
An account of the 
Sidlesham Parish Meeting held on the 1st April 2015 at the Church Hall, 
Church Farm Lane at 7pm 
 

1. Election or appointment of Chairman 
 
Adrian Harland, the Chairman of the Parish Council, asked the meeting to agree that he should chair 
the meeting as this was the correct procedure. He stated that he would as neutral as he could be. 
There was no opposition to his taking the chair. 
 

2. Opening remarks from the Chair 
 

Richard Hall opened the proceedings by outlining the reason for the meeting. A request had been 
made to the Parish Council to hold a Village Meeting to discuss the Parish Council’s proposal to sign 
an agreement to a lease of the Sidlesham Memorial Playing Field to the Sidlesham Football Club for 
25 years at a peppercorn rent. This request had been refused by the Chairman of the Parish Council 
and clarification sought from Thomas Eggar, the Council’s lawyers. This meeting had been called by 
six electors under the powers laid out in the Local Government Acts. 
 

3. Sidlesham Community Association presentation 
 
Martin Mellodey of the Sidlesham Community Association spoke first. He said that the views he 
expressed were his own. The main complaint was the lack of democracy in the way that this matter 
had been dealt with. All the legal advice that had been sought said that this was a major substantive 
issue for the whole Parish and went beyond the remit of the Parish Council alone and they should 
have called a Parish Meeting. The Parish Council’s constitution requires engagement with the 
community. We needed to talk about the Parish’s prime asset. The Memorial Playing Field was set 
up under covenants dated 31st March 1956 and confirmed by the Parish Council in 1956 and 1957 
which dedicated the land to use by the public in perpetuity as a recreation ground for the Parish. The 
proposed 25 year lease would take control of the land away from the village as 60% of it would be 
covered by the lease to the Football Club at a peppercorn rent. The lease would include a duty on 
the Club to cut the grass but it was difficult to see how this could be controlled. Effectively the public 
use is being handed over a to private company, limited by guarantee, and, in the event that the Club 
were to wind up, the costs of restoring the Ground would largely revert to the Parish Council 
taxpayers. There was also a question about the Club’s right to sub-let which appeared not to have 
been considered. There was a demand for more sports facilities in the village and it seemed wrong 
to hand the effective control of the Ground over to the Football Club, especially as the demand for 
soccer was declining and some of those who played for the Sidlesham Club came from outside the 
village. Martin stressed that he was not against soccer but the price the village was being asked to 
pay is against the spirit of the original purpose of the Ground as set out in the covenants. Added to 
this was the unwillingness of the Club to engage with the public; they were unwilling to reveal their 
financial status. The Parish Council had been forced to consult Thomas Eggar, their lawyers. 
 

4. Questions 
 
Corina Hall said that Thomas Eggar had already cost the Council a lot of money and their advice was 
not being followed. The Council’s inclination had been to sign the agreement to a lease but she and 
Councillor Pound had objected and this had le to consultation with the lawyers. The advice had been 
that the Council cannot dispose of land except on a short tenancy. They also recommended seeking 
advice from the National Association of Local Councils but this had not been done. There were 



concerns that the present Football Club building was uninsurable. There were concerns about the 
Club’s ability to meet building costs to repair or replace the building. Nothing had been done. The 
Football Club’s financial sustainability was fundamental to any decision on the lease and the Council 
should be asking for a business plan as a basis for the upkeep of the building and the land. This had 
been recommended to the Council but not done. The Club would however only be a licensee with 
rights to occupy the land, not the owner. But many questions remained. Is the Club able to ask for 
grants? Is the Club able to meet the cost of maintenance of the building and ground? If not, who 
will? The Parish Council has shown concern over other projects in the village involving cost, but on 
this one there are no financial records or plans and the building is in such a state that it is 
uninsurable. Are the safety hazards of broken glass and pieces of metal the responsibility of the 
Parish Council? The answer to the present situation could be to replace the building with a 
Community Centre for the Football Club and also for the people of Sidlesham. 
 
