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1.0 Introduction  

 
 

1.1 This document contains a summary of the oral submissions made on behalf of the National 

Farmers Union (“NFU”) and Agents at the Compulsory Acquisition hearing of the Richborough 

Scheme DCO examination, on 20
th

 October 2016. The structure of this summary follows that of the 

Agenda issued by the Examining Authority in advance of the hearing, identifying those agenda items 

dealt with at the hearing that are relevant to the NFU/Agents. 

 
 
2.0 Oral representations from affected persons 

 

2.1 Louise Staples on behalf of the NFU confirmed to the examiners that the NFU was 

representing all its members as had been provided in the list submitted with the written 

representation. She then started by highlighting that the DCLG Guidance (October 2015) 

makes it clear that Compulsory Purchase of land is intended as a last resort to secure the 

assembly of all land needed for the implementation of a project. 

 

2.2 Within guidance it is also highlighted how the Secretary of State has to be satisfied that 

the land acquired should be no more than is reasonably required for the purpose of 

the development. 

 

2.3 Further under the Planning Act 2008 it is highlighted that it has to be proven that 

2.3.1 The land which is to be taken is needed for the development to which the 

DCO relates; and 

2.3.2 The rights to be granted should be no more than is necessary and 

proportionate. 

 

2.4 She stated that the above guidance does raise questions as to what has happened in regard 

to how negotiations have been carried out so far between NG and the landowners. The 

following points were highlighted 

 

2.4.1 NG are still adamant that they need “limits of deviation” and so they cannot 

accurately say exactly what land they do require for this scheme now.  
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2.4.2 To date affected persons have not been provided with sufficiently clear 

communication as to how their land will be affected both through physical 

constraints from construction and access and temporal constraints from the 

development programme. As such the promoter has not provided a 

sufficiently clear justification as to whether the proposals are “reasonably 

required” for the intended purposes. Indeed some of draft documents shown to 

the NFU encompass entire holdings over which rights are being sought, far in 

excess of anything reasonably required for development. Going further the 

draft voluntary agreement currently states under 7.27/7.28 “without the prior 

written consent of the Company…the grantor agrees not to make any disposal 

of land relating to the whole or any part of the Grantors Land without the 

prior written consent of the Company” This is clearly excessive control 

over and above the rights required to construct and maintain the development. 

 

2.4.3 Further that there has been no negotiation with NG to reduce the rights that 

they need or any explanation as to why they need an easement. This calls into 

question whether alternatives have been fully explored to reduce effects on 

landowners and by implication whether the rights sought are proportionate. 

 

2.4.4 The question was raised should they only be asking for a time limited 

easement as the life of the pylons is only 80 years. Therefore it is not 

reasonable, necessary or proportionate to be asking for an easement in 

perpetuity.  

 

2.4.5 No negotiation has taken place to date to secure the easement by voluntary 

negotiation and it was stated that it is felt by the NFU and Agents that NG are 

relying on the fact that they will get compulsory powers and so any meetings 

that have taken place to date with landowners has been simply to state what 

land will be affected and where they are intending to locate pylons. 

 

2.4.6 The negotiations so far have been a light touch approach and that NG are 

taking it for granted that they will receive their compulsory powers to obtain 

the land. 
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2.4.7 The first meetings which took place were really only consultation meetings 

with NG stating what they were intending to do, the land needed and where 

they are going to locate pylons. It is the understanding of the NFU that there 

has been no attempt to change the location of pylons further to requests made 

by landowners. 

 

2.4.8 This means that NG has not tried to reduce the impact of the scheme on 

landowners. If more negotiation had taken place over the location of pylons 

this then might have reduced the interference on farm businesses. This has not 

been shown yet to date. 

 

2.4.9 It is the understanding of the NFU that NG should be acquiring the rights they 

need by negotiation wherever practicable and these should be conducted in 

parallel with the DCO discussions. As yet there has been no voluntary 

negotiation taking place and that this can clarified by the landowners. 

