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Dear Sir/Madam,
Norwich to Tilbury — Representation

Relevant Representation of Boxford (Suffolk) Holdings Ltd and associated companies in respect of the
National Grid Electricity Transmission (the “Applicant”) Norwich to Tilbury DCO (the “Project”)

This relevant representation is submitted on behalf of Boxford (Suffolk) Holdings Ltd (BSHL) and Boxford
(Suffolk) Farms Ltd, hereinafter referred to as BHSL, pursuant to section 56 Planning Act 2008, in respect
of the Norwich to Tilbury DCO, and in particular BHSL’s land situated within the Order Limits and in
respect of other land and assets in close proximity to the proposed Order Limits.

This Representation should be read in conjunction with the accompanying Report and indicative financial
loss estimates provided to the Applicant and their agent Fisher German.

1. Development Consent Order and Compulsory Acquisition.
1.1 Extent of land to be acquired

The interested parties contend that the power sought via the DCO process and under the Planning Act
2008 exceeds those in the public interest and that the restrictions to be conferred to the applicant would be
far more extensive and onerous than necessary to construct, maintain and access an overhead electricity
line.

1.1.2 Legislation and guidance

Pasco v Secretary of State 2006 confirms that the decision maker must consider the precise ambit of the
statutory power which the acquiring authority relies. Section 122 of the Planning Act 2008 provides:

122 Purpose for which compulsory acquisition may be authorised
(1) An order granting development consent may include provision authorising the compulsory acquisition
of land only if the decision-maker is satisfied that the conditions in subsections (2) and (3) are met.
(2) The condition is that the land—
(a) is required for the development to which the development consent relates,
(b) is required to facilitate or is incidental to that development, or
(c) is replacement land which is to be given in exchange for the order land under section 131 or
132.
(3) The condition is that there is a compelling case in the public interest for the land to be acquired
compulsorily.

Section 122 therefore sets out two conditions that must be met by the applicant before the Compulsory
Acquisition can be consented.
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First the decision-maker must be satisfied that the land is required for the stated purpose. The meaning of
the word “required” was considered in more detail by the Court of Appeal in Sharkey and Another v
Secretary of State for the Environment and South Buckinghamshire District Council. McGowan LJ
endorsed the approach taken by Roch J and confirmed that:

| agree with Roch J. that the local authority do not have to go so far as to show that the compulsory purchase
is indispensable to the carrying out of the activity or the achieving of the purpose; or, to use another similar
expression, that it is essential. On the other hand, | do not find the word “desirable” satisfactory, because
it could be mistaken for “convenient,” which clearly, in my judgment, is not sufficient. | believe the word
“required” here means “necessary in the circumstances of the case.”

Furthermore Guidance Related to Procedures for Compulsory Acquisition (DCLG February 2010) (issued
under section 124 PA 2008) sets out general considerations which are to be applied when considering
whether compulsory acquisition is justified. The following guidance is given (at paragraph 24):

The first criterion is that the land is required for the development to which the development consent relates.
For this to be met, the promoter should be able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the decision maker
that the land in question is needed for the development for which consent is sought. The decision maker
should be satisfied, in this regard, that the land to be acquired is no more than is reasonably required for
the purposes of the development.

1.1.3 Justification as to why conditions are not met.

It is considered that The Applicant is looking to obtain rights over and impose certain restrictions on land
that is not required for the development, maintenance and retention of the new underground and overhead
lines for the following reasons;

e The Applicant has included land within the Order Limits that is not designated for any particular
use and BSHL is of the opinion that the width of the construction area, given the land use is
excessive. Furthermore land has been included to allow for the diversion of 11Kv and 33Kv
apparatus, owned and operated by South Eastern Power Networks, yet no detail has been
provided in respect of these works, thus how can the ExA be content that this land is actually
required.

1.3 Land Rights Strategy (LRS)

We consider that the LRS being imposed by the applicant is not fit for purpose and in this particular instance
does not effectively compensate BSHL for the rights and restrictions, which the applicant is looking to
impose under the Option Agreement and Deed of Grant. The LRS has been compiled by the Applicant to
cover new transmission assets, however in this particular case, the installation of underground and
overhead assets in a single location highlights the discrepancy between the two approaches to
compensation and the fact that the mechanism relating to the overhead assets is fundamentally inequitable
when compared with that relating to the underground assets.