Michael Fowler said that since we do not have a proposal for a new building and asked how could 
we form a view about these proposals? It appeared that the Football Club would not be a good 
tenant for the land and building. Adrian Harland said that he knew a planning application had been 
submitted but it had not yet reached the Parish Council. Tricia Tull interjected that we needed 
answers, not questions. Martin Mellodey said that the plans were at an immature stage and the 
lease should not be signed now. Dan Bailey said the meeting should have a limited aim: should the 
lease be signed now? His view was that the whole process should stop for now. Martin Mellodey 
agreed that the Parish Council appeared to be trying to push this through and we should say: not at 
this time. David Dean said that other villages had marvellous facilities and this Football Club site is 
awful. There were inevitably costs involved and he supported the idea of a building on the site for 
more than football. Sarah Kelly said she had sent an email to the Parish Council but had no response. 
Why not join together for the improvement of the village? Rival Associations could cause problems. 
The Community Association needed a village hall but the present financial climate precluded that. 
The Parish Council endorsed the Association in principle but only gave out small amounts of money.  
 
Norman Robson said that the meeting so far was producing more heat than light. He was not 
declaring his support for either side of the argument but his own business experience in 
management suggested that there were risks and the paperwork produced so far showed little 
evidence of due diligence. There were three fundamental issues: legal, financial and risk. The Parish 
Council had taken legal advice and been advised that without a proper a clear plan on money the 
lease might be invalid. The Football Club is a limited liability company so it could be that the liability 
of directors is £1 share; if things went wrong, the Parish Council would be left to pick up the bill. Risk 
had not been evaluated so that mitigation could be put in place. For example, the insurance on the 
building. The onus would be on the Football Club but nothing had been said as to whether the risk 
would be down to the Parish Council as building proceeded. Financially the proposal hangs on the 
ability of the Football Club to raise a substantial grant. But in his experience, grants go to people who 
put in a lot of work themselves. Was there a warning in the Football Club’s unwillingness to disclose 
its accounts? A 100% grant would be unlikely in any case so the liability could fall on the Parish 
again. Similarly if the lease were not a full “repair and maintenance” lease, the Parish would be 
bearing the risk. The current year’s increase in Council Tax was 13.2% already. What would happen if 
the Football Club collapsed? Any grant received would be called back; this would again fall back on 
the Parish. Then there is the reputational risk. The Parish Council’s reputation is on the line if it 
proceeds to a lease. What mitigation of this risk had the Parish Council put in place? It would not be 
right and proper to proceed to a quick agreement leading to a lease without all this evidence. The 
only conclusion could be that the proposal was inappropriate at present.  
 
Mike Allisstone said he endorsed Norman’s comments. How many Football Club members were on 
the Sidlesham electoral roll? This land is for the villagers, in the letter and the spirit of the original 



agreements. Paul Devonshire said that the Parish Council had not conducted this activity as it 
should. How about looking for a better bidder as a best deal for the Parish? Tricia Tull said that 
Football Club are in possession  of the land so why go out to tender if we have a sitting tenant who, 
she understood, had a right to stay. [Voice: they pay no rent]. Samantha Scott said she had two small 
children and would like to see something for the whole village, not just football. More activities were 
needed in a village hall. David Blackford said it was a great sadness that the Memorial Ground should 
be such an issue. The Parish Council appeared to want the least input. The Football Club wants a 
pavilion, the Community Association wants a Village Hall for all. What was needed was a properly 
planned facility from the outset. 
 

