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Intro  
 
In attempting to assess the Lammas Planning Application, submitted in March 2008, 
Pembrokeshire County Council employed the services of ADAS to undertake an agricultural 
assessment of the proposal. 
 
ADAS produced their report on 20/08/08. 
 
On first inspection the ADAS report reads as a well-considered and professional document. 
However on closer inspection there are aspects of the report which we would like to examine. 
Namely: 
 

1. Methodology employed. The authors have adopted and applied a range of approaches to 
considering the individual plot management plans. We would like to consider the nature of 
these approaches, the way in which they have been applied and the justifications given for 
using them. 

 
2. On the one hand the report freely comments on the permacultural implications of resource 

production and on the other hand fails to comment on the lifestyle and farming implications 
of adopting a low-impact approach.   

 
 
We will begin our commentary at the roots of this assessment, namely Section 5 (the assessment of 
the individual plot plans), followed by section 4 (the evaluation). 
 
We conclude with a plot by plot response from the prospective residents themselves. 
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Section 5, Viability of household needs  
 
Part a, the 75% test 
 
The ADAS authors have used a number of techniques to challenge the nine business plans.  
 
The principle techniques employed by ADAS are: 
 

1. ADAS have simply disregarded the primary businesses of two of the plots, (plots 3 and 4) 
on the grounds that they rely heavily on value-added processes that could take place off-
site. The result of doing so is to instantly make the two plots involved unviable.  
 
The reasoning given by ADAS is that “The value added part and the additional labour 
requirement of these three enterprise proposed is not dependant upon being based on the 
land"(plot 3 , para 2) and “this income source…… does not rely upon the plot as such and 
could be practised elsewhere” (plot4, para 4) 
 
And yet the SPG for policy 52 clearly clarifies criterea 5 as meaning “activities which are 
centered around the use of resources grown, reared or occurring naturally on the site”. 
This definition clearly accommodates value-added processes performed on site, and clearly 
would include the cultivation of compost worms as resources grown or reared on the site. 
In addition section 19 of the SPG clearly refers to “land based goods and services” (intro), 
land based products (section 3) and proposed outputs, products or services (section 5).  
 
Nowhere in the policy guidance does it refer to the exclusion of value-added processes. 
 
Policy 52 is clearly designed to enable sustainable livelihoods. To suggest that this means 
resources are harvested from the site and transported elsewhere for production goes against 
the very grain of low-impact development. 
 
The most intriguing thing about this approach to considering land-based produce is that 
ADAS have applied it in a completely random manner. 
 
The income streams that have, on this basis, been taken out of any needs met calculations 
are: 

 
·  Baskets and garlands (plot3) 
·  Linen (plot3) 
·  Vermiculture (plot4) 

 
Whereas income streams (based on value-added produce) that seem to have been accepted 
by ADAS and included in their needs met calculations include: 
 

·  Baskets and Willow sculpture kits (plot 2) 
·  Wood products (plot 5) 
·  Manufacture of bow-topped caravans (plot 6) 
·  Woodwork craft (plot 7) 
·  Jams and chutneys, felting kits (plot 8) 
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·  Furniture and Artwork (plot 9) 
 

There is no justification given as to why this (wholly inappropriate) approach has been 
employed in such a random manner. 
 
ADAS’ position on this matter is further clouded in their conclusions. Conclusion 5 implies 
that value-added processes have been accounted for and indeed have been instrumental in 
the business plans achieving viability. Conclusion 7 reinforces ADAS’ earlier assertions 
that value-added activities are not site-dependent and therefore should be excluded. 
 
ADAS’ approach is contradictory. 
 
 

2. Questioning the yield values in the plot plans.  
 

ADAS have examined the yield data throughout the Plot Management plans and have 
highlighted all the areas which they have considered to be off the mark. Some aspects of 
this approach have been applied across the board in a consistent manner. For example free-
range egg production is consistently marked down to £15/ bird (plots 1, 3 and 5).  
 
However some aspects of this approach seem to have been applied in a completely 
inconsistent manner. The most striking example of this is in the analysis of fruit/ vegetable 
production for home consumption. For example: 
 
·  Plot 5’s vegetable/ fruit production is marked down to £8,706/ Hectare 
·  Plot 6’s vegetable/ fruit production seems to have been accepted at £28,400/ Hectare 
·  Plot 8’s vegetable/ fruit production is marked down to £31,500/ Hectare 
·  Plot 9’s vegetable/ fruit production is agreed as possible at £6,500/ Hectare 

 
Closer inspection of the yield and productivity for fruit/ vegetable production for home 
consumption plot by plot presents a very confusing picture: 
 

Yields of Fruit and Vegetables produced for home consumption 
 

Plot £, Home produce 
(vegetables, fruit, 
nuts)  

 From area. (sqm) Total 
area 
(sqm) 

£/ sqm ADAS comment ADAS 
Action 

1 3,289 
 

1000 veg 
300 soft fruit 
250 orchard 

1550 2.24 It is not realistic to expect top 
end commercial yields on this 
grade of soil. 
  

None 
specified 

2 3251 
 

940 forest garden/ orchard 
160  veg 

1100 2.95 Most of the yields on the 
vegetable plot are top end 
commercial yields. ….the 
quoted yields are not achievable. 

  

Figures 
appear to 
have been 
revised to 
£2.0/ sqm 

3 1867 800 veg 
50 tunnel 
200 orchard 

1050 1.91 The output figures have been 
overstated relative to yields 

None 
specified 

4 3139  
 

1434 garden 
1291 orchard/ forest garden 

2725 1.16 No comment.  Figures 
appear to 
be 
accepted. 
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5 1717 30% of area used for home 
produce 

2173 0.79 “produce prices are at the high 
end” 

Figures 
revised to  
0.87 £/sqm 

6 4399 600 garden 
100 polytunnel 
395 (10% nuttery/ orchard) 
Soft fruit 450  
 

1545 2.84 No comment.  Figures 
appear to 
be 
accepted. 

 7 3349 1600 veg garden 
100 polytunnel 
2000 forest garden (50%) 

3700 0.91 The quantity and value of the 
products grown for own use to 
meet the 75% own needs 
requirement are high 
  

None 
specified 

8 4177 261 walled garden 
320 veg 
111 fruit 
20 greenhouse 
40 herbs 
264 nuts 

1052 3.97 Overall figure does not appear to 
be realistic 

Suggested 
yield 
£3000 per 
951sqm = 
 £3.15/ 
sqm  

9 1756 1000 garden 
400 soft fruit 
100 greenhouse 
1200 orchard 

2700 0.65 This…output,,,is high but could 
be possible 

Figures 
are 
accepted. 

 
 

There is no consistency in ADAS’ recommendations for yield values of home-grown fruit/ 
vegetables. 
 
 
 

3. The third method undertaken by ADAS to undermine the financial viability of the plot 
plans was to make sweeping cuts to the profits of certain selected enterprises. Again this 
approach seems to have been applied in a rather random manner: 

 
·  Plot 2’s income was cut by £3,000 - £4,000 without any robust reasoning or data being 

supplied to back-up these figures. 
·  Plot 7’s income streams were cut by an unspecified amount, despite considerable 

market research justifying the income figures. 
·  Plot 9’s pork business was cut by £1,000 and it’s woodworking business was cut by 

£2,000, disregarding the evidence that was given in the business plan backing up these 
figures  

 
 

4. The final technique adopted by ADAS is to make unqualified judgements on the 
implications of adopting a permaculture approach. 

 
For example, in section 6, conclusion 2 states that: 
‘Some of the figures used are derived from highly intensive production. All organic and 
Permaculture type systems tend to take a yield and quality penalty over these methods to be 
sustainable with low to zero inputs.’ 

 
This is simply not true. 
 