 

2.4.10 It was highlighted that NG held open events back in January and February 

2015. This was followed by one of the agents acting for many clients affected 

by the scheme writing to NG and raising many issues in March 2015. No 

letter was received by this agent from NG to answer any of the issues raised 

and the next letter received from NG was actually to all the landowners 

affected which was received on Christmas Eve 2015. The letter also included 

a copy of Heads of Terms that NG were wishing landowners to sign up to.  

 

2.4.11 The NFU then got involved with this scheme on behalf of its members due to 

all the concerns being raised by members and from the lack of communication 

and negotiation with NG. 

 

2.4.12 The NFU and Agents acting met with NG at the end of February 2016 to 

highlight all the issues that the agents had in regard to the scheme. This 

included the practical issues like field drainage and soil care but also that the 

Heads of Terms which had been sent out to our members did not include 

enough detail and were not of a standard that the NFU or Agents could 

recommend for signing. 
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2.4.13 After the meeting we asked NG if we could have a further meeting to discuss 

the Heads of Terms in more detail and also if further details could be sent on 

the restrictive covenants and on any development clause that may be included 

within the easement. No information was forthcoming from NG but a further 

meeting was held as a group with NG in April 2016. Some points were 

covered in regard to the restrictive covenants and after the meeting a response 

was received from NG that they thought that the Heads of Terms were 

acceptable and so they would not be making any changes or discussing them 

further. 

 

2.4.14 It then took until after the first DCO hearing for NG to make contact and 

request a further meeting to discuss issues with us as a group. This meeting 

took place on the 8
th

 September and was followed by a second meeting on 

22
nd

 September. These meetings though only covered practical issues like 

filed drainage and soil care as examples and it was only following our request 

at the second meeting that we did look at the detail contained in the Heads of 

Terms. 

 

2.4.15 It was raised at the end of the second meeting that NFU and the Agents were 

disappointed that there was no draft written information on topics covered 

coming forward for us to agree the wording. We were expecting to see a re 

draft of the restrictive covenants. In regard to a development clause we have 

been told that NG will not include a development clause in the proposed 

easement and will only consider development where landowners can show 

that there is development potential today. 

 

2.4.16 It was stated how then late on the afternoon of the 19
th

 October the day before 

the compulsory acquisition hearing suddenly NG sent through a re draft of the 

Heads of Terms.  Therefore it has taken NG from January 2016 to the end of 

October 2016 to send an amended and re drafted set of Heads of Terms to be 

considered by the Agents. 
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2.4.17 It was then highlighted that there was one final point to be raised on behalf of 

all landowners and which was of most concern is in regard to the Land Rights 

Strategy (LRS). NG have not been prepared to enter into negotiations on the 

LRS and the terms offered are not acceptable. It was highlighted that NG are 

not offering any payments for access, at the present time there is no Option 

payment  and NG are offering a different payment for overhead cables to 

underground cables. 

 

2.4.18 It was highlighted that a meeting in regard to the LRS should have happened 

on the 11
th

 October but that this was cancelled by NG and that a further 

meeting had still not been arranged.   

 

3.0 Response by Mr Humphries 

 

3.1 Mr Humphries on behalf of NG stated that Easements have not been signed due to the 

fact final location will not be known until construction starts and that is the reason for 

also needing the limits of deviation. That it was not a lack of willingness by NG but a 

practical reason therefore that Easements had not been signed.  

 

3.2 The NFU would like to make the point that even if Easements have not been signed it 

would be expected that by this stage in the process heads of terms and options for this 

type of development should have been signed up to by the landowners and especially 

before the examination process started. NG so far have made no attempt to reach a 

genuine negotiated settlement. 