5. Sidlesham Football Club 
 
Mr Albrecht spoke for the Football Club and said that there would have been more members 
present but there was an important away match that evening. The arguments were very 
complicated but this meeting was not about a Community Hall [various shouts of “No”]. Some  
villagers want to knock down the pavilion to provide a village hall. This was unnecessary: the village 
hall could be on the same site. It was not easy for the present clubhouse to be seized The Football 
Club and its predecessor had been in occupation since 1967, firstly under a 21 year lease and then, 
since 1983, under an agreement to occupy the clubhouse and the site. To breach these agreements 
would be very complicated. The Club is not asking for a long term lease but only for one on part of 
the Ground which is less that it has now: that is, the building and the pitch. The Club will maintain 
the Ground, as it does now, at an estimated cost to the Club of £3,000 which would otherwise fall on 
the Parish. Any agreement would hinge on the Club obtaining a £100,000 grant. Their application 
was ready to go. If there were no grant there would be no lease. The25 year lease would then revert 
to the Parish Council. The Ground is still used as a sports field and recreation ground. The Football 
Club contains people from Sidlesham and neighbouring Parishes. The pitch is used by qualified 
coaches to train young people on Saturday mornings. The Parish Council will have the right to 
approve any building on the Ground and the Football Club will allow others to hire the building.. So 
the legal position is: no grant, no lease. It was true that the Club was a limited liability company but 
the club’s responsibilities had not yet been transferred. The limited liability company would have to 
comply with the terms of the lease. If the Club were to collapse financially the Parish Council would 
be responsible for clearing and maintaining the site so there was merit in allowing the continuance 
of the Club. If it did not, the Parish would be left with an empty area where now we have a 
flourishing sports club. What is blocking this lease is the dream of a Community Hall. If the Hall 
happens, it will cost the Council money. There is a better chance of building for the Football Club. All 
the information would be available at the next Council meeting and Paul Bedford has a good track 
record in getting grants. A model will also be available at the next Council meeting. 
 

6. Questions 
 
Mr Clarke-Adams remarked that he was a building surveyor and had a construction background. It 
was possible to improve a structure in poor condition with lots of money. But would it not be better, 
especially for the Football Club, to have a brand new building? It was better to have one facility 
catering for all. The facilities would be better for the Football Club than the present proposal. 
Michael Barnes said that the Football Club had not maintained its present building. Might an 
alternative for the future be a commercial rent? The Parish Council is creating a new junior pitch for 
football and other sports. Adrian Harland informed the meeting that the present state of the Ground 
was in part due to its use two years ago by a visiting circus which mucked up the pitch. So the 
Ground had to be ploughed and reseeded. The Ground was under the control of the Parish Council 
and they had received a grant of £6000 to do the work. It was planned to maintain the pitch by using 
contractors. The Club is paying no rent at all at present. A Villager interjected that, even if they did, 



rent and maintenance are not necessarily the same thing. Tricia Tull said that the Football Club 
should put up their building. Where would we get another tenant? Adrian Harland said that the Club 
cannot insure the building but the Club’s insurance and the Parish Council’s public liability insurance 
cover accidents. A survey of the building in 2009 had said money should not be spent on the present 
building. Elizabeth Smart said that present building was bought from the Land Settlement 
Association and given to the Football Club. She said that you cannot walk all over people who have 
been here for47 years; some of the originals are still here. Bruce Dunlop asked why the Football Cub 
and the Community Association cannot get together and produce something on this site as an asset 
to the community. Other villages have done it. 
 

7. Sidlesham Parish Council’ position 
 
Vanessa Foden spoke for the Parish Council and warned the meeting that they might not like what 
she had to say. Thomas Eggar had written to the Parish Council in the last twenty-four hours to say 
that a signing of a lease could be unlawful in their opinion and that the advice of Counsel should be 
sought. It must be shown in the next two years that grants are available. She went on to repeat that 
present the Football Club maintains all the Ground except for a part maintained by the Parish 
Council. The cost of maintaining the whole site would be £2000. There could be a trade off of rent 
against maintenance. For the time being the current heads of agreement will continue in relation to 
the Ground. 
 

8. Questions 
 
Corina Hall asked why the new advice from the lawyers had not been circulated to all Councillors 
and for it to be clear that it  meant that no lease would be signed. In spite of this new information 
she called for a vote on the motion on the agenda. 
 

9. Agreement that the motion be put 
 
The Chairman said he would put the motion to the meeting but commented that in the Council’s 
view there would not be a peppercorn rent. 
 
Richard Hall and Brian Kennedy tried to clarify the extent, frequency and cost of cutting the grass at 
the Ground. Corina Hall added the cost of litter clearance but said that without seeing the accounts 
it was impossible to assess these costs. 
  
The Chairman then put the motion to the meeting: 
 
Should the Parish Council sign the agreement to a lease with the Sidlesham Football Club for 25 
years for a peppercorn rent? 
 
No-one voted for the motion. The Chairman did not call for a count of those against or those 
abstaining but the vote against was clearly overwhelming and the Chairman declared the answer to 
the question was clearly No. 
 

10. Closure of the meeting 
 
The Chairman thanked all those who had attended and spoken 


