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Execuive Summary

This report is produced as part of the Evidence Base to inform the forthcoming policy review that is
being undertaken by Epping Forest District Council in 2012 in relation to glasshouse planning
policies.

The research objectives were:

1. To fows on the current state of the glasshouse industry in the Lea Valley area;

2. Set out the likely development of the industry over the nextlBlyears having regard to the
development since the previous report on the sector in 2003;

3. Understand what the requaments are from the industry in terms of planning policy to
assist the sect@ longterm viability;

4. 5SGSNXYAYS K2¢ LI IyyAy3d LR is@Rking dtb gonsdeBafidn 1 KS A
other external factors;

5. Evaluate the level of glasshouse dertitin and opportunities for use by the industry

Phase 1 of the research aimed to analyse the current state of the glasshouse sector and identify

likely trends that will occur over the period to 2031. Building on phase 1 the next step was to

analyse andinderstand the future requirements of the Lea Valley glasshouse sector in terms of

planning policy to secure a viable sector in the ldn§ NI @& ¢tKS WARSIEQ LIXIYYAYS:S
considered in the context of external factors including wider councilypdlie Lee Valley Regional

t I NJ QesandX@bjedtiv@s and national policy. Finally the research considered the issue of

dereliction¢ what drives dereliction and what could be done to mitigate the problems.

The main findingare:

- The protected cropig sector (in the Lea Valley and across the UK) has been declining in
area but less so in terms of total output for a number of years. The economic outlook in the
last few years has been very challenging. As a result, especially since 2006, the number of
applicatiorsfor new or replacement glasshouses in the Lea Valley has fallen;

- Many growers believe that larggcale development (similar to Thanet Earth in Kent and
Billingham at Stocktownn-Tees) will provide sufficient efficiency of production to make a
viable future. Most growers currently in the Lea Valley plan to invest in the business in the
next 5 years and the majority would like to invest within the Lea Valley;

- If the economic outlook for the sector does not improdemand for new and reptemen
glass is likely to stay low;

- Over the next 20 years growers expect the minimum size unit for viable glasshouse
production to more than double;

- Growers in thdea Valley are significantly smaller than the average unit in the rest of the UK.
This meanshat businesses in the Lea Valley are less efficient, have lower yields and have
fewer opportunities for new products and crops than businesses in the rest of the UK;




- The glasshouse sector in the Lea Valley makes a significant economic and employment
contribution to the area;

- The areas based policy currently in place within the Lea Valley is successful in meeting its
intended objectives of containment and clustering. If this policy is to continue to be
successful it is vital to ensure sufficient areasaesignated. This is a minimum of a ratio of
2:1 and ideally a ratio of 4:1 of designation to expected demand;

- C2dNJ A0Syl NA28 OWOFRAQEY 86 REWGYZ By ARBRNENE SE LI
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exception of managed decline all scenarios will require additional E13 designations if the
area based policy is to continue;

- 9ySNHe Aa 2yS 2F GKS INBGSNERQ YIAYy O2yOSNyao

are dl potential solutions to this problem and potentially provide environmental benefits
from (i) being net energy producersj) beneficial use of waste heat and £0

- Traffic is a major concern for local residents but it is not clear if the actual grofvthg
crops is the issue. It appears likely (although a traffic survey is needed) that the main traffic
issues come from the packhouses and adjacent industrial uses;

- Packhouses are contrary to green belt policy but play a vital role in the glasshotmeisec
the Lea Valley.

The following recommendations are made:

Recommendation 1 Epping Forest District Council should adopt a clear strategic vision for th:
glasshouse sector. The current position of support for the sector within E
designations but wit E13 designations insufficient to allow laigmale
expansion is not viable for the sector in the kbegn.

Recommendation 2 The glasshouse sector makes a significant contribution to the local econt
and employment. Support for largeale expansionfehe sector would be a
positive economic step. Largeale expansion will require new designatior
of E13 areas. To reflect the traffic issues and the incompatibility of
glasshouses and the Regional Radsignations should be considered to th
east ofEpping.

Recommendation 3 To support small to medium sized groweine Councishould consider
expansion of the existing E13 designationside the Park Authority
boundary. Largescale growers moving to new designated sites would als
create opporturty for smaller growers. However, expansion of the existin
E13 areas within the Park Authority boundary would be resisted.




Recommendation 4 Both growers and th€ouncishouldlook to work closer together in
developing new sites. Thanet Earth is acedignt example of what can be
achieved through positive partnership.

Recommendation 5 TheCouncishould consider using Section 215 amendticesand
discontinuance orders to avoid dereliction. In extreme cases compulsory
purchase powers could be useWhere compulsory purchase powers are
used theCouncikhould look to communities to develop acquired sites for
renewable energy, community projects and affordable housing.
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1. Introduction

This report sets out the findings of thie[ ST+ £ f S& Df lFa4aK2dzaS Ly RdzaGNEBY
research project. Epping Forest District Council commissioned Laurence Gould Partrimitddip L

in April 2011 to undertake the research. Laurence Gould Partnership Liwvorged withindustry

experts Andrew Colquhoun and Derek Hargreaves to complement the research team. Triple

Consultancy (a Dutch horticultural consultancy) was sub comgatct undertake a review of

comparisons from an international perspective.

This research forms part of the evidence base that will inform the forthcoming policy revievs that
beingundertaken by Epping Forest District Council in 2@X2lation to glassbuse planning

policies The researchomplements previous studies undertaken by Reading Agricultural
Consultants and the most recent review of E13 designations undertaken by HowardRRK&#
2005

Thestudyincluded deskbased research and analysispublished statisticahformationfrom

sources including DEFRA and EBDR@etingswere heldwith a number of growers and grower
representativesaindl y 2y f Ay S adz2NSe 2F INBSGSNBRQ OASsa ol a
period. Stakeholders and othaterested parties were also consulted during the reseaugh.

consultation event was held in October 2011 with a sessiodi&trict councillors and a second

session foparishandtown councillors and local interest groupitial findings and concliens

were presented to EFDC Officerakeholders andhe GrowersAssociatiorin December 2011 and

further research was undertakerThe final report was published dune2012.

