Grounds of appeal Polytunnel Application
Application Ref : 10/01850/AGR
Location : Karuna, Picklescott, church Stretton, Shropshire.
*The grounds of appeal should be read in conjunction with the cover latter in our planning application.
LPA’s REASONS FOR REFUSAL:“The siting is in a location visually prominent from the south and remote from the existing approved barn structure on this holding and would therefore be contrary to Policy statement 7 and the Shrewsbury and Atcham borough Local plan Policies LNC3 and LNC9.”
1. The Polytunnel described in this application/appeal will provide a protective environment which is essential to make vegetable production economically viable, for the following reasons:

· It will lengthen the growing season

· It will enable cultivation of a wider variety of produce 

· It will enable viable cultivation at 900 foot above sea level

· It will enable viable cultivation in the face of climate change, which has resulted in the increased prevalence of extreme and unpredictable weather patterns experienced in recent years 

This is not an application to cover many hectares of land with polytunnels as is often the case. There remains scope for interpretation as to whether this polytunnel constitutes operational development due to it’s small scale and impermanence. Our agricultural need be should be taken into account here 

From research we have learned that in some cases polytunnels are not considered operational development by LPA in the first place and are not subject to planning controls. Most appeals seem to be for massive developments not small ones such as this.
2. This application is for a Polytunnel, which:

· is very small, the smallest commercially viable polytunnel that one can apply for in relation to the production of local food growing.
· is very much smaller than others commonly found elsewhere and should not be confused with these larger examples.
· will cover an area of only 145 square metres.
· will have a minimum impact, due to its small size and proposed location.
The very Polytunnel we are being refused was previously erected by the side of the road, in full view ,on a farm a mere mile away. 

There it stood  in full public view for several years without  planning permission, nor did it receive any objections/complaints  from the LPA or parish council.

We hope the inspector can understand how disturbing this kind of discrimination can be for us. This surly demonstrates an inconsistency of approach. 

3. The application has been refused by the LPA on the grounds of visual prominence from the south.

· This is entirely unfounded 
· We contend that the polytunnel would have minimal visual impact from the south

· Photographic evidence will be submitted to illustrate the actual visual impact of the proposed polytunnel .We do not believe that the minimal visual impact is sufficient ground to justify outright refusal of the application.
· We would be happy to implement more screening and landscaping to further reduce the visual impact, should this prove necessary in the view of the Inspector

4. The application has been refused for a second time by the LPA on identical grounds to those given to our previous application over 2 years .The LPA are meant to be under a duty to look afresh at each new application.  We do not believe that the LPA has done this, based on the identical reasons given for the second refusal of planning permission

· This is an agro-forestry site and, as such, is in a state of constant change

· The rapid growth of many of the trees on the site has substantially reduced the potential visual impact of the proposed polytunnel

· This factor should have been taken into account and addressed by the LPA in determining our most recent application.
5. Karuna Permaculture Project is fully compatible with the aims of the Shropshire Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

· The AONB seeks to develop a thriving, active environment and encourage local food production as part of the process of shifting to a low carbon economy

· Food production at Karuna should be supported in line with this aim

· There are other polytunnels which have been given planning approval within the Shropshire Hills AONB

· It is unacceptable for the LPA to refuse this application for a polytunnel on the grounds that it is within the AONB

6. We refer to the following sections of the Shropshire Hills AONB Management Plan 2009-14, formally approved by Shropshire county Council,  to which we believe the LPA should have had proper regard in determining the outcome of our application:
 Low-impact forms of development (e.g. buildings using traditional, locally sourced and low embodied energy materials) have potential to fit well with the AONB’s purposes. This is especially so where they are associated with sustainable lifestyles including low energy and resource use, small-scale land management using sustainable approaches to food or wood production and with community or educational uses. Guidance and regulation will remain important to ensure compatibility with landscape, local community and other considerations. There is a case however that such development may be suitable in locations where higher impact forms of development would not be allowed.

· Policy 2..consideration of the purpose of designation in all decisions affecting the AONB should reflect sustainability and the full range of special qualities defined in the management plan as well as landscape character. 

· Policy 24  Farmers and land managers should be supported as the main stewards of Natural beauty and for their vital role in maintaining the Shropshire hills landscape. Policies and public funding relating to farming and forestry should recognise this and help support ways of farming which generate these public environmental benefits. 
The Management plan objectives state...

