations would continue.  
 
8. PARISH ASSEMBLY 
 
Recalled that it had been agreed after last year’s Assembly to serve wine beforehand instead 
of tea/coffee afterwards;  that the date had been confirmed as Thursday 7 April, with a 19.30 
start time;  and that The Rev. Simon Taylor had accepted the invitation to be the guest 
speaker.  
 
9. VILLAGE MATTERS 
 
Maintenance 
Arising from the decision at the last meeting to assist Tim Coleman with the purchase of a 
second-hand digger, noted that SCC Highways had raised various concerns which were in the 
process of being addressed;  noted that one of these was the need for higher liability 
insurance;   and agreed that the additional cost (£100) should be met from Parish Council 
funds. 
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Emergency planning 
Noted that SCC’s grit bins in Church Lane and Roundals Lane had been refilled before 
Christmas, since when all the grit had been removed from the former and half from the latter;  
noted that a request that they be fitted with padlocks had been refused on the grounds that this 
was contrary to SCC policy; and noted that, as the Roundals Lane bin had been damaged, 
SCC had agreed to provide a replacement. 
Noted that Peter Knight had agreed a rate for clearing snow with SCC who had paid him 
promptly for his work in December. 
Police 
Noted the previously circulated report and PC Boxall’s up-date that, following the break-in at 
Nutbourne Brickworks, the site was now being actively patrolled.  
 
10. VILLAGE ORGANISATIONS ON WHICH PARISH COUNCIL REPRESENTED 
 
Village Shop 
Noted that a Waverley inspection had pointed up the need for improved management systems 
and that a useful meeting had taken place under the auspices of the Plunkett Foundation (an 
association of community-owned village shops) with several shops in neighbouring villages. 
 
11. CORRESPONDENCE 
 
Village Party 
Noted a suggestion by Jo Kirkland that a village party be organised on the Cricket Green to 
celebrate the Royal Wedding; noted the Philip Underwood, Ron Vickery and Stewart Payne 
would be prepared to help;  and agreed that the Clerk should discuss Jo Kirkland’s ideas 
further with her, including whether any financial input was envisaged from the Parish 
Council. 
 
 

The Chairman closed the meeting at 22.15 
 

Dates of future meetings: 
 

Tuesday 22 March – VENUE TO BE ADVISED 
 

  Monday 4 April 2011 – PLEASE NOTE CHANGE OF DATE (venue:  Village Hall) 
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WA2010/1622 – Nutbourne Brickworks 
 
Comments from Hambledon Parish Council, arising from amendments/further information as detailed 
in Waverley’s letter dated 15 February 2011 
 
 
Information relating to the proposed house and ancillary accommodation. 
 
Despite the repositioning of the red line, the stables, stable yard and parking area for the cottages 
appear to be outside the existing footprint. 
 
Whilst the footprint has been adjusted, the Gross External Area still equates to approximately 50,000 
sq.ft.  This provides no leeway for additional development to accommodate materials and machinery 
and provide other essential storage facilities for maintaining a property of this size.  Further 
outbuildings are bound to be required.  In its earlier comments the Parish Council referred to its 
concern over the size of the development.  All, including any subsequent, buildings should be 
accommodated within the footprint and parameters of the original application – ie 50,000 sq.ft GEA.  
The Parish Council is already seeking inclusion of this restriction in the covenant which it is 
negotiating with the developers;  it should also be a S.106 condition of planning permission were this 
to be granted.  
 
Information relating to access 
 
The Parish Council’s earlier comments included suggestions for ensuring effective public access to 
and management of the site.  The latter is addressed below.  As regards the former, whilst the Parish 
Council welcomes the access statement and accompanying strategy plan, they seem insufficient to 
ensure that public access will be maintained across the whole of the wider area.  Further information 
and undertakings should be sought. 
 
Information relating to site management 
 
The historical importance of the site, and hence the need for an appropriate management regime, have 
been flagged by several other consultees including CPRE Waverley, the Surrey Hills AONB Planning 
Adviser and Natural England.  Alan Stone (SCC) points out that, but for the fact that minerals 
planning consent already existed over the site, its ancient woodland would have been included in the 
SSSI designation afforded to the contiguous Chiddingfold Woods.  He also refers to the protected 
species that inhabit the site and states that, as the minerals planning authority, SCC considers it vital 
that the applicant be required, through an S.106 agreement, to retain the wider area for nature 
conservation purposes.  In a further submission, SCC suggests that a management plan should be put 
in place and overseen by a board comprising expertise from Natural England, the Wildlife Trust and 
other appropriate conservation bodies.  The up-dated ecological management plan provided by the 
applicant merely states that ecological monitoring of the wider area will be carried out for the first 
three years post development by an ecological contractor and thereafter by the estate manager.  This 
falls short of the SCC requirement and offers no guarantee that any management will take place once 
the site is sold on.  The Parish Council therefore recommends that SCC’s proposals for management of 
the site be implemented in their entirety by Waverley and controlled within an S.106 agreement. 
 
Archaeological assessment 
 
The planning application covers the area delineated in red on the site plan and the submitted 
archaeological assessment covers more or less the same area as is proposed for development.  Strictly 
in planning terms, this may be all that is required.  However, the historical importance of the site (see 
above) and the substantial remedial works that are being proposed over its entirety (drainage, 
landscaping, etc) suggest that an up-to-date assessment covering the whole area is required.   
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