It is worth noting that the Applicant has not entered into any negotiations regarding the LRS and believes it
to be fit for purpose.

Looking at the land to be affected by the proposed route, the topography, productivity of the land and
valuation thereof is not taken into account by the LRS in respect of the overhead line and a “one size fits
all” policy is not appropriate. It is based on the incorrect principle of a single payment per pylon, rather than
the easement area, over which rights are sought.
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1.4 Alternative Cable Routes

Whilst a change was effected in February 2024 switching the alignment of the underground cable and the
overhead line this has potentially worsened the impact on the farming business and the connected packing
and distribution business, being Peake Fruit.

The intention and requests made throughout the consultation meetings were that all of the infrastructure
was moved to the south of Little Bromley Road, therefore largely avoiding any areas used for the intensive
horticultural production. Instead the infrastructure was switched, with the safeguarding of minerals being
used as justification, yet in BSHL'’s view little work has been done to assess the socio-economic impact of
this change.

2. Effects during Construction
2.1 Haul Road

We are extremely concerned about the long lasting effects of the haul road and heavy trafficking over
productive farmland. The land in question, is extremely fertile land with characteristics that are suitable for
the growing of blueberry plants, which is easily damaged by compaction and waterlogging, especially when
the duration of the works are considered. The proposed haul road runs in close proximity of the farms
reservoir that is used to irrigate the whole holding and glass houses So far no detail has been given as to
how excess water is to be managed, which is of a particular concern. Contamination of the reservoir or the
changing of water levels could be catastrophic for the business.

In addition there are two methodologies currently being explored for the installation of the haul road, the
first being excavation of top soil and the laying of ‘Type 1’ stone. The second is that of ground stabilisation,
essentially the mixing of cement based substances with the soil. Neither proposal is satisfactory and poses
a huge risk to the long term fertility of the soil.

2.2 Soil Management

Document: 7.2 Outline Code of Construction Practice Appendix C - Outline Soil Resource Plan has been
reviewed briefly, specifically the way in which top soils are to be stored and managed. It is considered that
this document lacks detail as far as horticultural cropping is concerned and that bunding and seeding will
not be sufficient to prevent the leaching of nutrients and a loss in soil structure and friability.

2.4 Water Quality

It is reiterated that the reservoir situated immediately to the north of the construction area is vital for the
irrigation of multiple crops grown on the holding and within the glass houses. Given produce is packed and
distributed for human consumption any contamination of the water supply, could result in wholesale
contamination of significant volumes of, soft, stone and top fruit.

The detail and mitigation measures described thus far do not adequately address this risk.

3. Subsequent Effects on Land Use & Business

3.1 Water and Irrigation

Once the underground cable is laid this will restrict the ability to lay new irrigation pipes across the land and
will inevitably be more costly and impractical for the farm moving forwards, this is not an impact that can be

quantifiable in respect of a financial loss.

It is unknown whether the works will impact ground water levels in the future and as a result the irrigation
reservoir.
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3.2 Horticulture/Specialist Cropping

The new lines could prohibit the use of protection measures used in conjunction with such crops such as
poly tunnels and hail netting. The Energy Networks Association’s guidance leaflet for farmers 2012,
confirms that “poly tunnels should not be placed under overhead power lines” the same could be said for
hail netting and other similar crop protection structures. Furthermore the Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
Agriculture Information Sheet No 8 (Working safely near overhead electricity power lines) also states that
poly tunnels should not be erected within of 10 metres (measured horizontally) from the overhead lines,
thus increasing the sterilised area. The crop protection system installed over the blueberries is similar to
that of poly tunnels, therefore clarification is needed in respect of the over headlines.

Poly tunnels and other crop protection systems are erected using telehandler machines with a long reach.
The Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999 require risks to be properly assessed
and controlled. It is therefore impractical to control such risks when operating telehandler machines under
electricity lines.