· 13.To improve integration of environmental practices ,wildlife and farm conservation with business development  such as product differentiation ....and diversification especially in the less favoured areas.
· 14.To maintain food production by environmentally sustainable means and maintain long term capacity to continue to produce food, by promoting farm support networks, encouraging succession and retaining and developing skills.

· 17.To stimulate local food demand by raising awareness among consumers of food and other local products and their connections with the landscape. 

7. The application has been refused by the LPA on the grounds of being sited away from the remote existing barn.  
We do not believe this is an appropriate ground for refusal

· The proposed siting is deliberate and essential

· The proposed site is directly adjacent to the active horticultural area, tool shed and watering point 
· The daily work at the polytunnel is not related to the purposes of the barn, which is some 500m distant from the horticultural area and is used for long-term storage of fruits, vegetables, hay, straw and agricultural implements.
· The area adjacent to the barn is unsuitable as it is not accessible all year round due to water logging of this lower part of the site during the wetter months.
· The Area adjacent to the barn is vulnerable to strong Westerly winds.

In a storm these winds will destroy a polytunnel . We know this from direct experience as our barn was severely damaged in the past .Photographic evidence will be provided.
· The area adjacent to the barn is unsuitable because it  is in direct view of a neighbouring property, which we consider would be detrimental to neighbourly relations as would constant tooing and froing to this distant location.
· In contrast the proposed site is out of the field of view of any property.
8. We wish to draw the Inspector’s attention to the fact that planning officers previously accepted the proposed site as a suitable position for the barn. (Which was later located elsewhere).  At that time no objections were raised on the grounds of visual impact and we question therefore why visual impact has been cited as an objection in respect of the current application which relates to the same site? This location is screened and protected by existing mature trees and hedgerow cover.

9. PPS 7 Annex E(18) “The Secretary of State attaches great importance to the prompt and efficient handling of applications....Undue delays can have serious consequences for agricultural and forestry businesses , which are more dependent than most on seasonal and market considerations.” 

In relation to this annex, we wish to make the following points:

· The success of our agricultural business depends on having a polytunnel, as already explained

· We have been seeking planning permission through the proper channels for the erection of a polytunnel since 07.06.2007

· We believe that the LPA has acted in a discriminatory way in its handling of this application, obstructing our reasonable and appropriate application without good reason

· The lengthy process we have been subjected to in seeking this permission is adversely affecting our business

10. In a previous appeal for a bigger polytunnel the LPA wrote: “The Council considers that, while the principle of the erection of a Polytunnel is acceptable, the exposed nature of its location is unacceptable.” (Rule 6 statement 20.3.08)
· We invited the Planning Officer to make a site visit to establish that the proposed location was NOT in an exposed location.
· This invitation was declined

· The subsequent refusal referred to the exposed location.
· We contend that a site visit was essential in order for the LPA to make an informed decision on our application, especially in view of the changes to the site in terms of tree growth since the previous application
· We do not believe, therefore, that refusal on this ground was justified.
11. This application is fully in accordance with 
· PPS7, The governments objectives (i), (ii),(iii) & (iv)  
· PPS7, 16..Countryside protection and development in the countryside 

·  PPS7, 27 (i) –(v) 

·  PPS7, 30 farm diversification.
12. This application also complies with Shrewsbury and Atcham borough local plan 
· LNC3. 7.26 “Whilst the countryside should not be eroded away by development, it is accepted that the countryside is a living place and that some forms of development are required to ensure that a healthy rural economy is sustained. It is accepted that rural areas can accommodate some forms of development without detriment, if the location and design of development is handled with sensitivity”.  
· LNC 9 (i) “Development will be permitted where it is small scale....or immediately adjacent to an existing settlement.  Or (ii) it is for agricultural/forestry purposes”. 
· LNC9 7.56 “It is NOT the intention to run contrary to the councils strategy of maintaining thriving rural communities by preventing all development”.

13. The LPA’s refusal is for these reasons :
 “The siting is in a location visually prominent from the south and remote from the existing approved barn structure on this holding” 
 The LPA used the word ‘Remote’. This is correct, we fully agree.
Remote is exactly what it is.

· Remote from the standing Tap ... {the Water supply absolutely essential to support the growth of covered crops}.

· Remote from the secure tool shed which houses the tools necessary for such cultivation work.

· Remote from our accommodation & office. {security and nearby access}.
· Remote from an existing protected environment.

· Remote from the centre of Horticultural activities that has been established over the past 4 years in preparation to supply the Polytunnel with stock.
· Remote from the established horticultural area where visiting students observe and study examples of Permaculture design and best practice.
· Remote from where the soil is most fertile and well drained.