Our figures were carefully researched from sources such as Soil Association, Organic 
Centre for West Wales at the University of Aberystwyth and our personal experience. 
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The ADAS report does not accept soil building, composting techniques and other organic 
methods justify the yields and soil improvements in the Lammas application. The ADAS 
yields are based on large scale monoculture systems. There is no real consideration of 
polycultures and mixed yields being greater over all. It is well documented that significant 
intensification is possible in small diverse holdings, where yields are less than huge farms 
but much greater per sqm.1  
 
Using conventional indicators for yields is an entirely inappropriate way of assessing 
permaculture. 

 
 
Household Needs 
 
The ADAS report repeatedly refers to household needs estimates being underestimated. To back-
up this claim they have referred to figures recorded by Poverty Action and the Joseph Rowntree 
Association. Lammas have attempted to track down the figures referred to, but have been unable to 
source the figures referred to by ADAS. 
 
In absence of any detailed figures referred to by ADAS it is difficult for us to comment. Equally 
the lack of hard evidence presented by ADAS casts doubt on the relevance of their subsequent 
assertions. 
 
There are however two things that seem not to have been considered by ADAS when making these 
comments. 
 
Firstly the household needs calculations as the Lammas families have presented them are skewed 
because they do not contain any representation of housing need. There are no figures for rent/ 
provision of accommodation included in the Lammas calculations for household need and 
provision from land-based activities. Thus to compare them to “household need” figures from 
other sources without breaking down the figures and removing the accommodation element would 
naturally lead to considerable discrepancy in the figures. 
 
Secondly our figures have been worked out from the actual household budgets of the nine families 
in combination with research supplied by Dr Jenny Pickerill of Leicester University (Appendix 
16). It would only be natural to expect lower household need figures from a low-impact 
development. Residents choosing to live a low-impact lifestyle do so out of a desire to shift the 
emphasis of their lives from a consumerist basis to a sustainable basis. As such the residents will 
not expect to pay for dishwashers, family holidays to Spain, large fuel bills for transport, 
entertainment budgets, fashionable clothing, satellite television, microwave ovens and the myriad 
of other comforts that have come to be expected (indeed accepted as normal) in our society. 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 The 1980 World Census on Agriculture carried out by the Food and Agricultural Organisations of 
the UN found that small farms outyielded larger ones. Typically, farms of between 0.5 and 6 hectares 
in extent were around four times as productive as farms over 15 hectares. In some cases they were 
twelve times as productive 

 



 

www.lammas.org.uk  
Page 8 of 34 

Lammas Low Impact Initiatives Ltd.  November 2008 

 
Reflections 
 
Having established that there seems to be no coherent formula or methodology behind many of 
ADAS’ assertions, Lammas concedes that the challenge presented to ADAS of assessing the 
viability of such a wide range of land-based activities is considerable. Within each activity (of 
which there is a wide range), the variables for yield analysis alone are huge and include: 
 

·  Soil. What is the nature of the Soil? Aspect? Microclimate? Availability of water? 
·  Approach. Are the vegetables grown by hand in raised beds or on a field scale with a 

tractor? 
·  Skill. To what degree will an experienced gardener generate much higher yields than an 

amateur gardener? 
·  Method. Are vegetables grown as monocrops, or do they form part of a diverse growing 

ecosystem with multiple yields? 
·  Resources. What organic and mineral resources are available for building up the soil? 
·  Care. How much care is given to the crop? 

 
On speaking with Chris Creed (ADAS report co-author ) about the approach that was taken in 
writing the ADAS report he stated that the assessment process was actually “as much about the 
experience and opinion of the authors as about any set of figures”, and that the ADAS assessment 
is “actually a hybrid of the two”. (26th September 2008).  
 
At this point it becomes necessary to look closer at Pembrokeshire County Council’s choice of 
assessor and the brief that was supplied to them. 
 
Following the report Lammas contacted the authors and questioned their credentials for writing the 
report. Neither of the authors has any direct experience of low-impact development and neither has 
any training or direct experience of up-and-running permaculture projects.  
 
And their familiarity with the resources involved (ie the land and the people): Chris Creed admits 
to being unfamiliar with the site, and indeed the area. Aled Roberts claims to have driven past and 
observed the site from various nearby roads. (We find this assertion somewhat questionable given 
the fact that the majority of the land in question is not clearly visibly from any nearby road). 
Neither of the authors met or spoke with anyone from the project prior to their report. 
 
 
 
 
Part b, Functional need test 
 
In assessing functional need, the ADAS report seems to completely ignore the Lammas 
Permaculture report, section 11 of the Lammas Management Plan and the justifications of 
functional requirement along with time and motion studies submitted in the nine individual Plot 
Management Plans. 
 
This assessment has subsequently generated extremely low and unworkable figures for the 
functional requirement of adults to work and be on the land. Deriving figures for labour hour 
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inputs from large scale mechanised farming is wholly unsuited to functionality in a low impact 
application. It takes no account of the reality of running a smallholding with diverse yields and 
functions. 
  
Value Added: 
The functionality test made no allowance for time spent adding value to products. ADAS states all 
these activities could be done off site. This completely undermines the integrated land-based non 
commuting spirit of Policy 52. Diversification such as crafts, curing hams and cheeses, were 
considered to have no functional requirement to be on the land. Ignoring ‘value added’ products 
from the financial test are unjustified grounds to ignore “value-added” processes when considering 
functionality criteria.  
 
Household needs: 
ADAS made no allowance for households directly meeting their household needs. Land-based 
activities such as coppice management, fuel harvest, processing of crops, marketing of produce 
were not considered.  
 
Domestic tasks: 
Neither were the domestic tasks that are essential to run a smallholding, for example washing 
clothes, childcare and cooking. 
 
Environmental tasks: 
The functionality figures are also incorrect for according no time to activities not directly related to 
basic needs and conventional notions of yield. These activities include tree planting, ponds, 
fertility crops and long-term soil building. In this respect it ignores the interconnectedness of yields 
and productivity to creating resilient ecological systems that require physical labour and a presence 
on the land.  
 
Seasonal Fluctuations: 
No account seems to have been taken of the seasonal fluctuations in labour requirement that land-
based businesses and lifestyles generate.  
 
Standard figures: 
ADAS seemed to have taken their labour requirement statistics from large-scale mechanised 
agribusiness and have resulted in figures that bear little or no relation to the project being 
considered. Here is one example: 
 
ADAS declare that it will take the “plot 6” residents 4 labour hours a year to look after 4 breeding 
geese.  
This includes: 

·  Letting them out every morning and herding them to the correct grazing area.  
·  Bringing them home every evening and putting them away in a fox-proof house. 
·  Providing fresh food and water every day. 
·  Clipping wings (if necessary) and other veterinary care 
·  Maintaining fencing and housing for the geese. 
·  Separating the goslings in separate enclosures when they come of age. 
·  Buying in feed. 
·  Transporting and storing feed. 
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·  Overseeing egg incubation. 
·  Raising sixteen goslings a year. 
·  Advertising eight goslings a year. 
·  Selling eight goslings a year (possibly involving trips to Llandeilo poultry auction) 
·  Slaughtering, feathering and butchering eight goslings a year for home consumption. 

 
Anybody who has kept poultry on a smallholding scale would recognise that ADAS’ assertion that 
such activities would take one person four hours a year are wildly off the mark.  
 
The SPG for Policy 52 clearly describes the policy as providing an alternative to existing 
agricultural workers policy frameworks for exemplars of sustainable living. The section on criteria 
7 describes the necessity for the roles of the adults within the project to be specified. It seems clear 
to Lammas that a reasonable interpretation of this would include the many and varied non land-
based tasks that form important elements in running a sustainable smallholding. These tasks 
include value-added processes, administrative tasks and domestic jobs.  
 
ADAS have interpreted criteria 7 as applying only to selected roles in which a person is directly 
engaging with the land, despite the overwhelming evidence which suggests otherwise. 
 