The underground cable poses a different issue in that these structures are installed up to 1.5 m deep into
the ground and activity that is often restricted by any easement rights imposed under the DCO.

3.3 Contractual Losses with Retailers

At present the business has a number of long term contracts with major retailers within the UK, which is
predicated on a consistent supply of quality fruit at the agreed volumes. The scheme poses a major risk to
retaining these customers which are vital to the business. The scheme will inevitably remove the ability to
supply blueberries to said customers and it will be incredibly difficult to mitigate this loss and manage the
contracts that are built on very long term relationships.

Should there be any interruption to the water supply (reservoir) or electrical supply then this could affect a
greater volume of fruit that is destined for the supermarket shelves.

3.4 Airstrip and Fishing Lodges

Within the order limits is ground that has consent to be used as a landing strip for light aircraft. The new
overhead lines will not allow the reuse of this airstrip.

Ancillary to the use of the reservoir for irrigation purposes, fishing rights are let to anglers and plans were
being drawn up for the installation of small lodges to allow the anglers to stay overnight and create a
diversified income stream for the farming business. The presence of the overhead lines will have a huge
impact on this proposal and it is considered that the development of the fishing lodges will no longer be
viable due to the visible and noise disturbance created by the lines.

Yours sincerely

Mark Chandler BSc (Hons) MRICS FAAV
@finns.co.uk

Mobile: |

Enc.
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BOXFORD (SUFFOLK) FARMS LTD, BOXFORD SUFFOLK HOLDINGS LTD
AND
PEAKE FRUIT LIMITED

LOSS OF INCOME FROM THE NORWICH TO TILBURY ELECTRICITY
CONNECTION SCHEME



Fisher German

The Atrium

Risby Business Park
Risby

Bury St Edmunds
IP28 6RD

Our Ref: MC/BSFL
Dear Toby,
20" November 2025

Boxford (Suffolk) Farms Limited, Boxford Suffolk Holdings Limited and Peake Fruit
Limited - Loss of Income from Electricity Pylons - Outline Claim

Susanna Rendell contacted Mark Chandler of Finn's (1865) Ltd to prepare a report
outlining the potential losses arising from the National Grid installing underground and
overhead electricity lines on land located in between Ardleigh and Little Bromley in
Suffolk. The businesses affected by the proposed route are shown.

Boxford Suffolk
Holdings Limited

(BSH)
Peake Boxford
Fruit (Suffolk)
Limited Farms
Limited
(PFL) (BSFL)

National Grid provided Susanna Peake Rendall and Boxford Suffolk Farms Ltd with
Heads of Terms dated 19" August 2025 for the entering into a voluntary Deeds of
Easement covering both the overhead and underground electricity cables. At the time a
large proportion of the land was owned within a pension fund, however subsequently the
farming business (Boxford Suffolk Farms Limited) has acquired the land from the pension
fund.

The project is moving swiftly and the Development Consent Order (DCO) has now been
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS).



The project timetable as listed on the National Grid website is shown below:

January 2022 January 2025 - April 2025
Spring 2022 June 2025 - August 2025
I I 2025 From 2027 By 2031
r . o [ rl I - T l
2022 2031
10 April - 26 July 2024 2026-2027
4
Summer 2023

It is pertinent at this point to outline that a blueberry plantation takes 5 years to establish and
produce a consistent yield.

The plans attached at Appendices 1&2 show the alignment of the underground and overhead
lines as planned across Hill Farm (the holding). This mainly affects the current blueberry
plantation, with the works area covering at least 80% of the planted area, with the remainder
rendered unviable due to the small awkward area to the north of the working area. In addition
there is some land take to the south of the lake to the west, which is the farms only source of
water for the purposes of irrigating valuable soft, stone and top fruit crops grown on the farm.
Ancillary to the irrigation use the lake is also used as a commercial fishing lake, with plans to
establish small cabins around the lake to generate additional income for the farming business.

The nature of the farming business and the crop of blueberries means that the calculation of
the losses will be complicated and whilst a best estimate has been made there is likely to be
additional losses over and above those stated, which are less tangible, such as contractual
losses, efficiencies and impact on customer relations. The purpose of this report is to show
the potential losses in relation to the scheme.