 

3.3 Mr Humphries then asked Mr Bullen to respond to the point that no attempt had been 

made to relocate pylons following landowners requests. Mr Bullen highlighted that some 

pylon locations have been relocated and that NG had received 118 requests. Further that 

NG have tried to move pylon locations nearer to ditches and boundaries and this was as a 

result of discussions with PILs. Mr Bullen further stated that a review of the list of pylons 

the NFU highlighted in their last submission on agricultural issues had been reviewed by 

NG and a response sent to the NFU ( which it has not received) highlighting that it may 

be possible to move pylons PC 46 and 49. This then may accommodate better farming 

practices. It was then clarified that NG will submit this response by deadline 6.  
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3.4 Mr Chandler (Finns) then responded to this on behalf of the Agents and confirmed that 

the new alignment between PCs 28 to 30 was not from a change request made by 

landowners.  Survey information from NG is still being requested but is not forthcoming 

and requested that Mike Wilkinson could respond.  

 

3.5 Tom French ( BTF) confirmed that as he was only representing a few clients and said that 

he would not need to make a formal representation and was happy that the issues were 

being covered by Louise Staples and Mark Chandler but would still like to be able to 

make a point at some stage if he felt it was necessary. This was agreed to by the 

Examiners. 

 

3.6 Mr Wilkinson then spoke and highlighted the change of location for pylon PC 28. The 

pylon was located in poorer ground in a triangular field which he was no too worried 

about. He then heard that the Camp site were concerned about how close it was to the 

camp site and so he suggested to NG that he would be happy for it to be moved away 

from the camp site but for it still to be located in the triangular field. 

 

3.7 Mr Wilkinson said that suddenly NG produced a new plan with the location of PC 28 in a 

completely new location in his top land which is potato land with irrigation and the 

impact of this on his farm business is now significant. He highlighted that there has been 

no discussion with NG on this location and feels that NG have been very arrogant. 

 

3.8 Mr Humphries then responded to the NFU highlighting that there had been no genuine 

negotiation taking place between NG and the landowners. It was then requested by the 

Examiners that a table be provided highlighting stages of engagement with 

landowners and further the status of voluntary agreements. 

 

3.9 Mr Humphries stated that discussions have been taking place in regard to the Option and 

Deed of Easement. This is not the case and the only discussion to date that has taken 

place over the wording included in the Option and the Easement with the NFU and 

Agents was at the meeting held in London in April 2016. The discussion was high level 

and no re drafting of the option or the easement has been received from NG until late on 

the afternoon of the 19
th

 October, the afternoon before the AC hearing. At the meeting 
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between the NFU and NG on 22 September 2016 a request was made for a template 

Option and Easement to be agreed and for NG to cover the fees of a legal firm to be 

appointed by the NFU to act for landowners to agree these template documents. As yet 

there has still been no response from the NG to this request.  

 

3.10 Daniel Harper then responded on behalf of NG stating that they had developed the 

LRS after the Planning Act 2008 was enacted and that a key element of the guidance was 

that voluntary negotiations need to be carried out. The LRS was developed to try and 

reach the balance between voluntary negotiations with landowners and meeting timelines 

for developing projects. It was stated that the LRS is supposed to cover not just payments 

but the rights associated with the payments and that the LRS should be an attractive 

proposition to landowners and put them in  more favourable position than if the rights are 

just taken by compulsory powers.  

 

3.11 At the present time there is nothing about the LRS which is attractive to 

landowners or puts them in a more favourable position than under compulsory 

powers.   NG are just stating that this is what we are offering with the LRS and are 

not willing to enter into negotiations on the LRS.  NG are not willing to pay for the 

rights that they are seeking which are considerable when taking into account the 

restrictive covenants they want to enforce along the whole length of the development 

which includes the areas of the pylons and the areas below the overhead cables. The 

request is for a 40m wide easement. The interference of overhead cable will be greater 

than underground cables  on farming activities as the pylon structures will interfere with 

farming activities on a day to day basis along with the overhead cables interfering  with 

irrigation, the location of poly tunnels and modern farming techniques including GPS, the 

use of drones and the use of tractors with no drivers. 