Phase 1 of the research aimed to analyse the current state of the glagshecat®r and identify

likely trends that will occur ovehe period to 2031 This included analysimgformationon areas of

production, output, costs of production and profitability. Building on phase 1 the next step was to

analyse and understand thetfire requirements of the Lea Valley glasshouse sector in terms of

planning policy to secure a viable sector in the loegn. This included appraising the outcomes of

the current planning policy against its intended objectives, analysing the area tdfydeatential
RSOSt2LIYSyid IINBlLa IyR RA&aOdzaaAy3d gA0GK ANBGSNRE (K
was then considered in the context of external factors including wedancil policy, the LeValley

wS3IA2Y Il f iesdanddpjertivesini? rfatfordl policy. Finally the research considered the issue

of derelictiong what drives dereliction and what could be done to mitigate the problems.







2. Approach and Methodology

2.1 Research Objectives

1. To focus on the current state of the glasshouse stduin the Lea Valley area;

2. Set out the likely development of the industry over the nextlBlyears having regard to the
development since the previous report on the sector in 2003

3. Understand what the requirements are from the industry in terms of piagpolicy to
assist the sect@ longterm viability;

4. 5SUGSNNYAYS K2¢g LA IYyyAy3a LI is@king dtb gonsidedafidn K S
other external factors

5. Evaluate the level of glasshouse dereliction and opportunities for use by the industry

2.2 Methodology

To focus on the current state of the glasshouiselustry in the Lea Valley area

Informationon the nature and structure of the UK, Eastern England and Lea Valley glasshouse sector
was reviewed to identify the trends in total protected croppiarea, cropped area, crop types and
value, yieldproduction and price.

Financiainformationwas then analysed to identify the trends in profitability. In particular farm gate
price and costs of production were analysed. Future trends were idenéifiadell as potential
issues that will impact on the economic sustainability of the sector.

The primary sources d@fformationfor this stage of the research were: DEFRA, EEDA and the Lea
Valley Growers AssociatioMost of the informationis peer reviewd and published as statistically
significant. Not all data underwent this level of scrutiny and a lower level of weighting was given to
thisinformation. The more specific the dataset the less availatee statistically significant data
AlthoughDEFR publish very detailed UK data and regional d#tare is limitednformation

available at the Lea Valley specific level.

An online survey was published in May 2011 and submissions were accepted until December 2011.
The survey investigated quantitatidata such as growing areas, staffing, crops and resources and
structure in addition to qualitative data such as business confidence, opinions on planning policy and
future business intentions. In addition to the online suraeseries of meetings with gwers,

LI O1 K2dzaSaz YIN]SGAy3a 2NBI y washéldt@dséussispediic INB ¢ S NA ¢

issues in greater detail. Throughout the project the research team were in contact with the Lea
Valley Growers Association. A meeting was held with B#eyWGrowers Association in December
2011 to present and discuss initial findings and LVGA held a presentation for the research team in
January 2012 to develop some of the areas of concern.




Set out the likely development of the industry over the next 1% years having regard to the
development since the previas report on the sector in 2003

Initiallyi KS Hnno wSFRAY3I ! ANROdz GdzNF £ / 2yadzZ GF ydaQ NI
projected to happen and what happened in reality. This wasadsessed in the light of wider

policy changeso identify any factors which were not known in 2003 and which could influence the

industry in the next 1@ 15 years

Using these findings and the results of the statistical review a number of potentiarizemwere
developed of how the sector could develop if planning policy constraints were not an influencing
factor. The status of the current policy was then analysed against the potential scenarios
specifically a detailed appraisal of the existing BE&as was undertaken to identify the area
available (both physically and taking account of ownership) for development.

Case studies were also analysed to draw conclusions and lessons from similar situations both in the
UK (West Sussex, Thanet and Billimyhand internationally (Holland).

Understand what the requirements are from the industry in terms of planning policy to asdist t
sectoi@ longterm viability

Using the outcomes of the previous two parts of the research and following a detailed appfaisal
planning policy (including likely future trends in policy) a number of scenarios for industry
development were identified, tested and discussed. This included further discussions with growers
and the LVGA.

Determine how planning policy can meet theldza (i NE Q Ztaking iéitS corisilesdt®dn other
external factors

A review of EFDC poligyational policy and the objectiveend policies of the Lee Valley Regional

Park Authority was undertaken to assess how these may limit or influence the potssdizrios

which had been identified. Mitigation factors were also considered where there was incompatibility
between industry objectives and external factors.

Evaluate the level of glasshouse dereliction and opparities for use by the industry

EFDC iddtified this as a main issue/concern with regard to the glasshouse sector. The main issues
and drivers for dereliction were identified through discussion with growers and appraisal of the
economics oprotected cropping. Districtptvn andparishcouncilors and local interest groups

were consulted on the issues they experience from dereliction and poteittighative uses were
discussed.