The losses resulting from this work will be:

1. Disturbance of Management:
a. Costs incurred by having to liaise with the customer and potentially acquire fruit
from elsewhere to satisfy the
b. One off extra costs in interest charges and loss of fruit income from the change in
timing of production caused by the disturbance.
2. Loss of production and other income including SFl etc.
3. Loss of packing revenue within the pack house.
4. Consequential Losses resulting from activities by National Grid's works on site.

Background

Boxford (Suffolk) Farms (see website www.peakefruit.co.uk) commenced top fruit growing
in 1938, strawberry production in 1997 and blueberry production in 2004. The business is
a member of Plantsman PO (Producer Organisation), which markets its top and soft fruit.
It joined the largest soft fruit co-operative, Berry Gardens (KGG) in 2004.

Robert England manages the growing operation at Boxford (Suffolk) Farms (BSFL) and
Robert Rendall is the Managing Director for Peake Fruit Limited the packing and
marketing operation.



The supply chain is shown below:

Peake Fruit Ltd Other Agents

Peake Fruit
Ttd Contract
packer

Plantsman
PO Limited

Grower members of Plantsman Ardleigh
including Boxford (Suffolk) Farms Ltd

The impact of the proposed work will be on the crop production at BSFL, at the PO and to
Peake Fruit.

Fruit production

BSFL is a family run business that has been innovating top and soft fruit growing for over
70 years. It markets top fruit directly to Co-op, Morrisons and Sainsburys, and under the
NHS School Fruit & Vegetables Scheme.

The business is multi-faceted and is investing heavily in the UK fruit sector with a view to
supplying more lines to their existing and new customers.

The experience gained in blueberry production is being used to develop a new higher yielding
production system to meet market demand for an expanding market for healthy fruit. The
blueberry crop performs best under low pH soil conditions, which is uncommon in the UK. The
field affected has ideal low pH soil conditions for blueberry production with pH levels at 5.5
with south facing slopes, which enable early season production (when prices are higher).

There is no other land available on the farm with the right soil pH. Whilst blueberry production
in pots in achievable the industry experience is that the crops need to be replaced more
frequently (every 8-10 years compared to 25-30 years in the soil) and would not be economic.
The blueberry crop is covered in crop protection coverings & planning permission for these
has been obtained by BSFL. At this stage it appears that the coverings and structures within
the easement strip and under the overhead lines will be prohibited, hence the total loss
assumed. Coverings are vital to produce a longer crop window, but to also safeguard the crop
against damage from birds etc.

BSFL has invested heavily in irrigation reservoirs, underground mains and infrastructure. This
has included investment in Autoagronom system recently. National Grid will need to ensure
that their works to not impact upon the current underground irrigation system or the reservoir.



Peake Fruit

The loss of a large volume of fruit (blueberries) will reduce efficiencies and throughput at
Peake Fruit, the packing and distribution company that is owned alongside BSFLL.

The potential impact from this is variable, but nonetheless could be substantial and could have
wider implications from a customer point of view. PFL

The potential impact from this is variable but is nonetheless substantial In the report | have
outlined the potential direct loss from reduced volumes of fruit but have not quantified the
impact from major loss of customers.

National Grid Route

The planned route through the farm disrupts all of the current blueberry plantation that was
established for a specific customer and will have wide reaching implications. The overhead
line due to its placement on the boundary will be less disruptive, whereas the underground
cable will render the existing blueberry plantation unviable, not only during the works but post
works due to the restrictions on the use of land comprised within the easement strip.

National Grid’s agents, Fisher German have been notified several times regarding the
potential impact, but the route alignment remains unaltered. Whilst it is appreciated that the
land on the opposite side of the Little Bromley Road maybe suitable for quarrying the
installation of both the overhead and underground cables would be better placed on that land.
There is always the need for large buffers to boundaries when quarrying, which could provide
a corridor for the cables. That land also appears to be in a straightforward arable cropping
rotation, so the impact financially would be significantly lessened.