 
 
Section 4.1, Business Plan 
 
The Lammas Business plan is an ongoing document which charts the progress of Lammas Low-
Impact Initiatives Ltd. In the period since Lammas resubmitted its planning application (March 
10th 2007), the business plan has evolved in response to a whole range of consultations, 
opportunities and feedback data. As such, the feedback from the ADAS report is largely irrelevant 
and outdated. An updated Business Plan and cashflow forecast is available as part of the new 
planning application (November 2009). 
 
Nonetheless there is one ADAS theme that we would like to highlight, that being the criticism of 
the lack of guarantee of funding sources. There is a problem when considering funding for a 
project at this stage in its development. Funders won’t consider an application without planning. If 
planning won’t consider an application without funding then we have a catch-22 situation. 
 
Section 4.2, Water 
 
ADAS, whilst acknowledging the existence of an updated water survey report, recommends the 
undertaking of another water survey. 
 
According to the Lammas water report (Appendix 4) there is more than three times the volume of 
water available than the most conservative of estimates for water need for the project. This is based 
on bottling rates from the water bottling plant at Pontygafel farm when the spring is at its lowest 
ebb. The report was written by a fully qualified water engineer. 
 
ADAS recommend ultra-violet treatment of the water source. The spring in question supplies a 
bottling plant and 3 households with water. It is tested at least twice a week and has a long and 
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impressive track record for high quality. It has supplied the Pont y Gafel farm for hundreds of 
years. To date it has never needed ultra violet treatment. 
 
The spring catchment area is owned by the Pont y gafel farm and is managed with great care.  
 
When it comes to sanitation, ADAS suggests that care should be taken not to contaminate the 
spring water supply by grey water.  
 
The grey water treatment areas all lie well outside of the spring catchment area, lie physically 
below the spring and are in any case lined and regularly tested. 
 
 
Section 4.3, Energy needs 
 
This section seems to question the lifestyle approach taken by the project, and seems to be based 
on the false assumption that the applicants will be consuming conventional electricity and fuel 
quantities. 
 
The electricity requirements are low because the applicants are committed to a low-impact 
lifestyle. The fuel requirements of the settlement are low because the applicants have designed 
highly insulated homes and will be engaged in living outdoor lifestyles. 
 
The viability of the hydro-scheme has been clearly evidenced in the Supplementary report to 
Appendix 11. 
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Conclusions 
 

 
·  ADAS declare that they have used standard data, based on MAFF and DEFRA figures to 

assess the application. (section 5, para 4) and go on to conclude that; “It appears there is no 
Permaculture standard these enterprises could be audited against.” (section 6) 

 
·  The ADAS report displays a lack of understanding of both low-impact development and 

permaculture. 
 
·  The methodology used to undermine the financial and functional viability of the Lammas 

plot plans is in most cases unjustified and has been applied in an inconsistent manner. 
 

·  The methodology used to undermine the functional viability of the Lammas plot plans does 
not relate Policy 52 

 
·  It is wholly inappropriate to assess a permaculture proposal using conventional agricultural 

criterea. In fact it is a waste of time and resources. 
 

·  On balance, the ADAS assessment is inconsistent, inaccurate and inappropriate.  
 

 
�

�Recommendation 
 

·  Assessments of land-based projects should be made by people familiar with the 
concepts and philosophies behind them.  

·  Permaculture projects should be assessed by suitably qualified and experienced 
permaculture professionals.  

·  Low-impact projects should be assessed by suitably qualified and experienced low-
impact practitioners.  
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Plot by Plot Feedback 
 
 
Plot 1 
Written by Andy and Jane Wells, prospective plot 1 residents 
 
Intro 
It should be noted that there was an original arithmetical error in the spreadsheet of our plot plan 
in which the figure for ‘the proportion of need met from the plot’ was not added to the other 
figures for plot produce. This was an oversight on our part. 
The figure for year 5 productivity should read £12,390 rather than £8,219  
In light of this, even with all of the Adas recommendations (which we challenge below), the plot 
meets 98% of its household needs from land-based activity. 
 
Paragraph 1 
The reason pocket money is not addressed is because personal expenditure has been included in 
our financial forecast as this is how we calculate it currently in our day to day lives. We currently 
spend around £400 a month on household food and sundries. This amounts to £4,800 a year but 
we budgeted £4,966.78. We are not vegetarian but eat very little meat. We also buy our whole 
foods and eco cleaning products in bulk from a wholesaler. Currently we are only able to grow a 
fraction of our fruit and vegetable needs due to land constraints. However, our chickens supply us 
with most of our eggs and we do produce most of our own wine and cider. On our smallholding we 
will be able to produce all our fruit, vegetable and most of our meat from our plot once the soil 
conditions have improved so it is predicted that our food bills will drop even lower. Another 
reason our forecast is low is because we are utilising man power/hours to reduce our fiscal 
budget. We know our present household running costs are lower than the national average 
because we already try and live in a low impact way. This is what attracted us to the Lammas 
project in the first place. 
 
Paragraph 2 
As mentioned in all Lammas plans there is a communal bus for excursions to market, college etc. 
we will use this service whenever we can. We did, however, add costs of running a car in our 
annual needs budget. We allowed £1,250 for this. This is based on our current expenditure of a 
single family using its own car. We intend to share a car with the Moseley’s from plot 3 so this 
amount should be more than ample to cover the costs of running a car from the site. Journeys from 
the site will require forward planning to be as economical as possible. For example when both plot 
holders attend a farmers market the other adult will use the same journey for fishing or to 
purchase supplies.  
 
Paragraph 3 
In response to the food items Adas failed to see within the plot plan. We repeat as follows; the fish 
are caught while Jane is at the farmers market, all dairy products are taken from our allocation of 
milk from the cow share scheme. Adas are right to assume that the meat we consume will be 
produced on the plot. Additional meat will be caught nearby (this has the added benefit of 
reducing crop damage due to pests such as rabbits and squirrels.) 
 
Paragraph 4 



 

www.lammas.org.uk  
Page 14 of 34 

Lammas Low Impact Initiatives Ltd.  November 2008 

For the past 20 years we have been keeping chickens. In this time we have accumulated a modest 
amount of knowledge about their egg production and life span. However, in our forecast, we took 
20% off our current production to account for varying climates and mishaps. On these grounds we 
are dismissing the figures that Adas have estimated. They don’t match our current experience of 
small scale chicken keeping. Our losses are probably lower than standard free range egg 
production due to the time and care we spend on animal welfare. This is possible because we keep 
our hens where we live and is another reason why it is important to live on our plot. 
 
Paragraph 5 
As already mentioned we would be offering to share a car with plot 3. The cost of running this is 
minimal and totally feasible on the grounds that we have common journeys to make and there are 
other modes of transport on offer to the Lammas community. The figure of £1,250 in our annual 
needs budget is ample to cover the vehicle permit and other related car running costs. 
 
Paragraph 6 
No further comment 
 
Paragraph 7 
In response to the peaks and troughs of horticulture: 

·  in our ‘leaner’ times will not be harvesting but, moreover, tending to the land, planting new 
crops, attending to pest control and generally doing land repairs that we cannot do when we 
have a glut.  

·  During our more productive times, any spare hours are spent pickling, freezing bottling and 
preserving our surplus to see us through the leaner times.  

 
In our plot plan it is stated that we will make full use of micro climates in the polytunnels to 
extend the season for fruit and vegetable production. 

 
Paragraph 8 
We agree that with careful management we can improve the soil and that this could take four years 
or more. 
 
Paragraph 9 
No further comment 
 
Paragraph 10 
How Adas can compare a smallholding of this size to ‘pottering on an allotment’ is beyond belief. 
From personal experience, one day a week on a small allotment means that one can barely keep 
on top of weed suppression and hedges and borders become overgrown. Also crops suffer as a 
result of neglect and infestation. To transfer such a lacksidaisical approach to a small holding 
would result in the failure of such a venture. Is this what Adas wishes to condone? 
Because organic food production is more labour intensive this is why organic produce is more 
expensive. We are organic consumers ourselves but still compared our prices with various 
supermarkets and other outlets. We believe our figures are more than realistic.  
 