 

3.12 For the avoidance of doubt the inspectors should be aware that in preventing 

certain farming activities from taking place in a seemingly isolated location (such as the 

use of polytunnels or the use of irrigation), this will have systemic implications for the 

enterprise as a whole. For example the use of polytunnels is now an essential component 

in producing high grade soft fruit, extending the growing and harvesting season for many 

crops and protecting the fruit from damaging environmental conditions such as wind and 

rain. If a farm is not able to deploy a technology such as polytunnels or irrigation to the 

same extent after the scheme is built, this will affect the overall competitiveness of that 
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business. In certain circumstances this may lead to insecurity over supply contracts and 

may therefore affect the viability of the entire enterprise. In a similar fashion field 

vegetables such as onions are often grown on rotation with other crops for purposes of 

soil fertility and disease management. If specific fields (such as those affected by the 

diamond cross over) are taken out of production over several years, this will have knock 

on implications for the entire crop rotation and the entire farm business model. It is 

therefore not acceptable to consider that taking fields out of production for a few years 

will amount to a temporary reversible effect, when indeed it may amount to a permanent 

irreversible effect on the farm viability. Further details of the importance of polytunnel 

technology is summarised in Appendix 1. 

 

3.13 James Ingram then spoke on behalf of NG to clarify that in regard to heads of 

terms that 10 sets had been signed out of the 43 issued and 1 had exchanged and a further 

1 was about to exchange. The NFU would expect to see far more heads of terms 

signed by now at this point in the examination process if genuine attempts had been 

made by NG to reach negotiated settlement. On other development projects 

including Hornsea and the Walney extension over 80 % of affected landowners were 

signed up by the time the Compulsory Acquisition hearing was held. We believe this 

reflects the fact that something has gone very seriously wrong in the approach taken 

by NG to affected persons. 

 

4.0 Mr Chandler  

 

4.1 Mr Chandler spoke and highlighted negotiation which had taken place to date. The first 

engagement happened back in December 2013 and was a specific meeting with agents. 

Then there were some meetings held with landowners and occupiers in January and June 

2014 and again in late January 2015. This was followed by an agents meeting in October 

2015 and followed by further landowner meetings in November 2015. He highlighted 

that he thought a critical time for negotiation was between early 2015 and late 2015 when 

the heads of terms were sent out at Christmas Eve 2015. He highlighted that he thought 

negotiation at these meetings was lacking.  

 

4.2 An example was given as to how in early 2015 NG were consulting on the route going 

south of the existing PX route and suddenly in November 2015 NG were consulting on 

the route going north of the existing PX route with no explanation. Indicative plans of 
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pylon locations were only given to landowners in November 2015 and only a month 

before the first draft set of heads of terms were sent out. No consultation was carried 

out by NG on the pylons being situated to the north. 

 

4.3  It was highlighted how when meetings were held with landowners they were only 

allowed to see plans of the route and pylon locations for the duration of the meeting. No 

plans were left with landowners for them to be able to properly consider the effects 

of the pylon locations on their business and it was communicated to them from the 

outset that change requests would be largely unsuccessful. Further landowners have 

not been able to consider requests for access which is required by NG either on a 

temporary or a permanent basis. The first set of plans left with landowners was not 

until November 2015 and they were told that they were indicative only.  Mr Chandler 

confirmed that requests were made before hand to keep plans but were told by NG that 

the plans were not in the public domain and so could not be left with the landowners. 

 

4.4 Further that NG had said that landowners could comment on the locations of pylons but it 

was unlikely that any changes would be made as this was the route that this was to be 

submitted for the examination. 

 

4.5 Mr Humphries responded to this on behalf of NG and it was stated how many formal 

consultation events had taken place. The NFU would like to make the point that 

consultation events and carrying out formal high level consultations to be responded to 

are very much seen as consultation with the general public and seen as an information 

dissemination exercise and not at all the type of negotiation that is expected to take place 

with landowners.  