3. About Epping ForedDistrict & Lee Valley Regional Park

Key Points:

- Epping Forest District has a relatively affluent population with a large number of
commuters king withinseveral main towns antte green beltvho commuteto
London;

- Thewider areais better known as a commuter be&lith the M11 corridor
focusing on service industries and technology;

- Agriculture and horticulture represent a larger proportionaibt employment in
this area compared to England as a wh@ee sectios.5);

- The glasshouse areagsnerallyconcentratedn a small westerly element of the
District;

- The Lee Valley Regional Park Authority (The Park) hatitosy right to be
consulted on planning applications, contribute to planning policy and request
that decisions are referred to the Secretary of State;

- ¢KS tIFN]Qa @GAaArAz2y |yR 202S0GA@Sa IINB y2i 02
glasshouse sector, althoughhias now (in 2011) recognised the importance of
food production in the Lea Valley. That said The Park broadly accepts E13
designations and development of glasshouses within these areas;

- ¢KS tIFIN]Qa 202SO0APSa AyOf dzRé&tohighdlJ2 NI F2 NJ 0
in the Park area but also indicate that glasshouse horticulture is not compatible
GAGK GKS tIN]JQa GAaA2y F2NJ GKS FdzidzNBT

- The 2006 District Plan alterations identified additional E13 designation land to
meet projected demand for new glass. Aiga@f double the supply to demand
was considered to be appropriate;

- ¢KS Wl 26FNR DNBSY Hnannp wSLRNIQ adza3asSada Gkl
become available to growers the Council could consider its compulsory purchase
powers as a means of resolution.



The Lea Valley Glasshouse Indust®anning for the Future June 2012

3.1 General

Epping Forest District is in the South East LBogerprise Partnership (SELEP). This comprises East
Sussex, Essex, Kent, Medway, Thurrock and Southend. The district has 24 parishes and is 92.4%
Green Belt.

3.2 Glasshouses

The glasshouses are predominantly located in the three most westerly parishein@deydon
and Waltham Abbey), and are either adjacent to, or withthe Lee Valley Regional Park.

- Designated glasshouse

Y of : \ areas
m A s e — P Lee Valley Regional
N .Y ; . Park bour):dare
: Epping Forest District
boundary

0 Same | SmemCemsanieie :
S ] EFDC License No: 100018534 2011. © Royal Epplng Forest

mefecs SEniment ey € ot oo District Council

Scale: 1:149,900 B e thtural Eigland

Figurel ¢ Map of Epping Forest District Council Area
(Epping Forest District Countittp://www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk, 2012)

Laurence Gould Partnership Lirad® About Epping Forest District & LVRP
-14-


http://www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/

3.3 Population

- 123,400 total population (ONS Midear Population Estimates, 2009);

- Approximately 25% of the population live in the three parishes with Glasshouses;

- Nazeing and Roydon have low levels of deprivatio

- 2 f0KFY 1 00Se KlFa @OSNER KAIK WLRO1SGaqQ 2F RSLJ
Indices of Multiple Deprivation, 2007)

3.4 Economy & Employment

- London, M11 corridor and Harlow atiee main focus of employment;

- 45% of the resident population commute London (highest outside of London);

- Construction (16.3%), business services (10.32%) and health (8.89%) are three highest
employment sectors in EFDC (shown as % of total employment of 55,900) (EEDA, Local Area
Forecasts, 2011);

- Agriculture and horticare employment is 2,700 FTE jobs (4.84% of total employment);

- Unemployment is 1/3 of theational average

3.5 Epping Forest District Council Local Plan

Alterations to the 1998 local plan were adopted in 200®eAlterations state that glasshouse

developmen is appropriate within the Green Belt and accepted that economic pressures were

driving growers towards larger units than historically were present in the Lea Vallbg

Alterationsrecognise the benefits of proximity to London and commented thatgelaumber of

respondents to the consultation supported growigigsshouse crop# Of 2 4S (12 GKSNB (KS:
I Yy Rthi#@a/dzy G NBE g KSNB LISaGAOARSAE INB Y2NB OF NBFdzZ t &

The amended local plan accepts that development may be required adjacdasignated

glasshouse concentrations. The 1980 designated 244.8 hectares of land suitable for glasshouse
use. Howard Green FRIQ®wever, identified (in 2005) that only 33.39 hectares was available for
developmentc this being only suitable to mé¢he lowest projection from the Reading Agricultural
Consultant§Report in 2003. In consequence and upon external advice the 2006 revisions to the
local plan added 100.44 hectares of designation (of which 11.73% was already in development). In
addition30.14 hectares was proposed for-designation as it was deemed to be unsuitable for
glasshouse development. This resulted in a net gain to the designated area of 70.30 hectares

Thecouncil calculated that this would provide a total area for develophw#r96.5 hectares which
would be adequate for the estimated 50 hectares of development identfiiethe next 10 years
(2003¢ 2013)in the 2003 RAEport.

The RAC report identified that building new glasshouses was the preferred option for developing
nurseries rather than replacing existing glasshouses, which contributes to the issue of dereliction.
Traffic concerns remain one of the primary issues regarding glasshouse use/development in the
area.

Some of the E13 designations are directly adjaceittePark boundary and sonw the areas are
actually withinit. Generally speakincgh@ Park accepts the E13 designations but would object to




developmentoutside of ol R2F OSy i (2 9mo R & EANRYQdix Al2dgNa € 1y RR SH/Set
that are not suiible developments within the green belt. In analysis of recent planning outcomes

20% ofall applicationsoutside of Thd”ark have been refused whereagthin ThePark) Boundaryit

is significantly higher at 48%

It is unlikely that The Park would suppexpansion of E13 designation area®r aroundThe Park

3.6 About the LeeValley Regional Park

The Lee Valley Regional Park (The Park) is managed (and part owned) by the Lee ValldyPRdgiona
Authority (LVRPA). ThamR extends to a total of 4,000 hiaces (of which 1,600 hectarese

Authority owned). The area covered is oblong in shape starting in East London at the River Thames
andextending northward$o Ware in Hertfordshire.

In terms of the Epping Forest District Council PlanAwdpority the Eastern side offle Park extends
into the three parishes in Epping Forest which contain the majority of the glasshmisinesses. In
particular he Park boundary extends to the western edge of Waltham Abbey, it incorpgratesf
Lower Nazeing and corgeall of Roydon Park which is immediately west of Roydon Village.