Paragraph 11 
No further comment 
 
Paragraph 12 
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No further comment 
 
Paragraph 13 
Strawberries are only one of our crops. We have never stated that all of our products will be 
organic. The liquid plant food that we will be adding comes from the organic matter found on our 
land or nearby that provides the adequate nutritional compounds. As such, our preliminary 
findings still stand. 
Adas may wish to note that our original business plan was produced almost a year ago. We accept 
that the variety of strawberry chosen is now being rejected by supermarkets and we are happy to 
substitute with a more suitable alternative such as Elsanta. We will of course review the market 
trends before setting up our venture. We would never be stupid enough to set up such a venture 
without doing thorough up to date market research. 
 
Paragraph 14 
In respect to our output, this is not a regular approach and cannot be assessed as such. As stated 
in our business plan, we will be growing in vertical columns. No account seems to have been taken 
of this growing method. This approach greatly increases the output and to compare such an 
approach with conventional polytunnel yields is totally inappropriate and disregards the evidence 
and data that we supplied. Under these grounds we will keep to our original figures. 
 
Paragraph 15 
Outdoor strawberry yields produced are reflected on two people manning the land. We grow 
strawberries outside already and know that they require a high level of maintenance to produce a 
good crop. This is achievable with commitment and everybody knows you cannot beat the taste of 
British strawberries. We therefore agree with Adas that the high price is possible with such a 
commitment. 
 
Paragraph16 
No comment 
 
Paragraph 17 
In reflection of these justifications we stand by our original figures. 
 
Paragraph 18 
Many hours and honest assessment were spent when projecting estimates for our household needs. 
We used current living expenses for a non low impact house and did not detract from this. 
Therefore, our estimates are over what one could predict from a more economical lifestyle. For 
these reasons we wholly dispute the outcome given by Adas. 
 
 
 
 
Plot 2 
Written by Katy and Leander Wolstenholme, Plot 2 Prospective Residents 
 
Livelihood Assessment 
Overall we’re happy with the ADAS assessment of the livelihood we will gain from the plot in 
terms of yields produced and money generated from the business.  The assessment seems generally 
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fair and contains some useful information e.g. that relating to the production of dewberries in 
terms of yields, packaging costs and time spent on the crop.  It would have been very helpful if the 
source of these figures had been supplied. 
 
ADAS state that we have not included costs associated with petty cash and the needs of children.  
We actually have these figures already calculated but did not include them in the plot plan.   
 
We do think that the value of the milk produced from the cow club should be considered as 
produced. After all, the project is being considered as a whole rather than as a series of 
independent plots. 
 
ADAS have raised concerns with regards to the native plant business with respect to the 
vulnerability of the business to rival growers producing these crops.  These are valid concerns and 
it is useful to have them raised so that we are aware of them and can make adjustments in the 
crops we grow if such a situation arises.  However, one of the strong added-value elements of 
foraged crops is that they are foraged and equally we feel that one of the strong added-value 
elements of our produce is that it is grown in eco-village in West Wales.  Crops produced on a 
mechanised farm in Essex don’t really have the same ring.  The plot plan recently featured in an 
article in the Ecologist magazine.  In this article it noted the insatiable demand for native plant 
produce by London restaurants.  This is encouraging and re-emphasises that this is a strong niche 
market and that we should be able to sell our produce and, in fact, it is possible we could do a lot 
better than the cash flow forecast indicates.  The concerns raised in the Ecologist article were that 
London restaurants might not be willing to pay high prices for cultivated as opposed to foraged 
produce.  This certainly seems to suggest that conventionally farmed crops won’t attract the same 
price tag as foraged crops.  We feel that sustainable Welsh eco-village produce will also prove 
attractive to restaurants. 
 
Some of our yield figures have been highlighted by ADAS as being unrealistically high.  We accept 
that we have made errors with these figures. Certainly the figure for green beans is a case of a 
misplaced decimal point (88 tonnes per hectare as opposed to a more realistic 8.5 tonnes per 
hectare). 
 
Regarding the Willow enterprise, we accept that the figures for the craft bundles in year five need 
reducing. 
 
We’re happy for ADAS to revalue the overall income from the plot by reducing it by £3-4000 as 
we’d rather take a pessimistic view of what can be achieved rather than an overly optimistic one.  
It is encouraging that even with the £3-4000 reduction 75% of basic needs is achieved.  However, 
it would have been very useful to have a break-down of the revised yields and sale value. 
 
Functional Need Assessment 
 
We feel that the functional need assessment should not be purely confined to the business element 
of the plot plan as domestic duties and growing produce for home consumption are going to take 
up a considerable amount of time.  All domestic chores are going to take considerably longer than 
in conventional households and we feel this should be taken into account. 
 
The labour requirement figures quoted also don’t take into account that the enterprise will be 
totally unmechanised and unaided by modern agricultural aids such as pesticides, artificial 
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fertilisers etc.  Therefore standard figures, even those that apply to small-holdings, are not 
appropriate. 
 
 
 
Plot 3 
Written by Katherine Moseley 
 
Our general response is one of frustration and great sadness. We put our faith in Adas and their 
understanding of current government policies only to be let down by the untruths found in the 
report and the obvious lack of vision of Adas. We need to be on our land at all times to manage 
our crops. Present agricultural practice cannot be used as a benchmark for permaculture. Our 
style of smallholding is labour intensive – we make no apologies for this. Nor will we admit to it 
being inefficient. Moreover it is an honest approach to living off the land with respect for the land 
and community. 
 
In response to the Adas report: 
 
First paragraph 
Adas criticise us for our low-cost living and focus especially upon how we couldn’t possibly 
survive as a one-car family. At present and for the last 8 years we have lived in rural Cornwall. 
We have only ever had one car and this has stayed the same after the birth of our daughter. How 
Adas can tell us this is not viable in rural Wales is beyond us. It is completely unfounded. At 
Lammas there will be other modes of transport available. We would go as far to challenge their 
own personal experiences as their assessment shows lack of understanding of low-impact living, 
permaculture and small holding production. 
We concede that we omitted to account for our vehicle licence fee. 
 
Paragraph Two 
Adas dismiss our value-added enterprises. Added value is vital to any smallholding. New guide 
lines (including policy 52) support this and yet Adas see it fit to denounce any added value to a 
small holding. This is the very essence of survival for any smallholding no matter where it is 
situated. 
 
Paragraph 3 
Adas critique our set-up estimates. We are confident that we will be able to raise  £75,500 to fund 
the project.  It had been planned that any shortfall in this amount would be covered by earnings in 
the first three years.  
 
We are nonetheless happy to concede that this may have been optimistic and following a revised 
set-up estimate of: 
House build: £36,000  
Leasehold: £30,000 
Barn: £8,900 
Flax Processing equiptment: £2,700 
Polytunnels: £1,300 
Livestock and crops: £1,400 
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Total set up: £80,300 
 
Given that we are sourcing £70,000 from our own capital we are happy to introduce the cost of a 
£5,000 mortgage into our household needs figures 
 
 
Paragraph 4 
Adas critique our poultry gross margins. Our figures given for the chicken enterprise have been 
based on personal experience. How, therefore, can our estimations be ignored. Conventional 
margins and animal husbandry cannot be applied in our circumstances. Again Adas have failed to 
apply common sense and have not read the full report but only taken what they want in order to 
prove a negative. 
 
Paragraph 5 
Adas critique our lifestyle choices. Low-impact living is different to conventional living: You eat 
what you have grown rather than buy what you haven’t grown. Yes we plan to supply all our own 
meat, fruit and vegetables. Occasionally there will be shortfalls and surpluses in which case we 
will either trade with our neighbours or make do. 
 