Disturbance

A full cost analysis has been completed for the loss of the blueberry plantation and is included
at Appendix 3. This is fairly self-explanatory but in essence looks at the following:

Initial investment cost to establish the blueberry plantation.
Current sunk cash.

Income forgone.

Losses attributable to Peake Fruit as a marketing entity.
Interest on the above.

abhoN=

The summary is listed below:

Summary- 30 Years

Investment Cost f 352,121
Sunk Cash Years 2to 4 f 32,127
Net Cash Years 5 to 30 f 17,163,862
Peake Fruit Contribution on All Sales £ 1,342,974
Interest Cost Cash £ 100,705
Interest Earnt Income £ 7,772,854
Total of Above f 26,764,643

The financial model is based upon a 30 year period, as this is a conservative estimate on the
life of the current blueberry plants. The figures have of course been adjusted in line with

5



inflationary increases based upon the current rates.

The model assumes a full loss of the whole area, as based upon the current plans and
discussions the small amount of blueberries that might be left in the northern part of the field
would not be viable to farm and in any case the structures cannot be erected over small areas,
as they are installed in a linear fashion and are designed as such.

Mitigation

My client is aware that there is a duty to mitigate, however in this particular instance this is
deemed to be extremely difficult, if at all possible. As mentioned above, blueberry plants
require a specific soil type in order to grow and fruit consistently, in addition irrigation is
essential. The plantings also have to be sufficiently close to an existing holding for reasons of
husbandry and transportation.

Farmland values are continually increasing and have reached record levels. The values vary
widely and it is subject to local supply and demand. Land with irrigation, particularly in East
Anglia is at a premium. BSH opinion is that obtaining land to buy, to replace land lost as a
result of the new line within the local area would be extremely difficult to obtain and could only
be achieved with significant premiums to arable land values with irrigation. They have
approached neighboring farmers to buy land but have not been successful so far because
they are not prepared to sell. It is apparent that the land on the opposite side of the road was
marketed for sale, however due to the legal restrictions that exist over that land i.e. the right
to extract mines and minerals the business cannot commit to any expenditure on that land as
there is no certainty of when the crop might have to be removed.

At present UK supply of blueberries sits at around 6000 tonnes, of which 15% is set to be
produced by the blueberries that will be affected. The remaining volume is grown by a number
of sizable farming businesses which are in direct competition with BSFL & PFL, therefore it is
not commercially viable to acquire blueberries from another source.

Conclusions
This report shows the potential losses relating to the proposed scheme and should the scheme

not be amended then BSFL & PFL will seek to incur huge financial losses, which cannot be
mitigated against.

Yours sincerely,

Mark Chandler Director
Finn’s (1865) Limited



Project Duke Airfield
Financial review - Final actual to date
Updated 4th November 2025

