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(Minutes of extraordinary meeting held on March 22nd 2016 in the village hall – meeting opened at 18.04pm) 

Present –  Councillors Dobson, Schroeder, Whyman, Rayment, Heron and 21 members of the public. 

1. Declarations of interest. 
1.1 There were none. 

 
2. 15/03650/FUL Old Pastures Farm,  Amendment of application 

 
Members of the public 
2.1 Members of the public were given 3 minutes each to speak. The following comments were made: 
2.2 The anonymous newsletter was distributed by Lizzie McKenna on behalf of the action group. The 

concern was that despite the conditions asked for by the council, the overwhelming response from 
the public on the website was against the application. 

2.3 The original intention of the parish council was to support the application but this was then 
changed to ‘no objection’ (see below). The parish council asked for a 10m buffer zone but DEFRA 
suggest one of 30m. The parish council does not represent the views of the village.  

2.4 There are concerns about the roads and the extra heavy traffic over the bridge. 
2.5 What exactly is the parish council’s response now? 
2.6 ‘Planning considerations’ should include overshadowing or loss of outlook. This would be a serious 

concern even if it is only one family. 
2.7 Alveston is very close to the polytunnels and there is a dangerous junction by the Stratford Road. 

The road is listed as dangerous and what about dangers to pedestrians?  The heritage assets of the 
area are a serious concern and should be considered by the parish council. Is Valefresco going to 
extend these polytunnels even further? The parish council should be urged to consider the total 
area of polytunnels not just the current application. 

2.8 This is a beautiful village and will this application enhance the village? 
2.9 The photographs misrepresent the actual impact of the polytunnels. 
2.10 The polytunnels will affect the vista of heritage buildings such as the church. 

 
Response of Hampton Lucy Parish Councillors. 

 
2.11 Councillor Schroeder reported that the SDC website was different from the paperwork received. 

As a result of the clerk spotting that ‘no objection’ was a possible response without losing the 
conditions, the council resolved to give this response of ‘no objection’ with conditions attached for 
the previous application. One of the conditions was to request a buffer of 10 – 20m as a buffer. 
Councillor Schroeder also reminded parishioners that public meetings have been held so that 
everyone has had the chance to respond. Warwickshire County Council Highways are also a 
statutory consultee and they are seeking extra information before they make a decision. A decision 
is not that easy because the NPPF and other documents do not specifically mention polytunnels but 
it is supportive of agricultural development. The core strategy may also support buildings that 
encourage agricultural development and economic growth. This development will help to reduce 
‘air miles’. This revised application has addressed the visual impact on the environment although 
there is still a concern about the close proximity to Tile Barn Farm.  

2.12 Conditions should include a 30m buffer and tree planting should be before the work starts not 
afterwards. Relevant agencies should also confirm in writing that the drainage system is adequate.  

2.13 Overall, the benefits appear to outweigh the harm. 
 

2.14 Councillor Dobson confirmed that the paperwork is different from the website and any decision 
has to be based on planning grounds. A response of ‘no objection’ allowed conditions to be set.  
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2.15 Councillors Dobson, Heron and Rayment: A previous planning application cannot be taken into 
account. However, Hampton Lucy Parish Council has gone into this application in considerable 
detail. They reminded parishioners that the council represents the whole community so are the 
objections on the website actually representative of the whole community? 

 
2.16 Councillor Rayment suggested that transport and flooding may well be problems but that there 

was an argument for growing your own food, resulting in less transport and traffic from Italy. 
 

2.17 Councillor Whyman was sympathetic to the views of those objecting to this application. However, 
parish councillors were not really in a position to judge the fine detail of hydrology, flooding etc. 
He suggested that most of the recent heavy traffic was due to Charles Church, not just Valefresco. 
He also reminded people that large lorries and tractors are a fact of life these days with modern, 
more efficient farming methods.  

 
2.18 Decision. The council then voted on what response to give to this application. No councillor was in 

favour of the application in its current form, all five were against it and only one in favour of ‘no 
representation’. 

2.19 Three councillors voted for ‘No Objection’ with conditions attached. Two councillors were against 
this.  

2.20 It was also resolved that: The council’s response should be no objection to the application as long 
as conditions were attached.  

 
3. Other agenda items 

3.1 These were deferred until later because the village hall was booked for 20.00pm 

 

John Dunkerton (April 14th 2016) 