The LVRPA is governed by the Lee Valley Regional Park Act 1966. The Authority is not a planning
authority but does have the following powers and duties:

- Prepares the plan for the managenteand developmenof The Park;

- Prepares the plan of proposals for the future use, development and management of The
Park (required under Section 14 of the Park Act 1966);

- Planning Authorities are required to include those plan proposals affecting tlegriatheir
own planning strategies armblicies (Local Pla@)though inclusion does namply that the
planning authoriy necessarily agrees with them;

- Planning Authorities must consult the Park Barity on all proposals withinhe Park;

- Planning Authdties must consult the Park Authority on ptbposals that affectfie Park;

- The Park Authority can request a decision is referred to the Secretary of State thiher
proposal conflicts with@S t I NJ Q& LJX | y &

The Authority does not have the statutory rightimpose section 106 requirements but can suggest
this, in particular for contributions to support the mitigation of negative impacts, to the relevant
local authority as part of the consultation process. The Park Authority has the right of Compulsory
Puchase.

The Park Authority is required by statutegncourageor work with others to provide:

- Sport;

- Recreation;

- Leisure;

- Entertainment;

- Nature conservation.

It has no responsibility or requirement to support the glasshouse industry.




The Park Plan (Pari£2) 2000 (Park Plan 2000), is still the adopted s.14 Plan of the Authority. But
in 2007 the Authority started work on the Park Development Framework to update and in due
course replace the Park Plan 2000.

In July 2010 the Authority adopted the Park Diepenent Framework (PDF) Vision, Strategic Aims

and Principles and in Jaary 2011 a set of Thematic Proposals were adopted setting out the

ldzi K2NRG@Qa tFNJ] 6ARS | &LA NI (A 2 yEe PBRWIevEnzalyzNS
be supported by aegies of area based proposals covering all land within the Pidrkse area based
proposals will in due course amend either in part or in its entirety the Park Plan 2000 for the
purposes of s.14. It should be noted that the PDF is consistent with tkePRar 2000 anthe

I dzii K 2 riidiitii Ae€@idlingly both the Park Plan 2000 and the PDF are relevant in terms of Section
Mn OHU 2F GKS tIFN] ' OO0 FYR INB F2NXIE &adlFdSYSyis
development within the Regional Park.
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Lee Valley Regional ParkA world class visitor destination

The purpose of the Park as a place for leisure, recreation, sport and nature remains firmly at
the heart of our future aspirations.

However ouambition has grown; we want the Park to become a truly wokéds
destination, and an exemplar of the many benefits that lasgale parklands can deliver.

We are already committed to developing and operating wotiss sports facilities as a

legacy of he London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. This will see the Park develop

further as a centre of sporting excellence. We recognise the importance of developing the
GAAAG2NI FIOAfAGASE G6AGKAY GKS t I NJ]&Engeof R 2F ol
other leisure and recreation activities.

We also believe the Park offers a vital resource for social and community wellbeing and for
the development of sustainable communities as a whole. Within our remit there is a role the
Park can play in heilpg everyone live in a more sustainable way; to adapt to, and mitigate
future climate change, and to manage the impact of past land uses.

The Strategic Aims are as follows
Visitors
A Park that is a high quality and regionally unique visitor destination

We want the Park to be a great destination. A special place to visit, somewhere people
choose to come again and again because it provides experiences they cannot find anywhere
else. We believe that to be a great destination, the Park needs more thangastgtivities,

sights and experiences: it needs to be well known and recognised, easy and enjoyable to get
to and move around, and accessible to people of all abilities.




Sport and Recreation
A Park that delivers a range of high quality opportunitiesfmrt and recreation

The Park has been conceived and developed over the past 40 years to be a place for leisure,
recreation and sport. These activities continue to be at the heart of what the Park is about.
We want to ensure the Park is a place that offexsiting and varied experiences that

attract, and are used by, as many people as possibléle at the same time ensuring that

what is offered is of the highest quality.

Biodiversity
A Park that delivers a high quality biodiversity resource for themegi

The Park is a valuable biodiversity resource. Large areas of the Park are internationally
designated and protected for their nature conservation value, while other sites within the
Park have similar recognition and protection at a national, regionaleca level. We want

to continue to develop and manage the Park to be an even richer place for wildlifiace

where plants and animals can thrive, and where people can experience and enjoy the natural
environment.

Community
A Park that helps people prove their wellbeing

We want a Park which is first and foremost a place for pegpl@lace where anyone and
everyone is encouraged to visit and get active, creative, involved, meet others, learn new
things or simply enjoy themselves. It is a placeawealop happier and healthier individuals,
and in turn happier and healthier communities. We believe the Park is a fantastic venue for
all sorts of activities and events that will give people the reason and motivation to come and
visit.

Landscape and Heritge
A Park landscape that embraces the physical, cultural and social heritage of the area

We want the Park to be a great landscape: a place that looks, sounds, smells and feels
amazing. We want a Park landscape that reflects its river valley characteetsiets the
distinctive personality of each local area. It should tell the unique story of the Lee Valley and
communicate its rich and historic diversity.

Environment
A Park that contributes to the environmental sustainability of the region

The Park is homto many different activities that support modern urban life: drinking water
supply, disposal of waste, production of food and energy, sand and gravel extraction, flood
water storage, electricity pylons, waterways, roaaisd railways.




We want a Park thiacan provide and accommodate these important functions, while
allowing people to use and enjoy the facilities on offer, supporting wildlife, and contributing
to a sustainable future for all.

We also believe the Park will play an increasingly importdetirohelping to mitigate and
adapt to the impacts of climate change.