Paragraph 6 
Plot maintenance. The amount that we have budgeted for household maintenance seems totally 
reasonable to us. The bulk of the building materials (earth, turf, cob, timber products) are sourced 
from the site. The thing about low-impact building is that it has low financial costs and high 
labour costs and this is reflected in our maintainance budget. 
 
It would have been more helpful if Adas could give specific detail concerning our cashflow and 
budget figures for year 5.  
 
Our yield is therefore realistic and we refute any claims made by Adas that we cannot commit to 
our figures. 
 
Paragraph 7 
Salad yields. We concede that there is a minor error on page 22. It should read 90kg rather than 
900kg. Given this error, the report’s dismissal of our yield is unfounded. 
 
Paragraph 8 
Compost. With the yield of our crops so comes compost and this will be further added to by the 
organic waste form our household. I fail to see what the point of this comment is. 
 
Paragraph 9 
Adas challenges our fruit yields. This again refers to yield based on non permaculture methods. 
Permaculture is in our opinion a high input system and we are wholly confident that 20 tonne/ 
hectare (which is incidentally what Adas marked plot 1’s strawberry production down to) is wholly 
achievable. 
Nonetheless we are happy to concede that our raspberry yield estimates are high, and to half our 
yield estimates.  
It must be remembered though that these soft fruit crops play a very minor part in our income 
stream, since their primary purpose is to provide fruit for jam making. We do not consider that a 
revision of these yields would affect our ability to make 200 pots of jam in a year, particularly 
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given that jam making uses all the fruit, (whether it is blemished or not) and can also rely heavily 
on wild food harvest (such as blackberries).   
 
Paragraph 10 
Again Adas are dismissing value added processes. WHY? 
 
Paragrpah11 
Apple trees. Obscure varieties were chosen due to their natural growing climate. The climate at 
Lammas is perfectly suited these varieties and so therefore yield would be at a premium. If 
planners and Adas are not familiar with these varities or the local climate they should research 
first and not dismiss a carefully calculated decision form the smallholder. Indeed, research from 
the University of Wales was taken in to account when choosing crop varieties for our plot plan.  
 
Paragraph 12 
Adas dismiss our value-added activities. Value added products should not be dismissed so. It 
demonstrates a misunderstanding of the policy to ignore such a potential income when all we are 
doing is maximising our potential revenue using our crops. 
 
Paragraph 13 
Conclusion. Once more Adas have ignored permaculture, which in essence is farming pre 20th 
century. It is nothing new and should not be dismissed when Defra themselves are spening gross 
amounts of money undoing the damage caused by post war farming and their general disregard 
for the laws of nature. Our estimates are not grossly overstated but rather are based on previous 
and long term experience.  
 
 
To conclude, we are happy to concede the following concessions: 
Household need: 
Addition of £400 vehicle licence fee to household needs 
Addition of £384 annual mortgage payment 
 
This would give us a household need figure of £9319 
 
With our land-based products figure of £8461, this gives us a percentage figure of 91%.  
 
This gives us a margin of approximately £1500 for error. 
 
 
Plot 4 
Written by Ayres Gipson, prospective plot 4 resident 
 
The ADAS report states: 
 
‘The household basic needs are low with similar figures of wood/fuel use although very low 
electricity consumption bearing in mind the proposal is to run an electric van which would need to 
be recharged. No figures have been included for recharging which could be quite substantial 
depending upon its use.’ 
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Our estimate of 600 kWh is admittedly low when compared to the usage of a conventional family 
home in the UK.  This is based on our desire and proven ability to live as low-impact a lifestyle as 
possible, and as such is both reasonable and attainable.  As stated in our plot plan, we propose to 
run LED lights, a laptop, a stereo, and a few very low-wattage personal electronics devices, so our 
needs will be low.  We have arranged to trade a portion of our hardwood allocation in exchange for 
the use of plot 9’s workshop and power tools, further reducing our own household’s energy 
consumption.  (Plot 9 has accounted for workshop hire with a very high estimate of 4500 
kWh/year usage.)  We’ve also proposed sharing the use of clothes washing facilities with the other 
three households of the eco-terrace. 
 
As regards the milk float, the ADAS report brings up a valid point of feedback.  A 1993 study by 
the Royal Society of Chemistry comparing the energy efficiency of electric vehicles (e.g. milk 
floats employed for both milk deliveries and general duties) versus diesel vehicles estimates 
average power consumption for electric vehicles at 1.25 kWh/mile.  One weekly return trip of 
about 30 miles for 52 weeks will require about 1,950 kWh per year.  Admittedly, this increases our 
household estimate significantly to 2,550 kWh per year.  However, this figure is still well within 
the estimated output of the hydroelectric plant on site, as outlined in the hydro report, when 
included with other household consumption estimates. Under the most restrictive abstraction 
licence regime it is estimated that the hydro will supply 88.5 MWh per year (in other words, 7,400 
kWh per plot per year).   
 
The following sections are concerned with Plot 4’s adherence to criterion 5 of SPG Policy 52, 
which states in its entirety: 
 

"5. The proposal requires a countryside location an d is tied directly to the land on 
which it is located, and involves agriculture, fore stry or horticulture 
For the purposes of this criterion, the phrase "tied directly to the land on which it is 
located" means activities which are centred around the use of resources grown, reared or 
occurring naturally on the site in question." 
 

The ADAS report continues: 
 

‘The vermiculture enterprise is dependant upon sourcing organic material from plot 
holders and from villages nearby….… thus the income generating capacity of the 
enterprise which is substantial does not depend upon the plot as it's actual source of 
production.’ 

 
The beauty of vermiculture on almost any scale is that it can be practised anywhere.  However, due 
consideration must be given to the intended purpose(s) and end product of any vermiculture 
operation when considering its ideal location.  Operations are generally set up for one of three 
purposes: 
 

o Organic waste disposal ~ in the UK this is often done with worms which do not thrive 
in compost environments (most commonly, Dendrobaena variety) so populations must 
be continually renewed from outside breeders; some emphasis may be put into 
collecting and utilising worm castings or compost; operations may exist in urban 
warehouses or rural locations 

o Conversion of organic matter into worm castings or compost for wholesale or retail 
sales ~ usually requires a rural location, as a great deal of space is necessary for the 
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mass-production of compost and doing so on high-priced urban or suburban land is 
generally not an option for compost makers 

o Worm breeding ~ generally uses manure only as a regulated feed source to breed 
worms suitable for both composting operations and fishing bait (commonly 
Dendrobaena); again, usually requires a rural location and is most commonly practiced 
by farmers and rural landowners seeking to diversify income streams 

 
Ample space is available in the area of plot 4 to breed Dendrobaena for export – a potentially 
lucrative opportunity, which we have explored extensively since our initial writing of the plot 4 
plan.  At the heart of the waste disposal and conversion operation outlined in the plot 4 plan is the 
utilision and breeding of the worm species Eisenia foetida foetida – the classic, small, stripey 
‘Tiger’ worm, which thrives and breeds in the muck in extreme temperature ranges, but because of 
its size and disdain for prolonged submersion, isn’t much use for anglers.  The use of 
Dendrobaena, as well as this very specialised Tiger worm, allows our operation to focus on all 
three purposes.   
 
What is true is that any operation for any purpose must be practised somewhere.  The space 
required for this multi-tasking operation necessitates a rural location with ample, inexpensive land, 
for its financial viability and overall efficiency. 
 
The ADAS report goes on to say: 
 

‘It therefore follows that [the vermaculture operation] income source although a positive 
plan with environmental benefits does not rely upon the plot as such and could be practised 
elsewhere.’ 
 

This is like saying that sheep farming wouldn’t rely upon the plot as such, which through spurious 
reasoning is true.  It relies on a plot.  As explained above, the same is true for vermiculture. 
 