Plants 21,000
Hectare 5.10
Cost per plant £ 7.29
Establishment costs (pots, substrate, labour) per bush £ 1.10 Planting Labour Only, No Pots & No Substrate as in soil. Includes £2k per Hectare Management Charge
Crop Protection & Irrigation per hectare- Labour £ 15,237.65 Includes £2k per Hectare Management Charge
Crop Protection & Irrigation per hectare- Materials £ 10,000.00
Year 1 Year2 Year3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 Year 21 Year 22 Year 23 Year 24 Year 25 Year 26 Year 27 Year 28 Year 29 Year 30
2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2049
Kilo's per plant - 0.23 0.36 0.13 122 3.00 3.75 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50
Total production in Kg - 4,746 7,623 2,772 25,704 63,000 78,750 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500 94,500
Total sales in Kg (after grade out) 95 % - 4,509 7,282 2,633 24,419 59,850 74,813 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775 89,775
Income (premium) per Kg - plus 5 % YOY inflation £ 9.00 £ 945 £ 992 £ 1041 £ 1093 £ 1147 £ 12.04 £ 1264 £ 13.27 £ 1393 £ 1462 £ 1535 £ 16.11 £ 1691 £ 17.75 £ 1863 £ 1956 £ 2053 £ 2155 £ 2262 £ 2375 £ 2493 £ 26.17 £ 27.47 £ 2884 £ 3028 £ 3179 £ 3337 £ 35.03 £ 36.78
Income (standard) per Kg - plus 5 % YOY inflation £ 6.25 £ 6.56 £ 6.88 £ 722 £ 758 £ 795 £ 834 £ 875 £ 9.18 £ 963 £ 1011 £ 1061 £ 1114 £ 1169 £ 1227 £ 12.88 £ 1352 £ 1419 £ 1489 £ 1563 £ 1641 £ 17.23 £ 18.09 £ 1899 £ 1993 £ 2092 £ 2196 £ 23.05 £ 2420 £ 25.41
Premium % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Standard % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Income - blended £s per Kg £ 6.25 £ 6.56 £ 6.88 £ 722 £ 758 £ 795 £ 834 £ 875 £ 9.18 £ 963 £ 1011 £ 1061 £ 1114 £ 1169 £ 1227 £ 12.88 £ 1352 £ 1419 £ 1489 £ 1563 £ 1641 £ 17.23 £ 18.09 £ 1899 £ 1993 £ 2092 £ 2196 £ 23.05 £ 2420 £ 25.41
Husbandry costs per plant 4 % YOY inflation £ 075 £ 188 £ 076 £ 050 £ 137 £ 141 £ 145 £ 150 £ 155 £ 160 £ 165 £ 170 £ 175 £ 181 £ 187 £ 193 £ 199 £ 205 £ 212 £ 219 £ 226 £ 233 £ 241 £ 249 £ 257 £ 265 £ 274 £ 283 £ 292 £ 3.02
Chemicals costs per plant 2 % YOYinflation £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 016 £ 0.16
Picking costs per Kg 4 % YOY inflation £ - £ 120 £ 092 £ 342 £ 255 £ 263 £ 272 £ 281 £ 290 £ 3.00 £ 310 £ 320 £ 331 £ 342 £ 353 £ 365 £ 377 £ 390 £ 403 £ 417 £ 431 £ 446 £ 461 £ 477 £ 493 £ 510 £ 527 £ 545 £ 564 £ 5.83
Grading costs per Kg 2 % YOYinflation £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 025 £ 0.25
Packing costs per Kg 4 % YOY inflation £ 082 £ 084 £ 086 £ 089 £ 092 £ 095 £ 098 £ 101 £ 104 £ 107 £ 110 £ 113 £ 116 £ 120 £ 124 £ 128 £ 132 £ 136 £ 140 £ 144 £ 149 £ 154 £ 159 £ 164 £ 169 £ 174 £ 180 £ 186 £ 192 £ 1.98
Transport per Kg 2 % YOYinflation £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 030 £ 0.30
Year 1 Year2 Year3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 Year 21 Year 22 Year 23 Year 24 Year 25 Year 26 Year 27 Year 28 Year 29 Year 30 30 Years