3.7 Lee Valley Regional Park Plan

The Lee Valley Regional Park Ptas ¢ KS t f I y QU A a I @iy outikdvisiSnot A S Rz
The Parkits view towards development and its corgneiples Reference to the horticulture

industry operating within and adjacerglimited but referencewhich are relevant to agriculture

and horticulture in Part One of the Plan are:

- Chapter 1

b2i8a G(KIFG GKS wS3IAazylf tLONGA AADINDBEY FANBY UWIAKYSH S
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- Chapter 4
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Horticultural developmentoesnot fit with the statutory remitof The Park and is considereit

havea negatie impact on the open naturefd@he Park. Interestingly within the references to
sustainability there is no comment on food production and-sefficiency in food rather focusing on
protection of land and nomenewable resources.

Part Twoof the Plan makes morexplicitreference tohorticulture and glass:

In Section 2¢ Roydon to Broxbourné (i a il iS4 WSEGSyaAr oS It aakzdasSa
NBIAZ2Y Il LI NJ] KL @3tideéntifiesSaipdBveE@ geieliction alogsitie thé &eas

2T WNZ dzZA K 3 N@ghagsholsesiadzNa\aBnty RSukese areas are seen as
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Section 2 goes on to identify the removal and improvement of derelict glass as a propd&ed for
Park. It states that glasshouse Wa L2 Af GKS @ASHQ T NP afedarimdriab NJ I NP dz
02 0KS WNXzNhePark@uidardyRaiS NI2 Y2L3 (A 6 f S ¢ RegidhalRi KB Q dIdzNIJ2

Proposal i refers to the need for remedial work (i.e. replacement or removal) ofictagasshouses
0SG6SSY bdzZNBESNE w2l R I thdqudstion df to drat@étent@A\Park R @ ¢ KAA

'Lee Valley Regional Park Plan, Part One: Strategic Policy Framework (app%ﬁpdilm%)
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This setion does note the benefits of a flourishing horticultural sector (presumably at least in part in
GSNX¥a 2F F22R LINBRdAzZOGAZ2Y O 2y | yI GA2afdnét f SOS|
assisted by areas of derelict glasshouses or by intensificathich results in more permanent

a0 NHzOG dz2NBa Qo

Section 3¢ Broxbourne to Waltham Abbeyotes that the two concentrations of glass and industrial
buildings (presumably packing facilities) have a visual impact on visitors, fragment the area and
generate taffic.

Whilst one has to accept that the Park Authority has a very different strateggointmust be
madethat visitors create far more traffic than the glass sectburthermore, the current E13 policy
should result in more concentrated areas whiclpagrsto be the most practicable way of
addressing The Park's remit and interests

{ SOGA2Yy o 32Sa 2y (2 aidldisS GKIFIG WGKSNB | NB y?2
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for horticultural purposes in preference to alternativen-designaedd A 1 Sa Ay GKS NBIA2Y

suggessthe Authority would prefer to see glass development outsitie not adjacento The Park
However it rarely objects to applications for suitable horticultural developmehgre it iswithin

the existingE13 design@ons (which are based on historic areas of glasgnh when within/adjacent
to The Park

3.8 Lee Valley Regional PacgkPark Development Framework

The Park Development Framework Thematic Proposals, unlike théBarR00Q do makeexplicit
reference to theémportance of food production (under the environmental theme) albeit within the
constrants of the wider objectives ofie Park. Ofarticular note is a desire foh€ Park to

WRSHSE 2L aGNRByYy3a LI NIYSNBRKALIAQ ¢ A (il adisitgrS NOA | §
opportunities. Therare no clear guidelinehiowever,on how the horticultural glass sector might fit

with this theme.

Another key element of the Framework relevant to horticulture is the reference to protection of the
landscape and thetrategic landscape visiofm.he principal aim is to identify the key landscape
characteristics in the Park. These include vegetation, water features, structures and land uses which
are distinctive to the area and the Park; the existing landscape strengtid the overall landscape
experience From this a Strategic Landscape Vision will be developed to provide guidance for future
development and management.

It is the view of Laurence Gould Partnership that glasshouses should be recognised and axepted
part of the distinctive landscape character of the arf@dlpwing existencén the Lea Valley for over
a century.
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4. Gonsultations

Key Points:
- Most growers would like to or plan to invest in the future;

- Most growers, in addition to increasing the growing arneéndto increasehe
height of their glasshouse3.he majority of glasshouses are 4.0 mstall or
less. The majority @frowers are planning on investing in their business in the
next 5 years and many of these are planning to build taller glasshouses;

- Planning constraints are a barrier to investment and business growth in the area
but the existing site constraints are aegter issue

- Growers are unlikely to leave the Lea Vatlegpite the barriers they face to
expansion/investment with more planning to invest inside the Lea Valley than
outside

- The minimum unit size for a viable business is thought thé@hectaresat the
present time but thiss likely to increase t6.28hectares in the next 20 years
However, currently a large proportion of growers have sites of 1 hectare pr less

- Traffic andits impact on local residesfilamenity are two of the major concerns
regarding glasshouse development;

- Dereliction is a concern for the local commurdtgirict andparishcouncillors
and the Park Authority.

4.1 Growers and Businesses (meetings)

Ongoingdiscussions were held with growers, grower representatives and advistiis gector

throughout the process. Some views expressed were emotive (especially when decisions were being
made in respect of their own businesses)d some data/information was commercially confidential
However, below summarises the common views tlvate expressed.