*For hundreds of years the nearby hedgerows and large mature trees have shed their leaves on this corner location creating highly fertile soil.

14. The LPA Suggest that the Polytunnel belongs close to the barn which we purposely located discreetly out of the way specifically for ‘Long term storage’. This is due to the fact that water collects at this location and access is limited during autumn, winter and spring, heavy rainfall can make it impossible to access even with 4x4 vehicles.
We do not feel the LPA has given due consideration to the land conditions on their preferred site close to the remote barn at the bottom of the hill where water collects during wet periods, to the point that the area is frequently inaccessible. Siting a polytunnel in this location would be completely impractical and does not make economic sense.
We the owners of the land do know it well, it is not ever going to prosper us to locate this Polytunnel close to the barn.

This is probably due to the LPA’s lack of knowledge of the lay of the land, specifically, the ground conditions over this particular piece of land. 
We are not happy that the LPA is advising us on a course of action which would be economic disaster.
15.  Many visitors to Karuna have expressed their shock and dismay that our application for such a small scale agricultural polytunnel, sited In our proposed location, should be refused. “What possible visual detriment could it cause?” is a frequent comment, especially from local people who have seen many other, very much larger and more visually prominent polytunnels, in other locations in the area. 

When we hear views like this in support of our position, we are strengthened in our resolve to seek justice in this process.

We wonder whether the motivation for the LPA’s refusal comes from a fear that, if permission for one polytunnel is approved, we may wish to expand with many more similar structures.

· This  small scale project specialises in diversity, we have no intention of moving into a mono/ plasti-culture enterprise at Karuna, that would be against our practice, our aims and our Permaculture ethics which are extremely important to us and upon which our whole project is based.
· A Polytunnel is needed as a ‘working part’ of the project in order to extend the growing season(getting crops off to a head start and winter growing),to prepare for Salads, soft fruits, seeds and young trees etc.
We would ask the Inspector to be mindful of the fact that all of us are now meant to be shifting to Low carbon awareness that surely means putting into practice appropriate measures that  support sustainability. 

We understand that it is a challenge for officers who do not have experience of sustainable and low impact farming to grasp the principles upon which our project is based, but adjustment to these new farming practices and economics is an urgent necessity and we should not be penalised through the planning process because of the ignorance and prejudices of planning officers.  

· Local grown food is massively important to the future of us all!
We have Recently been successful applicants of a National Local food Learning and demonstration network project called The LAND .

This is a £390,000 project that aims to support the development of an 80 strong project demonstration network offering training for budding teachers and speakers.  

Passing through the region’s countryside one can bear witness to thousands of acres of fields which have been turned into polytunnels .

In these instances, approval was granted, not to place polytunnels in the field ,but to literally turn the whole field into a Polytunnel, thus coating the field completely in plastic.
It’s annoying to see approved polytunnels in the area  that do not  benefit from being screened off by trees, as is the case with Karuna, which has planted several thousand. 
We hope we can be forgiven for feeling discriminated against.
Neither we nor visitors to the project accept or understand this refusal when we see those other structures that are being approved nearby.
As Karuna is probably the most environmentally sensitively managed land in the area,
It just doesn’t make any sense and this refusal has led people to thinking that something untoward is going on here.  
Why are the LPA preventing us from getting on with our agricultural business? (PPS 7 Annex E). 
This is obstruction towards agricultural diversity at a time when we so badly need to adapt to change in order to move forward sustainably.
Out of commitment we are trying our best to adapt and move forward. 

Neither we nor hundreds of genuine supporters, from all walks of life, feel this is a just refusal. 
For the reasons above we reject the allegation by the LPA that the siting of the Polytunnel would in any way contravene PPS7 or local plan policies LNC3 & LNC9. 
This appeal replaces our previous application (APP/L3245/A/09/2117970/NWF) that was aborted on the morning of the hearing. Planning inspector Allan Wood decided that the council have been negligent in handling this application and demonstrated unreasonable behaviour and therefore awarded us our costs against the LPA.
The appeal process had taken a whole year.

It has stolen away our time, energy and money and prevented us from becoming a more established business.
 More still It has had a serious detrimental effect on Mrs Wheelhouses medical condition (Huntington’s disease) an acute disorder and break down of the central nervous system.

It is irregular to have waited so long for such an application and wasted so much time and public funds on a decision. AND STILL NOT HAD A DESCISION.

Considering the history of unreasonable delays we would be very grateful if the Inspectorate would consider prioritising this appeal by arranging a hearing date as a matter of urgency.
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