Income £ - £ 29577 £ 49824 £ 19,013 £ 185095 £ 475808 £ 623936 £ 785531 £ 824,135 £ 864,533 £ 907,625 £ 952,513 £ 1,000,094 £ 1,049,470 £ 1,101,539 £ 1,156,302 £ 1,213,758 £ 1,273,907 £ 1,336,750 £ 1,403,183 £ 1,473,208 £ 1,546,823 £ 1,624,030 £ 1,704,827 £ 1,789,216 £ 1,878,093 £ 1,971,459 £ 2,069,314 £ 2,172,555 £ 2,281,183 £ 33,763,299
Outgoings
Husbandry costs £ 15750 £ 39,480 £ 15960 £ 105500 £ 28,770 £ 29,610 £ 30,450 £ 31,500 £ 32,550 £ 33,600 £ 34650 £ 35700 £ 36750 £ 38010 £ 39270 £ 40530 £ 41,790 £ 43,050 £ 44520 £ 45990 £ 47,060 £ 48930 £ 50,610 £ 52290 £ 53,970 £ 55650 £ 57,540 £ 59,430 £ 61,320 £ 63,420 £ 1,219,050
Chemicals costs £ 3360 £ 3360 £ 3360 £ 3360 £ 3360 £ 3360 £ 3,360 £ 3360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 3,360 £ 100,800
Picking costs £ - £ 5695 £ 7,013 £ 9,480 £ 65545 £ 165690 £ 214,200 £ 265545 £ 274,050 £ 283,500 £ 292,950 £ 302,400 £ 312,795 £ 323,190 £ 333,585 £ 344,925 £ 356,265 £ 368,550 £ 380,835 £ 394,065 £ 407,295 £ 421,470 £ 435645 £ 450,765 £ 465885 £ 481,950 £ 498,015 £ 515025 £ 532,980 £ 550,935 £ 9,460,244
Grading costs £ - £ 1,187 £ 1,906 £ 693 £ 6426 £ 15750 £ 19,688 £ 23,625 £ 23625 £ 23,625 £ 23625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 23,625 £ 589,024
Packing costs £ - £ 3,787 £ 6228 £ 2344 £ 22465 £ 56858 £ 73316 £ 90,673 £ 93366 £ 96059 £ 98753 £ 101,446 £ 104,139 £ 107,730 £ 111,321 £ 114912 £ 118,503 £ 122,094 £ 125685 £ 129,276 £ 133,765 £ 138,254 £ 142,742 £ 147,231 £ 151,720 £ 156,209 £ 161,595 £ 166982 £ 172,368 £ 177,755 £ 3,127,573
Fruit waste disposal per Kg £ 0.50 £ - £ 119 £ 191 £ 69 £ 643 £ 1,575 £ 1,969 £ 2,363 £ 2363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 2,363 £ 58,902
Transport per Kg (and inflation YOY) £ - £ 1353 £ 2173 £ 790 £ 7,326 £ 17,955 £ 22,444 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26933 £ 26,933 £ 671,487
Marketing and royalties 4% £ - £ 1,183 £ 1,993 £ 761 £ 7,404 £ 19,032 £ 24,957 £ 31,421 £ 32965 £ 34,581 £ 36305 £ 38101 £ 40,004 £ 41979 £ 44,062 £ 46252 £ 48550 £ 50,956 £ 53,470 £ 56127 £ 58928 £ 61,873 £ 64,961 £ 68,193 £ 71,569 £ 75124 £ 78858 £ 82,773 £ 86902 £ 91,247 £ 1,350,532
Other Direct Costs £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ -
Ongoing maintenance and other costs (cost per acre) £ 200.00 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2519 £ 2,519 £ 75,582
Plants * £ 153,193 £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ 153,193
Pots, substrate, labour * £ 23178 £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ 23,178
Crop Protection & Irrigation Labour * £ 77,712 £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ 77,712
Crop Protection & Irrigation Materials * £ 51,000 £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ -
Cost of capital (on initial outlay) * 10 % £ 25408 £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ - £ 25,408
£ 352,121 £ 58683 £ 41342 £ 30516 £ 144,458 £ 312,349 £ 392,903 £ 477,938 £ 491,731 £ 506,540 £ 521457 £ 536446 £ 552,487 £ 569,708 £ 587,037 £ 605418 £ 623908 £ 643450 £ 663,309 £ 684,258 £ 706,247 £ 729,326 £ 752,758 £ 777,278 £ 801,943 £ 827,732 £ 854,808 £ 883,008 £ 912,370 £ 942,156 £ 16,932,685