- Thereisa mix of growers that operate solely within the Lea Valley and both inside and
outside the area. The common therisghat they allhavehistoric (often family)
connections to the area anthvelittle or no ambition to totally lave. Several businesses
havemade significant investments away from the Lea Valley due to issues related to
expansion and investment within the area;




- Typically the height of glasshoudeselatively low (circa #netresor less) and almost
unanimously tiey hope/planto increase the height of their glasshouses;

- Again, almost unanimoushhé businesses consulted pleminvest in larger growing areas
and new crops but plannirig always a negative consideration when looking at investment
in the Lea Vallg asare constraintswith their existing sites;

- We met with the main ackhousefpackers. On average they are packing for 11.4
businesses per facility but planning constrainéseaffected their business in some way;

- On average the minimum size glassle unit to be viablés considered to b&.60 hectares
currently but is expected to rise to 6.28ctares ovethe next 20 years

- Ornamental cropping needs to be in smaller blokallow temperature control of diffrent
crops throughout the yearlrcremental blocks of 1.60 hectares are manageable, but
economies of scale dictate that these blocks are of sufficient number (and therefore total
area) to meet the order requirements of the largeale retailers

- Atleast 50% of the businessconsulted &ed transport, energy and water as issues for their
business or significant issues for the future;

- The smaller size and restrictions on expansion are a primary limiting factor for nearly all
businesses;

- The main issues in terms of the planning systeem
o Decision makers do not understand the sector;
o Decision makers do not understand business needs;
0 The default answer is no.

4.2 Growers and Businesses (online survey)

A total of Z responses were received from the online survey which represents a sample of
approximately 3% of the sector (by number)lhe survey was circulatad all Lea Valley Growers
Association memberandpromotedby (a)the National Farmers Unigifb)contacts within the
research team an¢kt) high profile people within the sector.

Denmographic
- The majority of the respondentzrethe owners of the busines8§%), themajority of
respondentsare over 41years old (87%) and 4884e over 50 years old;
- All the businesses responding to the survey are family controlled and run;

- Just over halbf the businesses surveyed (52%)rad have the next generation involved
with the industry. Only 36% of the growers over 51 years old have the next generation




Size

Crops

involvedwith the businessWhere the next generatioare involved in the business they are
all younger than 4@Qvith 45% over the age of 31 years;

The average area within the parishes of Roydon, Nazeing and Waltham Abbey was 87% of

INER 6 S NE Qand®% bf tespbniiddtls operasolelywithin these Parishes;

Theaveragetotal businessizewas?2.11hectareswhich issignificantly above the averader
the Lea Valley sectaralculated as part of this stud$.25 hectares per unitjut 35% of
respondents were 1 hectare or under

The average area within the Parishes of Roydon, Nazeing andaMahbbey was 1.38
hectares whereas the average size outside of the Parishes was 2.88 hectares;

The majority of respondents operate a single site unit (91%) but the average unit size for
multiple sie operators is nearly 1 hectalarger than single siteperators;

On average 78% of the respondefitasshouses are less thamétrestall with only 3%
over 5metresand none over énetres;

When asked what the growers thought their glasshouse BeK G g2 dzf R 0S Ay
0 67%said theirglasswvould beless than 4netres
0 Nearly 20%said their glass would bever 5metres
0 74%thought ther glass height would not change.

Of those surveyed there was only one graweéno growsonly tomatoes. There was only
one chilli grower and there were no aubérg growers. Of th&3%of respondents who
grow cucumbers for 52%it is their solecrop;

The average cucumber area per business was 1.34 hectares and 1.64 hectares for peppers;

Of the growers taking part in the survey 35% intend to change thaapingin the next
three years.

Of thoserespondents willing to providénancial information (43% of all respondents) 90%
rely wholly on crop sales for their business revenue;

98% of all sales are through a supermarket/marketing organisation to supgplyeamarket

and growers thought thiswouldbe e®di f & G KS &l YS Ay p &SI NBRQ

Employment

The businesseagsponding employ, on averagg04full-time workers 0.77 FTE partime
workers and 0.8&TE casual workers;

30% haveseen their levels of employemt increase in the last 5 yeaasd only 13% have
seen their employment decrease

Nearly 9% of respondents have seen their ergplent increase by more than 20%.
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Recent Developments

- Over 25%0f businesses have replaced glass in the last 5 yegaaf havingreplaced glass
like for like and halincreasing the height of their glass

- Nearly one fifth (17%) of businesses have increased their growing area in the last 5 years;
- Less than 15% of the growers have invested in new cropping in the last 5 years;

- Of all the growers 22% have invested in eneg@0% in mains supply gas and 40% in
renewable energy generation (100% CHP);

- 22% of growers have invested in heat dump storage 0% in moveable thermal screens.
Future Developments

- Less than one fifth (17p6f the growers have no plans to invest in thaisimesses in the
next 5 years;

- Moveable thermal screens anddifethe most common areas of investment thaate
planned;

- Only 5% are planning on investing in their existing water capacity but nearly iodln
to invest in water recycling capacity;

- 30% of the growers are planning to invest in their business inside the Parishes of Roydon,
Nazeing and Waltham Abbey whilst only 13% plan to invest in their businesses outside these
Parishes;

- Iftheirsiteg & a2f R F2NJ I WaAIyAFAOLyd OFLAGETE dzLI A
(48%) would look to reinvest inside the main Parishes whilst less than one fifth (17%) would
invest outside the Parishes. Nearly one third (30%) would retire and oelgmwerwas
unsure whathe would do.

Barriers to investment

- When aged to rank barriers to investment:
0 74% stated size constraints of their existing sitre a complete barrier;
0 65% stated lack of confidence in the sector was a complete barrier;
0 21% stéed planning constraintarere a complete barrier;
0 17% stated capital availability was a complete barrier;
- Of those with sites both inside and outside the Parishes of Roydon, Nazeing and Waltham
Abbey 57% found there to be greater barriers to investmerth@se Parishes compared to
outside.