 

4.6 Mr Chandler highlighted that NG were supposed to be carrying out voluntary 

negotiation and actually only 1 of his clients out of the 25 clients he represents has 

signed the head of terms and this was due to the impact of the scheme on that clients 

land being very small as no pylon and only access being requested. Mr Chandler 

requested information to be released from NG on the 10 parties who had signed the heads 

of terms as to actually how badly they will be affected by this development. Mr 

Humphries responded explaining that this would be confidential. The NFU does not see 

why the affected 10 people cannot be referred to in a table as a number and for this table 

to highlight how many pylons are on their land and the lengths of overhead cables. The 
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NFU feels it is very important for the Examiners to clearly understand whether 

landowners who are really affected by this development have signed any heads of terms. 

 

4.7 Mr Chandler then went on to explain about how the first draft of the option and easement 

under the restrictive covenants clause was trying to not allow the growing of plants on 

nearly all his clients land due to the way the plans had been highlighted attached to the 

draft documents. This of course is totally unacceptable and was raised as such at the 

meeting with NG in London. The rights being sought were not all proportionate for the 

400KV line. Further Mr Chandler highlighted how you would expect to see a 

development clause in these types of agreements were by it states that either apparatus 

will be removed or relocated for development or compensation paid. NG have confirmed 

that they will not include a development clause I the voluntary agreements and 

development will only be considered were a landowner can demonstrate that land has 

already been included in a local development plan for example.   

 

4.8 Following the response given by Mr Harper on behalf of NG Louise Staples confirmed 

that in the written representation submitted the NFU had highlighted how it was 

understood that head of terms were not binding but it felt that due to the layout and the 

detail which was lacking in the heads of terms it had no alternative but to recommend to 

their members that the heads of terms should not be signed as they were not to a 

satisfactory standard. It was highlighted how heads of terms had been agreed on other 

development schemes with landowners on a voluntary basis.   

 

4.9 Mr Chandler also raised that at no point had NG offered an alternative dispute resolution 

service to him or his clients as a way of reaching agreement in the process carried out to 

date. 

 

4.10 Mr French then raised a question that he would have liked NG to respond to. This 

being whether NG would acknowledge whether they are willing to negotiate on their 

LRS? The NFU and Agents are still not clear as to whether they will negotiate. 

 

4.11 Mr Chandler confirmed for the Examiners that he is representing the clients that 

he has identified before on a list. 

 

4.12 A question was raised over how the location of pylons and overhead cables would 

affect farm holdings with poly tunnels. Mr Chandler responded highlighting that the 
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implication is that they are going to restrict the use of poly tunnels under and around the 

pylons and cables particularly in regard to health and safety issues. Further that structures 

within the voluntary agreement and the DCO are not allowed under the restrictive 

covenants to be built on the easement corridor. Mr Chandler also pointed out how at 

Goose Farm the pylons and overhead cables which are already present on the farm are 

held under a wayleave agreement and so if interference from these structures was to such 

an extent as it would interfere too greatly with day to day farming operations then they 

could seek to terminate the wayleave agreement. 

 

4.13 Louise Staples highlighted that the NFU was now having greater concerns 

generally over overhead cables on farms, the risk to landowners on day to day operations 

when they are working under the cables and how modern day farming practices are being 

interfered with by the cables and structures. Further that it is the landowners who have to 

take the risk working under the cables and not NG and from a health and safety point this 

is not acceptable. 

 

5.0 Mr Will Gray 

 

5.1 Mr Gray confirmed that he was representing St Johns College which as highlighted 

before the farm extends to 360 acres and is farmed by the Mr Dyas. It was highlighted 

how the cross over is situated on the farm and will take approximately 20 acres of land 

out of vegetable production. Pylon change requests had been made to NG even as far 

back as 10
th

 July 2014 and it was made clear to why changes were being requested and 

why the locations asked for was needed from a farming point of view. Mr Gray 

confirmed that at all meetings since with NG none of the requests made for changes seem 

to have been taken on board by NG or implemented. 