Specific to the Lammas proposal, the Soil, Planning, and ADAS reports all emphasise the current 
poor quality of the Pont-y-Gafel soil.  Any soil enhancements will need to come from somewhere 
(the nearer, the better), in large quantity, and continuously.  While the vermiculture operation may 
not rely upon this plot as such, the plot, and indeed the entire settlement do rely upon the 
introduction of great quantities of soil enhancements.  The fact that the produce of the vermiculture 
operation is intended initially for use on plot 4, on other plots within the eco-village, and 
eventually within the locality, makes placement within the eco-village the most logical and 
ecological place for it to be. 
 
The worms, which greatly quicken the common composting process, also create nutrient-rich (not 
simply alkalizing), plant-ready fertiliser out of almost any organic waste.  The worms themselves 
can be utilised as soil improvers and need to be fed just like any livestock reared on site. As a 
proven viable alternative to mass-produced, mass-distributed, petroleum-based soil enhancements, 
vermiculture is an essential component of plot 4’s, and indeed the settlement’s land-based 
livelihoods.  As an alternative to putting household and commercial organic waste into landfill, 
which is where the bulk of waste now goes, vermiculture can, and should be practised everywhere 
– locally and diligently.  For the benefit of countryside residents this means a countryside location. 
 
The ADAS report on plot 4 concludes: 
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‘The vermiculture proposal although an environmentally positive enterprise, 
does not depend upon resources grown or reared or occurring naturally on 
site. Thus this does not fall within the Policy 52 Low Impact Development 
guidelines, and therefore should be excluded from the calculations of meeting 
75% of basic needs requirements. Thus the plot plan cannot meet the 75% of 
basic needs requirements.’ 

 
This is like saying that a sheep farming enterprise does not depend on the sheep.  The 
vermicultural proposal depends on worms, which will be reared on site for reasons 
explained above. 
 
To exist as a low-impact, minimally-mechanized enterprise, which fulfils one of its 
stated purposes of improving local soil quality, this vermiculture operation depends 
upon the locale – the land itself.  This land of course occurs ‘naturally on site’ and is 
conveniently situated within the plot 4 smallholding and adjacent to neighbouring 
smallholdings where we expect produce will initially and then primarily be used.  
Lammas proposes to be engaged in low-impact, land-based livelihood, and this 
vermiculture operation will not only produce exportable, highly-profitable worms, it 
will also produce land itself, in the form of compost and worm castings – precious, 
endangered, fertile topsoil to support land-based enterprise.  The land needs the 
produce, and production requires the land. 
 
Policy 52 clearly accommodates value-added processes performed on site, and that would include 
the cultivation of compost worms as resources grown or reared on the site.  In addition section 19 
of the SPG refers to “land based goods and services” (intro), “land based products” (section 3) and 
“proposed outputs, products or services” (section 5). 
 
Furthermore, section 336 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 states: 
 

“agriculture” includes horticulture, fruit growing, seed growing, dairy farming, the 
breeding and keeping of livestock (including any creature kept for the production of food, 
wool, skins or fur, or for the purpose of its use in the farming of land), the use of land as 
grazing land, meadow land, osier land, market gardens and nursery grounds, and the use 
of land for woodlands where that use is ancillary to the farming of land for other 
agricultural purposes, and “agricultural” shall be construed accordingly; 

 
This clearly makes the vermiculture operation, as outlined in the plot 4 plan, an agricultural 
enterprise.  In my mind, the value-added aspect of this enterprise, and all of the value-added 
enterprises proposed by Tir-y-Gafel residents, fully support the findings of the Agriculture and 
Rural Development Committee of the Welsh Assembly Government.  Their report Diversifying the 
Rural Economy (2001), notes: 
 

“In particular, we must see the traditional farm base of the rural economy not 
only as the source of farm-based diversification in itself, but also as a base for 
new non-farm economic activities associated with converting and transforming its 
land, woodlands, buildings and environmental and human resources. Rural Wales 
needs to re-integrate its agriculture back into a more diversified rural economy so 
that it complements and stimulates non-farm businesses as well as placing itself 
on a firmer footing for the future”. 
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Plot 5 
Written by Dawn Haughton, prospective plot 5 resident. 
 
For ADAS to dismiss our plot plan is bureaucratic nonsense. Why? Because we already live a low-
impact lifestyle. We already grow vegetables and herbs for a living. We already keep livestock and 
create woodcrafts. We know that it works because we are living it. 
 
We agree that we forgot to account for the vehicle licence fee. 
 
We would challenge ADAS’s yield figures. Our direct experience of a permaculture holding shows 
us that the figures we have used in our plot plan all err on the conservative side. 
 
The ADAS report does not seem to make any appreciation of our herb enterprise, nor does it seem 
to make any distinction between it and our vegetable/ fruit productivity when considering yields. 
 
The final paragraph states: 
‘A revision of the basic needs including vehicle plot licence cost and an allowance of 10% less 
value for the horticultural sale values and realistic poultry values would equate to and income level 
below the 75% basic needs requirement.’ 
 
This is not the case when we do the sums. 
 
If we add £400 for a vehicle licence fee, our household need figure becomes £10,217 
If we deduct 10% from our horticultural sales values (£400) and reduce our poultry margins by 
£380 to the suggested £300, then our land-based productivity becomes £7924. This equates to 78% 
of our household needs. 
 
We do not concede, however, that our yield values are wrong. We propose that the report has 
undertaken a very rudimentary analysis of our proposal and has been unjustifiably dismissive. 
  

 
Plot 6 
Written by Paul Wimbush, Prospective plot 6 resident 
 
I would consider the commentary on agricultural practices as reasonable in this case. Though there 
is the usual dismissal of value-added products and processes.  
 
Having recently considered the details of our buildings, we have since revised our capital build 
estimates to be considerably lower than those in our original plot plan. Therefore the comments on 
‘realistic set up costs’ are no longer relevant 
 
The comments concerning the juicing of fruit are helpful. 
 
The report concedes that overall the business plans and yield figures are realistic, perhaps even 
conservative.  
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The most revealing comment in the report however is the final statement: 
‘However if sales values are lowered by £1500 or more then the basic needs requirements are not 
met’. 
This says more about the approach adopted by the authors than it does about the enterprise being 
considered.  
 
The functional need table is ridiculous. To suggest that the whole enterprise could be run on 16 
hours a week is beyond belief. 
 
 
Plot 7 
Written by Simon Dale and Jasmine Saville 

The ADAS critique is below, verbatim, in black text and our response is juxtaposed in red.  
To avoid further confusion we have responded to the report  point by point. 

Plot 7 intends to keep 3 -4 ewes (I state 2 ewes for dairy and 3 lambs for meat, 1 ram for 
tupping) for dairy products, and to make bespoke wooden products, set up a potted plant/seeds 
enterprise (Gourmet organic) including the sale of Comfrey organic fertiliser feeds as it's main 
cash enterprises.  

The water and electricity proposed use is extremely low and should be adjusted upwards to be 
more realistic levels. Our projected electricity consumption is realistic, it is two times our 
consumption over last year in a rented house. Also we have lived for several years off solar 
panels with as little as 40kWh a year. The capital build costs is also low (£20,000 approx) for 
the buildings. This is realistic for an entirely self build house from self-harvested, natural and 
recycled materials. This means that the costs of labour and materials minimised. The 
remaining costs are largely those of transport and fixings. We have previously build two family 
homes with costs less than three thousand pounds. However it has been stated that the 
development can be' funded from savings.  