Minimum Sized Units

The tablebelow summarises the respondeikestimates of minimum size unit for financial viability
by crop type now, in 5 years, in 10 years and i@ 2 N&EQ GAYS

Minimum viable unit size (heares)

Today In5 In 10 In 20

years years years
Tomatoes 3.2 51 5.5 6.5
Cucumbers 2.0 3.3 4.9 6.5
Aubergines 2.2 2.8 3.8 4.8
Sweet Peppers 3.0 4.4 6.5 7.3
Average (mean 2.60 3.90 5.18 6.28

Tablel ¢ Minimum Unit Sizesby @R LJ ¢ &@LJS& 63INRBESNRQ adzNBSeo

Why the Lea Valley

- When asked what thbestthing wasabout growing in thdea Valley common themes wer
o Close to transport routes;
o0 Close to supermarket distribution network;
o0 Close to other growers;
0 Close tdamily/family ties to the area.

- When asked what thevorst thing wasabout growing irthe Lea Valley common themes
were :

0 Lack of room to expanaround their existing sitegrimarilydue to E13 designations

0 Lack of support from the planning authorityterms of decisionsade by planning
committee (N.Balthough this is a view of the growers the rate of applications
approved where they comply with policy is high therefore this vieguisstiorable);

0 Planning issuesgrowers have general feeling of frustration that ptening policy
does not allowthem to develop their businesses theywould like ta

Business Objectives and Barriers

The most common business objective was future expansion and the most common barrier to
achievinghis and othembjectives was considerdd be the planning system.

Planning System in the Lea Valley

- Of those who had submitted planning applications and provided details 68% H@0%
success rate in planning applicatio24% had been successful in some but not all of their
applicationsand aly 13% had not been successful at all (and all of those were where only 1
application had been submittéd

- The average success rate for planning applications was 78% i.e. nearly 8 in 10 applications
from the sampleresponse




The following were the mostommon positive comments about the system:
0 General support fronplanningofficers;
o Application of E13 policy;

The following were the most common negative comments about the system:

o Lack of understanding of needs of the glass sector by officers and members
0 Regulation makes investment in new/modern technoldgficult in the Lea Valley;

Respondents felt the system could be improved by:

o Greater understanding of needs agckater flexibility within the anningauthority;
0 Greater support towards modern sgshs byplanningcommittee andofficers;
0 Less buraucracy in theglanning process/faster process.

4.3 Epping Foresbistrict Councillors and Lee Valley Regional Park Authority

Members

A consultation event was held at the Council Chamber in Eppin§ @t®bea 2011. The aims

were:

® o oo

To raise awareness of tlom-goingresearch;

To obtain a better understanding tiie views of the District Couricirs;

To help Counttors understand the value and issues of the sector better;

To consult on views of how the sectdrould develop in the future;

To consult on views of what the main issues/concerngagarding the glasshouse sector.

Within the discussion the following points were raised and discussed:

Growers are starting to work together bfihe opinion stated wasfhe fundamental issue is
that there are too many growef®r the available areaesulting in too many small and
inefficient businesses. A more effective, efficient and profitabfature could befewer
growers with larger units;

Trafficisa significat issue for local residents especially whériss moving through villages
and also where single track roads lead to significant glasshouse dfémger glasshouse
businesses are to develop then this must be associated with appropriate infrastructure
investmen. A policy or strategy is needed to identify kegffic routesto link groups of
growers to the major transpometwork;

Renewable energy generation on glasshouse sites should be supported but only where it
truly fits with the glasshouse opation and makes a direct contribution to that business.
Where thereare large amounts of waste being imported to fuel the renewable energy
generation this should not be supported as it wittrease traffion unsuitable roads

Localised areas of sigw#int dereliction are a major concern. It was suggested that after a
period of dereliction growers should be compelled to offer the site to other growers before
it becomes uneconomic to bring into modern production;




Residents are very concerned by the gmtial impacton their homesof taller glasshouses
and artificial lighting for crop production;

WD NEB S yateashiiziik the Lee Valley Regional Raskwell as inside The Paskp
being usednorefor leisure activitiesuch as walking, sports anelcreation Glasshouse
development may have a detrimental impact on this and therefore this should be
considered before any further E13 designations are made;

Cther districts are considering support for large scale glasshouse investmentcolitds
presnt a competitivehreat to the Lea Valley glasshouse seetnd dfect employment in
the District The council and businestherefore need to look beyond the authority borders
when considering future policy in relation to the glasshouse sector

Theus€ ¥ G KS WwaSlazylftQ RSTAYAGAZ2Y Ay NBFSNByOS
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With artificial lighting and modern growing techniques there is virtually no seasonisThis

being abused by having permanent caravan sites for workers rather than seasarmial

permanentsites;

Community buy in for the future of the glasshouse sector is vital for an effective joint
strategy. There is a conflict between the Regional Parkh@ibest glasshouse land) with its
amenity objectives anthe needs/desires for the future of the glasshouse sector

4.4 Parish Couaillors andLocallnterest Groups
A consultation event was held at the Council Chamber in Eppin§ @t®ber 2011. The ain

were:

® o oo

To raise awareness of tlom-goingresearch;

To obtain a better understanding of the views of relevant interested parties;

To help leaders of these groups understand the value and issues of the sector better;
To consult on views of how the sectorositd develop in the future;

To consult on views of what the main issues/concerng@garding the glasshouse sector.