 

5.2   Mr Gray then raised an issue over the heads of terms and confirmed that he was 

not able to recommend to his client that the Charity sign the heads of terms when no 

detail of the option or easement had been seen. He also raised how NG had said that they 

would pay an incentive payment if heads of terms were signed by a certain date which 

was the date before the examination started. He also highlighted how NFU and agents as 

a group have repeatedly been asking for a more detailed set of heads of terms. 
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5.3  Mr Gray then raised the issue over access. In particular he referred to the access route at 

Dogger hill farm and that the length was 1.5 km down the length of the farm. NG are 

insistent that they will give one payment for pylons and no additional payment for this 

access which is to be taken. NG stated in a meeting to Mr Gray that they regarded their 

use of the track to the farm would be negligible. But already Mr Gray has been informed 

by the tenants of the farm that the track is already becoming rutted by the vehicles which 

have been taking access along the track to undertake access for surveys.  Further that the 

tenants are concerned about security as already a gate has been left open. 

 

5.4 Further Mr Gray highlighted how NG refer to the fact that NG believes that the LRS is fit 

for purpose and he believes they have no intention of making any changes that have been 

put forward by landowners. Further that in a matrix it has been stated that the effects of 

the scheme on farms is moderately adverse and insignificant. He believes that NG have 

an indifferent approach to negotiation with landowners. 

 

6.0 Human rights  

 

6.1 National Grid state that they are not obliged to consider an equalities impact assessment 

under the Equality Act 2010. The NFU highlighted that in Hall v Secretary of State 

(2007) “It is well established that a clear case is required, both under domestic law and 

under the European Convention on Human Rights to justify depriving a private owner of 

his land in the public interest” 

 

6.2 Mr Humphries highlighted how Articles 1,6, 8 are commonly applied to CPO. 

 

6.3 Mr Ormesher on behalf of the NFU asked whether Articles 4 and 14 had been considered 

within the scope this scheme. It was highlighted that article 4 relates to forced or coursed 

labour and so in regard to this scheme has regard been given to the effects on businesses 

and labour employed.  

 

6.4 European guidance suggest that Article 14 is engaged in situations where a property 

owner is subject to treatment interfering with his or her possession; and that treatment 

was unjustifiably different to the one offered to those in comparable situations. It is also 

recognised that “differential treatment” may not necessarily run against Article 14 in 

situations where the actions can be reasonably and objectively justified “for the general 
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interest”. We nonetheless remain concerned that in relation to comparability and 

reasonable justification the Statement of Reasons may not have fully engaged with the 

issues at stake. 

 

6.5 On comparability the evidence from the Consultation Report provides numerous 

examples of where nearly every other interest relating to residential amenity, wildlife 

conservation, proposed water infrastructure has been considered by NG to represent 

sufficient justification for amending the scheme; however they have yet to provide any 

evidence to identify how the effects on farming and food production have been given 

similar appreciation.  

 

6.6 Leading from this, there has been no clear statement indicating why the Promoter should 

treat farming receptors as different from other receptors and may not therefore have 

provided the objective justification for doing so.  

 

6.7 On this point we suggest that our answer to the examining authority’s first written 

questions (Q1.9.7) is relevant. In our answer we highlighted how Chapter 15 of the 

Environmental Statement (Paragraph 15.6.5) identifies “Potential sensitive business 

receptor sectors” citing performing arts, recreation and manufacturing as likely receptors 

on the basis that their “socio-economic outputs are more likely to be sensitive to changes 

in amenity”. Given that the agricultural sector will be the primary recipient of impacts 

during both the construction and operational phase of development, we are extremely 

concerned that it has not been identified as a sensitive receptor. In terms of the definitions 

within Table 15.12 agriculture fits entirely within the high sensitivity definition of 

“Businesses, individuals or groups who are at risk and that have little or no capacity to 

experience the effect without incurring a material loss”. 

