
Hampton Lucy Parish Council 
 

 

(Minutes of meeting held on Monday August 3rd 2020 using ‘Zoom’ – the meeting opened at 19.00pm) 

Present – Councillors Byrd, Clark, Jones, Kimberley and Matthews together with 16 members of the 
public. 

1. Public open session relating to agenda items. 
Councillor Jones confirmed that members of the public could contribute on the agenda item in 
question. 

 
2. To receive apologies for absence 

2.1 None 
 

3. To receive declarations of interest 
3.1 None 

4. 20/01007/FUL - Old Pastures Farm - Erection of 243,181sqm of polytunnels, installation of a 
rainwater harvesting attenuation basin for associated irrigation purposes and associated 
landscaping works. 
4.1 Councillor Jones summarised the responses that had been sent in to the Parish Council so far: 
4.2 FOR: These all centred around the economic benefit. A member of the public queried this but 

Councillor Jones confirmed that this was the case. Councillor Matthews asked if the benefit 
was for the applicant and Councillor Jones replied no, reading out an extract, namely: 
‘advanced ways of using modern technology for food production …’ 

4.3 AGAINST: These focussed on siting & appearance, impact on heritage assets together with the 
economic impact and transport suitability of the site. A member of the public asked about 
comments made referring to the planning inspector’s refusal at appeal. Councillor Jones said it 
was right to bring this up because it was mainly the impact on the heritage assets. 

4.4 Councillor Jones then confirmed that it was the role of the Parish Council to listen to the views 
of both for and against the application. 

4.5 The National Trust representative for Charlecote Park confirmed that there were concerns due 
to the application being on a much larger scale. He then continued to say that the main 
problems were effects on the landscape, the historic buildings, wildlife and the risk of 
flooding. The house and parks look in the direction of the application. Charlecote is Grade I 
listed and the Park is Grade II listed with the Park dating back further than the application 
claims. There are protected wildlife species such as kingfishers and as far as flooding is 
concerned, this is a flood plain. The cellars have flooded in the past but not the house. The 
concern is whether the polytunnel scheme will hold water back causing a blockage.  

4.6 Councillor Jones confirmed that the independent consultant had looked at much of this, 
especially the view and the vistas over the valley. 

4.7 A member of the public asked how many visitors had commented on the polytunnels, the 
answer being none officially with nothing in writing. The person went on to suggest that it had 
not been raised and none of the volunteers in the house had mentioned anyone commenting 
when asked. 

4.8 Another member of the public said that they had lived here for many years and that this area 
had gradually been converted into an agricultural centre causing disruption to the roads. He 
agreed that the country needed to grow food but suggested that there must be more suitable 
sites. 

4.9 One person suggested that traffic was a concern with 50% of traffic going via Hatton Rock 
rather than up Hatton Bank, the roads being too narrow as well as dangerous at the main road 
junction. The person was concerned that this application was very large, perhaps resulting in a 
smaller application being successful. The person felt that the applicant always pushed the 
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boundaries and that there was no local economic benefit. The person questioned whether we 
really needed lettuce leaves, hardly top of the agenda. 

4.10 Councillor Jones repeated that each application had to be assessed on its own merits. 
4.11 Another member of the public claimed that the caravans had never been approved and the 

accommodation block was full, flouting the rules. He claimed that pre-packaged salad leaves 
were the second highest contributor to food poisoning. 

4.12 Councillor Kimberley asked if the independent consultant’s report should be sent to 
neighbouring parishes, the reply being yes. She felt that this was a balancing act in that the 
inspector’s views counterbalanced any benefits. The application was too big, causing visual 
amenity problems. 

4.13 Councillor Matthews said that the site was near to 63 listed sites and overlooked the two 
villages and conservation areas. It is in a valley and can be seen from above so that it is not 
possible to screen such a large development. She questioned both noise and light pollution. 
She felt that if the valley was spoilt, we would never get it back and it would be a catastrophe 
for the area. 

4.14 Councillor Clark said that you needed to look at this application from different angles. 
Although an excellent scheme, it was in the wrong place. 

4.15 Councillor Byrd unfortunately dropped out of the Zoom meeting. 
4.16 Councillor Jones said that two things struck a chord: 

• The applicant had a number of other sites that could be possible, such as Hunscote and 
these are not overlooked and have better screening. 

• Whatever screening is used, the vista will still be altered and lost forever. 
4.17 A member of the public mentioned the District Council’s CS5 and CS8, landscape character and 

heritage assets. 
4.18 Someone asked if the applicant had been in touch, the reply being yes. Councillor Jones 

confirmed that the applicant’s planning consultant had been in touch and sent detailed plans 
but no landscaping details.  

4.19 Someone else asked if the applicant’s planning consultant had addressed the Parish Council’s 
concerns. Councillor Jones confirmed that the Parish Council’s consultant did not think the 
applicant had addressed its concerns. 

4.20 Another person said that there was a history of non-compliance but Councillor Jones again 
confirmed that it was this current application that the meeting was concerned with. 

4.21 Councillor Jones proposed an objection based on siting & appearance, location, impact on 
heritage assets together with economic & transport issues. This was seconded by Councillor 
Kimberley and all were agreed. 

4.22 It was resolved that: The Parish Council objects to this application. 
 

Meeting closed at 20.03 pm  
John Dunkerton (August 11th 2020) 
 
Dates of next meetings for 2020: September 22nd, and November 24th 