Net cash surplus / (deficit) £ 352,121 -£ 29,106 £ 8482 -£ 11,503 £ 40,637 £ 163,458 £ 231,033 £ 307,593 £ 332,404 £ 357,993 £ 386,168 £ 416,067 £ 447,606 £ 479,762 £ 514502 £ 550,884 £ 589,850 £ 630,458 £ 673,440 £ 718926 £ 766960 £ 817,497 £ 871272 £ 927,549 £ 987,273 £ 1,050,361 £ 1,116,651 £ 1,186,305 £ 1,260,185 £ 1,339,027 £ 16,830,614
49.8%
Project YTD running totals Cash £ 352,121 -£ 381,226 -£ 372,745 -£ 384,248 -f£ 343,611 -£ 180,153 £ 50,880 £ 358,473 £ 690,877 £1,048870 £ 1435038 £ 1,851,106 £ 2,298,712 £ 2,778,473 £ 3,292,976 £ 3,843,859 £ 4,433,710 £ 5,064,167 £ 5737,607 £ 6,456,533 £ 7,223,493 £ 8,040,991 £ 8912263 £ 9,839,811 £ 10,827,084 £ 11,877,446 £ 12,994,097 £ 14,180,402 £ 15,440,588 £ 16,779,614
Peake Fruit Contribution 0.6 £0 £2,705 £4,345 £1,580 £14,651 £35,910 £44,888 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865 £53,865
Peakefruit Contribution YTD running totals £ - £ 2705 £ 7,050 £ 8630 £ 23,282 £ 59,192 £ 104,079 £ 157,944 £ 211,809 £ 265674 £ 319,539 £ 373,404 £ 427,269 £ 481,134 £ 534,999 £ 588,864 £ 642,729 £ 696594 £ 750,459 £ 804,324 £ 858,189 £ 912,054 £ 965919 £ 1,019,784 £ 1,073,649 £ 1,127,514 £ 1,181,379 £ 1,235244 £ 1,289,109 £ 1,342,974
Interest Cost 5.00% -£ 17,606 -£ 19,061 -£ 18637 -£ 19,212 -£ 17,181 -£ 9,008
Interest Earnt 5.00% £ 2,544.01 £17,923.65 £34,543.84 £52,443.50 £ 71,751.92 £ 92,555.28 £ 114,935.59 £ 138,923.67 £ 164,648.79 £ 192,192.96 £ 221,685.48 £ 253,208.35 £ 286,880.37 £ 322,826.65 f£ 361,174.66 £ 402,049.53 £ 445,613.13 £ 491,990.57 £ 541,354.22 £ 593,872.28 £ 649,704.85 £ 709,020.11 £ 772,029.38 £ 838,980.71
Interest YTD Running Totals Cash £ 17,606 -£ 36,667 -£ 55305 -£ 74,517 -£ 91,698 -£ 100,705 -£ 98,161 -£ 80,238 -£ 45694 £ 6750 £ 78502 £ 171,057 £ 285993 £ 424,916 £ 589,565 £ 781,758 £ 1,003,444 £ 1,256,652 £ 1,543,532 £ 1,866,359 £ 2,227,534 £ 2,629,583 £ 3,075,196 £ 3,567,187 £ 4,108,541 £ 4,702,413 £ 5,352,118 £ 6,061,138 £ 6,833,168 £ 7,672,148
Grand Total Yearly Cash £ 369,727 -£ 63,068 -£ 42,478 -£ 84440 -£ 36410 £ 98,663 £ 177,759 £ 281,220 £ 340,575 £ 418608 £ 518535 £ 640,989 £ 787,464 £ 958543 £ 1,157,932 £ 1,386,507 £ 1,647,159 £ 1,940,974 £ 2,270,838 £ 2,639,149 £ 3048359 £ 3,500,946 £ 4,000,333 £ 4,548,601 £ 57149679 £ 5806640 £ 6,522,634 £ 7,301,309 £ 8,147,218 £ 9,065,040
GRAND TOTAL Cumulative Cash £ 369,727 -£ 415,188 -£ 420,999 -£ 450,134 -£ 412,027 -£ 221,666 £ 56,798 £ 436,180 £ 856,992 £1,321,294 £ 1,833,079 £ 2,395567 £ 3,011,974 £ 3,684,524 £ 4,417,540 £ 5214481 £ 6,079,882 £ 7,017,413 £ 8,031,599 £ 9,127,216 £ 10,309,216 £ 11,582,628 £ 12,953,378 £ 14,426,782 £ 16,009,274 £ 17,707,373 £ 19,527,594 £ 21,476,785 £ 23,562,864 £ 25,794,737
Summary- 30 Years
Investment Cost £ 352,121
Sunk Cash Years 2 to 4 £ 32,127
Net Cash Years 5 to 30 £17,163,862
Peake Fruit Contribution on All Sales £ 1,342,974
Interest Cost Cash £ 100,705
Interest Earnt Income £ 7,772,854

Total of Above

£ 26,764,643
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