 

6.8 We believe this is relevant as the entire assessment has failed to appreciate how both 

construction and operation of the scheme would permanently affect ongoing commercial 

agricultural operations through disruption, severance or sterilisation of land. In so doing 

we believe that the farming sector has been treated in an unjustifiably different way to 

those in comparable situations, for which there seems little reason other than oversight or 

the comfort of reliance on compulsory acquisition on the part of the developer. 
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7.0 Conclusion 

It is our view that the promoter: 

 

7.1 Has not fully explored any reasonable alternatives that would mitigate the effects on 

affected landowners 

 

7.2 Has not given due regard to ensuring the proposed interference is necessary and 

proportionate. In seeking very extensive rights to private land the promoter is seeking 

rights which are significantly greater than those required for the purposes of 

development.  

 

 

7.3 The promoter has also failed to recognise both the extensive disruption effects the 

proposals will have on affected businesses and has failed to offer appropriate 

compensation for this. 

 

7.4 Has failed to seek genuine negotiation with affected landowners and instead is seeking to 

rely entirely on the acquisition of compulsory purchase powers rather than enter into 

genuine voluntary agreements. 

 

  



  NFU Submission 
 

 
  

    Page 16 

Although every effort has been made to ensure accuracy, neither the NFU 
nor the author can accept liability for errors and or omissions. © NFU 

The voice of British farming 

Appendix 1 – Background on Polytunnels 

Supplying the large multiple retailers requires detailed planning and supreme flexibility seven days a 

week.  Failures to meet tight delivery deadlines or high quality standards are not tolerated and could 

have severe consequences, especially for suppliers with exclusive contracts.  In the case of soft fruit, 

public demand for the home-grown product is such that many supermarkets insist on production under 

the protection of polytunnels, thereby increasing availability by extending the growing season, 

demonstrating ‘greener’ credentials by reducing the need for chemical sprays, guaranteeing consistent 

standards of product quality and appearance, and ensuring regular and timely deliveries.   

Some 80% of the soft fruit supplied to supermarkets is now produced in this way.  The advantages of 

polytunnels are summarised in the Defra and British Summer Fruits Association tables below: 

Polytunnels at a glance  

Issue Use of Tunnel  Impact on soft fruit  

Earliness of crop 
Tunnels enclosed using side skirts, door ends and polythene closed 
for maximum earliness  

2-3 weeks earlier with early season strawberries 
and raspberries  

Season extension  Tunnel polythene drawn down to remove impact of rain  
Continued picking of autumn strawberries and 
raspberries through to late October 

Proportion of 
marketable fruit  

Tunnels enclosed in early season to protect blossom and reduce 
mis-shaped produce. Vents opened high on warm days to avoid soft 
growth  

% of marketable fruit  improved from 55 - 70% to 
80 - 90% compared with outdoor production  

Yield  
Crop environment managed through venting the tunnels to optimise 
temperature and humidity  

Marketable yield over 30% better   

Pesticide usage  
Significant reductions in moisture related diseases such as botrytis, 
downy mildew and black spot  

At least a 50% reduction in botrytis fungicide 
usage  

Weather 
protection  

Guaranteed window to conduct production and harvest routines  Picking continues regardless of rain 

Source: British Summer Fruits Association  

 

Prior to the introduction of polytunnels in England only 50% of the soft fruit yield was Grade 1 fruit; 

now it is nearer 90%. For a soft fruit grower, all of which are privately-owned family-run businesses, 

this represents the difference between having a business and going out of business; as it is this 

technology that allows an increase yields and quality whilst reducing the risk of disease and crop loss 

due to adverse weather.  

British berries grown under plastic are harvested generally from April up to November and a premium is 

paid for early crops; a harvesting season, which is considerably longer than uncovered crops, where the 

season tends to be for just 6 weeks in June and July. This extended growing period reduces the 

dependency on imports and contributes to our overall self-sufficiency in home-grown food. The 

extended harvesting period also extends the season for the seasonal workers who, when picking under 

polytunnels, can be employed for a greater part of the year. 

 

 