The use of Lleyn sheep for producing milk will not cover 12 months dairy requirement as they 
are not regarded ultimately as a breed for producing milk. The plan does not claim the milk 
yield is 100% of a years dairy supply.  Plot 7, section 2.3.5 explains the months I milk. The 
cash flow averages the total cash value throughout the year to account for the months 
consuming sheep cheese made from surplus summer milk (approx half milk is expected to make 
cheese = 150ltp.a.  This is made clear in the text.  The quantity stated (1 litre per day per ewe 
for 5 months) is based on conservative estimates from Lleyn Sheep Society and Coleg sir Gar, 
Dr Richards. Thus the quantity of home produced milk products would be less than stated. Also 
it is unclear in the plan home many breeding ewes are to be kept, with the assumption of 3 
made as it is unclear. It is made clear in that 2 ewes and one ram will be kept and that it more 
sheep could be brought in if we wish to scale up this enterprise, but that it is practical, realistic 
and sufficient to keep this number at this stage.  There is also sales of yearling ewes mentioned 
but no numbers thus making it difficult to break down the figures to realistic sale values. 

The sale of wood products within the budgets dependant upon selling pieces at premium 
values. The values used in the business plan were average values from all sellers of 
comparable products (see market research in 4.1.1). The amount of wood available to plot 
holder is approx O.7m3/annum thus additional wood would have to be sourced to cover for the 
proposed output products in the plan. Refering to the woodland management plan, 
0.7m3/annum is not the amount of wood available to the plotholder. 6.4m3/annum is the 
conservatively estimated amount of timber to be harvested annually from compartment A of the 
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woodland, 30% of the woodland designated as high forest. There are significant other yields 
both regular and irregular. 0.7m3/annum is the amount of this type of timber available if it 
were divided equally between all plots. However only 2 or 3 plots intend on using this timber 
making 2.5m3 a more appropriate figure. To put these figures in perspective, a generous dining 
table of 6 x 2 feet (1.2m2) table with a 1” top and subframe of high forest timber and legs 
turned from coppiced ash poles, would require 0.04m3 of high forest timber. This is 1.6% of the 
likely 2.5m3 available annually. This shows that the statement above, that more timber would 
be required, to be ill considered. In addition it is made clear in the business plan that when 
wood is short, smaller pieces will be made such as candlesticks or jewellery. 2.5m3 of high 
forest timber would be sufficient to make around a quarter of a million carved wooden 
pendants and rings. The margins cannot be guaranteed for the proposed wood products made, 
hence the plan is heavily dependant upon this source of added value' Income. This sentence 
does not seem to make sense. 

 

The sale of the Gourmet Organic pots is unclear in terms of what is grown on the plot to 
include within the pots sold. It is clearly stated how many packs containing specific numbers of 
plants, section 4.2.7, and I have included the assumption that I would raise up to double these 
number of seedlings pa to account for losses and unexpected orders, any surplus being 
absorbed into our home consumption.  There is necessarily flexibility of varieties and species 
to be raised and sold to allow for adaption to market preferences and viability; eg I may well 
sell surplus brassica plants not in packs if there is demand.  Due to the ambiguity of such 
diversification at this planning stage I have not tried to quantify sales in this area, partly as it 
is unrealistic and unpractical, partly to demonstrate we reach 75% even with a minimal range 
of products. This is explained in the business plan. The pots need to have soil or organic 
matter included for the plants to be sold, and no mention has been made of the source of this 
substrate if so additional costs may be borne or organic matter is taken from the plot to make 
up the pots. If you read the soil management section, it is clear I am paying vast and detailed 
attention and expertise to generating tens of tonnes of organic matter, focusing on replacing 
deficient nutrients and generating bulk organic matter from 'compost plants'.  This obviously is 
to repair the site for general agricultural production and to provide for potting compost needs 
for GO.  Clearly no additional costs will be borne in this area, that's why there isn't any on the 
spreadsheets after set up phase.  Even a cursory look at the application shows our 
wholehearted commitment to ecological repair and it would be strange if I weren't meeting my 
needs in this area.  The sale value of the pots and fertiliser will have a large effect on total 
sales proposed thus total sales proposed cannot be guaranteed to be achieved, for such a 
specialist product. This sentence is tautological, curiously inanely deductive and neglects the 
included market research and moderate ambitions I diligently propose.  I carefully showed 
why such a product could readily achieve the sales and prices in the business plan. See section 
4. Note, this same idea has been started by a number of large seed suppliers and smaller 
organic growers since the 3 years we have been in the planning process and is clearly viable.  
The popular culture and media is awash with grow your own products and ideas.  Vegetable 
seeds outstripped flower seeds last year for the first time since 1946.  Schools and communities 
are establishing food gardens left, right and centre, established seedlings are in demand.  I ran 
a trial Gourmet Organic stall last year at Narberth Plant sale and sold half my stock; made 
£90; received 3 orders for further seedlings and 2 commissions for consultancy on establishing 
forest gardens; genererated enthusiasm and interest for such an idea; was told repeatedly that 
my product was leagues better and cheaper than Tesco similar product.  To capitalise on this 
requires growing space and security, not rented accommodation. 

Although this idea has merit (thanks!) there is not enough detail in the production as to where 
the strawberry etc plants are sourced and the timings as most of these would need marketing in 
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a fairly narrow March to June window. This is acknowledged in the cash flow figures.  I 
already have 40 strawberry plants, they produce 100s of runners and new plants each year 
(part of the reason why selected as self perpetuating and hardy). There is limited detail 
explaining such small details as where and how the strawberry plants are sourced, mainly as 
any gardener/agriculturalist knows that you don't have to go out and buy them every year, they 
produce prolific new plants.  The ethos of our plot it is to promote perennial edibles in our 
design for the reasons stated.  Beside look at the size and detail of the application, there had to 
be a limit to where we stopped detailing micro proposals.  Even if I did need to source 
strawberries from scratch, a £5 investment of 5 plants in Year 1 would soon provide plenty for 
sale the following year.  No bank would ever require such detail in a business plan and I doubt 
any planning application has ever provided so much supporting info.  The Roundhouse 
application that has received permission under Policy 52 nearby made no attempt to detail 
varieties and sourcing of such plants and seeds because it borders on the ridiculous to do so 
for a low impact holding of this scale.  Besides the ADAS officers could have rung or emailed 
anytime to clarify such detail. 

The prices given for the Gourmet Organic seem to be high but could be feasible given good 
plant quality and supporting product advice. Some analysis of the Comfrey Super Nutrient 
would be useful as a selling aid.  My targets for sale are conservative, my experience and local 
knowledge is diverse, my market research reflects that garden centres and local shops would 
be happy to take Comfrey Super Nutrient.  It would be prudent for ADAS and planners to look 
to the bigger picture, fossil fuel based inputs/fertilisers are only going to get more expensive, 
financial crisis is transforming our economy, only truly sustainable products can weather such 
storms by being useful and local.  It is arguable that food security and prices will tend towards 
ecologically sound, gardening related products becoming a sought after product. 

The table of achievable yields on page 8 looks to be reasonable, however consistently high end 
prices are suggested, which are overvalued.  

This has been addressed, but to be even more specific, yes we are largely aiming at niche 
products, with higher prices and qualitatively different than Lidl, Tesco or the like, but the 
prices themselves are comparable or less than equivalent products. The prices are not 
overvalued. 

The quantity and value of the products grown for own use to meet the 75% own needs 
requirement are high and similar to other plot holders values used. The quantity of milk 
products used is also high and it is suggested that at times during the year milk and some 
products would need to be bought in when the sheep are dry and in lamb. 