Within the discussion the following points were raised and discussed:

There is an issue where napproved usese.g.light industry in deelict sites arenot being
properly enforced (N.B. the planning officers questioned whether this was an accurate
statement);

Concerns wereaisedover plans to convert glasshouse areas to large scale renewable
energy sites that process waste. Renewadlergy is supported particularly where derelict
sites are used for photovoltaic energy generafibut it has to be suitable and fit with the
glasshouse businessiot be insteadf or detrimental to it;




- There ae significant traffic problems. Roads a@ wide enough and local communities
believe that weight and width limits are not being enforced

- Broadly the policy of concentration has worked although less so in Waltham Abbey where
the owner ofa majordesignated site is not willing to sell land fgasshouses;

- TheCouncikhould consider designating new sites adjacent to the M11 and M25 where
traffic should be less of an issue

- Local and affordable housing and renewable energy should be appropriaefuderelict
sites and supported by the plaimg authority;

- The Lee Valley Regional Par&tutory aims mean that glasshouse developmeithin the
Park will be discouraged

4.5 Lee Valley Regional Park Authority Officers
Members of the Research Team met with the Lee Valley Regional Park AuthitoéssofThose
present were:

- Stepren Wilkinson, Head of Planning and Strategic Partnerships;
- Claire Martin, Policy Officer;
- AndrewWright, Planning Officer

The main themes which emerged were:

- Fundamentally fie Park Authority has objectives within its riéiset by statuteto provide
sporting, leisure andature conservation opportunitie$or the local community. The
glasshouse sector does not contribute to these aims and as such the Authority would not
support expansion of the glasshouse sector in or atlhe Park. However, it is notable
that the Authority broadly accepts the E13 designations and in the last few years 5 of the 7
applications the Authority has responded to have been either no objections or no objections
with requests for mitigation fortte visual impact;

- The main concerns that the Authoribasin relation to the glasshouse sectare the impact
on the delivery ofts statutory aims from:
o traffic (especially heavy goods vehicles);
0 impact on biodiversity from lost agricultural land;
0 impad on the landscape from glasshses and ancillary development.

- In some cases the Park Authority would welcome modern gisisplacementfor derelict
buildingsprovided they are within the E13 designations. The Park Authority sugibert
area based appachc limiting glass tats historic locations, lt consides, given the number
of applications outside the E13 designation, that it might not be workirige Authority
prefersan area based approach over a criteria based approach as it provides clarity




The Authority recognises that the glasshouse sector has the ability to generate employment
but (correctly) notsthat that is a concern of the local authority not tRark Authority;

Broadly the Park Authorityould not object toapplications for glag®uses where:
0 They are within thexistingE13 designation;
0 They are the samasthe current use i.e. no increases in height;
o0 Any additional impacts on neighbouring areas of the Park are mitigated.

The Park would support renewable energy generation pexvighat it does not compromise
other Park functions or values (i.e. biodiversity, recreation, route network, landscape etc
and provided that wherever possible it delivers multiple benefits over and above the
identified energy production benefit.







5. Currert Situation

Key Points:

In the last 18 years there has been a trend for a declining area of protected
cropping in England. Eastdemgland and Greater London have declined
proportionally more than the whole protected cropping sector. The area of
ornamental cropping has risen;

In the Lea Valley the area of protected cropping has fallen by 86% in 60 years

The trend in declining ared protected cropping has slowed and the average
size of glasshouse businesses has increased due to very large investments of
significant size outside the Lea Valley

The average glasshouse business in the Lea Valley is 2.20 hectares smaller
than the UK avege (Lea Valley 1.25 hectares versus 3.45 hectares UK). New
opportunities for production under glass in the UK (e.g. fruit under glass) are
not being exploited in the Lea Valley because the average size of glasshouse
businesses is too small;

Increased ¥ild due to more efficient glasshouses has meant total UK
production of salad crops has reduced less than the total area of production ;

The home grown fruit and vegetable sector is worth £1.83 billion with the UK
importing £4.42 billion worth of fruit andegetables in 2010;

It is likely that the trend for larger glass businesses will continue alongside a
decline in the total area as production efficiencies are achieved and cost
pressures continue to affect growers;

Imports have been increasing to meet th&al increase in demand for

tomatoes, cucumbers and sweet peppers. Demand is likely to continue to
grow with some of this being for home grown product, however, much of the
demand is outside of the UK growing season so will be met by further imports;

Agricultural and horticultural employment is proportionally much higher in
Epping Forest compared to Essex, Hertfordshire and Bedfordshire. Of the
2,700 agricultural and horticultural workers in Epping Forest nearly 40% are
engaged in the protected cropp sector.




5.1 Area of Crops Grown under Glass/Plastic

The national and regional trend (1992001) of decreasing cropping under glass/plastic as

identified by Reading Agricultural Consultants (RAC) in 2003 has continued. The greatest decline has
beenseen in the North East (although the decrease of 44% only equates to 12 hectares) and the
region with the smallest decline was the North West and Merseyside (ZT&Xle2).

1991 | 1996 | 2001 | 2006 | 2009 | % Change (1992009)
North East Region 27 18 21 20 15 -44.4%
North West & Merseyside 220 265| 234| 226| 214 -2.7%
Yorkshire & Humber 206 | 284| 247| 240| 205 -30.7%
East Midlands 212| 205| 168| 173| 158 -25.5%
West Midlands 161| 159| 168 | 195| 189 17.4%
Eastern England & Greater Londq 496 | 427 378 | 429| 384 -22.6%
South East England 492 | 494 | 457| 385| 408 -17.1%
South West England 197 | 218| 190| 207 | 178 -9.6%
ENGLAND 2,101| 2,070 | 1,863 | 1,875 | 1,751 -16.7%

Table2 ¢ Total Area (Hectares) of Crops Grown Under Glass/Plastingigad
(DEFRA June Census, 2009)

England has seen protected cropping areas decline by 16.7% (350 hectares). Eastern England and
Greater London Regi6has seen a 112 hectare decline in area under glass/plastic (as reported in
the DEFRA June Census, 208p)esenting a decline of 22.6% between 1991 and 2009K&pee

2).
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Figure2 ¢ Total Protected Cropping Area in East Anglia and London
(DEFRA June Census, 2009)

’DEFRA nowategorisessreater London with the South East Region, however, for continuity the data has beerllynanua
revised to retain Greater London in the Eastern England dataset























































































































































































































































































































































































































