The sale values for the wood products and Gourmet are high (they are reasonable and 
justified) and are instrumental together with the overvalued vegetable and quantity of 
milk/eggs for own consumption produced budgeted to exceed the 75% "basic needs" 
requirement. However if realistic values are used to cover the sale and notional value of the 
goods, the output level would be considerably lower than the £8,663 budgeted and it is of the 
opinion that the plot plan would therefore not meet the 75% "basic needs" requirement. This 
sentence would be acceptable if any effort was made to show what ‘realistic prices’ or ‘lower 
output levels’ were.  No referenced figures are provided to counter our figures, which we back 
up at every turn with respectable sources.  Hence this statement is useless and appears to be a 
blatant attempt to discredit the plan. It is akin to saying ‘if the colour black was blacker and 
the pot was really a kettle, less black kettles would be produced and so would not reach the 
basic needs requirement.’ 
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Functional Needs  

Thus within plot 7 the labour requirement using average figures for running the holding would 
be:-  

Enterprise  Number  Hours/animal or /ha  Total hours  

Ducks  3  1  
3  

120 

Ewes (milking)  3  50  
150  

710 

Forest Garden  4000m2  900  
360  

360 

Mixed veg  1600m2  680  
109  

included below 

Polytunnel  150 m2  10920  
164  

1664 

Forestry and 
woodwork   1456 

  Total  
786  

4310 

Overheads  
15%  

25% 
 

118  

1078 

  Total Hours  

904  

5388  

 

Total hours provided from standard data amounts to 904 hours, which shows 0.4 persons will 
be required.  

Using more realistic figures (taken from plot plan section 10), the functional need amounts to 
5388 hours, which shows 2.8 people will be required. (0.8 is overtime or woofer) 
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Plot 8 
 
Feedback by prospective resident Cassandra Lishman 
 
Annual maintenance & labour 
The bulk of our house will be made from local, natural materials. As such it is expected that we 
will need an absolute minimum of capital outlay to cover our maintenance. The ADAS report is 
correct to point out that we will need to purchase the occasional plumbing fitting or pot of wood-
oil, though we consider that an annual figure of £100 would be more appropriate. 
 
 
House costs 
Our house will be made by reclaiming, reusing, use of local aggregates, wood and clay, and 
volunteer labour. ADAS comment that our house-cost estimate is unrealistic. Low-Impact building 
can be surprisingly inexpensive, particularly if you adopt an approach of recycling, reclaiming 
and reusing what would normally be considered waste materials (for example second-hand 
double-glazing units) along with using natural materials sourced from the site and volunteer 
labour. Tony Wrench’s roundhouse is approximately 100 sqm and cost £3000 to build (Building a 
low-impact roundhouse, Tony Wrench, Permanent Publications, 2001). We have estimated that 
our home (approx 130 sqm) will cost £9053. This figure has been worked out from a quantity of 
bills and we are confident in its accuracy. 
 
 
Honey 
ADAS comment that the amount of honey we consume is unrealistic. We use huge amounts of 
honey for sweetening tea, cereals cakes etc. We do not buy in sugar, instead we do use this amount 
of honey. There is always a demand for honeycomb so any surplus we will be able to sell. 
 
Vehicle License 
ADAS comment that we have omitted to account for a vehicle pass. We don’t need a vehicle plot 
license as our car has a disabled badge. So this cost doesn’t need to be factored in. 
 
Yields of food 
The figure of £5585 used by ADAS is correct as our expected value of all of our food grown/raised. 
But their use of the figure of only 951m2 is inaccurate. This is understandable and due in part to 
the incomplete figures we used in the ‘Own food production table’ on page 26 of Plot 8 
management plan; in this table we did not include the land area used for grazing/ hay/grains of 
4950 m2.  
It is also in part due to those peripheral areas of cultivation (such as compost heaps/ paths/ fallow 
areas/ green manure crops) which should be considered as part of the picture.  
 
So it would be more accurate to consider it as either: 
 
£4177 from 1052 m2 (fruit, vegetables and nuts value and area)  
 
Or 
 
£5585 from 6199 m2 (including animal products) 
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These figures have taken account of a 10% surplus for sale. 
 
 
This makes a margin value of £3.97 per m2 for vegetable/ fruit yields rather than the figure of £5.87 
m2   used in the ADAS report.  
 
ADAS recommends we use a figure of £3000 for an area of 951 m2 making a recommended ADAS 
margin of £3.15/ m2  
 
We would challenge this figure as being plucked from thin air rather than being based on research 
data. Our figures have been derived from careful research of crop yields and areas. We have total 
confidence in our ability to grow the projected volumes of food from the suggested areas. 
 
However, if we do need to rethink the situation (and this is an integral part of any permacultural 
approach), it is important to reflect upon this situation the other way around. If we have not set 
aside the necessary space to grow our own produce, then we will simply revise the area for this 
purpose, rather than take a cut in what we produce. We want to grow our own food, rather than 
buy it in. We have the skills to do so. We have the land to do so. There is ample room within the 
plot to expand our vegetable/ fruit/ nut production area to the necessary 1326 m2 in order to grow 
the necessary £5585 of produce. This would only imply an increase of 275 m2, which could readily 
be reclaimed from the upper pasture without any significant impact on the sheep grazing. 
 
The most important thing to remember is that this is a business plan extrapolation. With any good 
business plan, you need to amend and adjust your figures over time as some things will invariably 
succeed better than others. Success is dependent upon flexibility and monitoring, not on whether 
the academic exercise is perfect before we even begin! If this were the case, no business would 
ever start.  
 
 
PERMACULTURE DIFFERENCES 
 
DEFRA & MAFF figures use totally unrealistic and inappropriate figures to compare our man 
hours, as their figures are for mechanised cultivation methods. They do not include any allowance 
for the pollution created by such systems, nor is the external cost of tractors, fuel etc included in 
their economic calculations.  
For example, the cost of the ‘standard’ agricultural labourer driving all the time to & from work 
isn’t included in their figures, nor is the carbon load, and the cost of fuel & pollution. 
The functional need analysis should account for 2 adults and several dependents, therefore only 1 
of us can work at any time. We can’t drive to and fro from another property and look after 
children and run the holding and expect to be sustainable. Nor could we afford to have land so 
carefully managed, requiring our attention and care every day of the week, yet still pay for bills 
and rental of another property. 
Functional need must apply not only to the practical land management but also to the function of 
the holding & family as a whole. This must include maximising time spent together (not driving 
about) - teaching children how to work the land, get them to help with harvest, root them in their 
landscape. This is exactly what they don’t ever get if you live elsewhere and try to commute.  
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Labour times for example should include:  
 

Hand planting, weeding & harvesting  
Making own plant feeds eg comfrey 
Mulching using own materials 
Time spent applying manure on a small scale 
Maintenance of raised beds & cob walls etc by hand 
Daily moving chicken houses within chicken area 
Putting chickens in at night, out in the morning 
Daily movement of chicken tractors 
Small scale sheep rearing needs daily checking of animals & interaction 
harvesting preparing & dying wool on site 
harvesting hay using a scythe & stacking it & bringing it in 
and this is only a fraction of what we need to be on the land for…. 

 
A different yardstick is needed. 
 
 
Plot 9 
Written by Kit Owen, Prospective plot 9 resident 
 
 
ADAS have assessed our plans for the plot and adjusted our figures accordingly. These adjusted 
figures show an income of £10,517 and "basic needs" of £14,229. ADAS state that our plot does 
not make the 75% requirement. According to ADAS we are £154, or about 1% short of our 75%. 
 
The adjustments fall into two categories of basic household needs and plot based income. Apart 
from these adjustments ADAS agree that our plot plans are viable. 
 
Some of ADAS’s adjustments are reasonable, some questionable, others are calculated incorrectly 
or simply wrong, and some of the adjustments made are for enterprises that fall so far outside of 
ADAS’s remit of expertise that they have no authority to determine any evaluation at all. 
 
Basic household needs adjustments 
ADAS have adjusted our “basic household needs” figures from £13,454 to £14,229 adding a total 
of £775. This figure comprises of £3 7 5 for electricity used in the workshop and £400 for the plot 
vehicle license. 
 
Firstly, we believe the £375 for electricity used in the workshop should not added to the “basic 
household needs” for a reason. This would be a business expense, and therefore would be added 
to the workshop business plan, as a business cost, if it were not for the fact that the power 
generated by the hydro is included in our ground rent, and as such we will receive no such charge. 
This charge is included in our “Basic household needs” already listed as “Ground rent”. 
Technically we can allocate a percentage of this service charge as a legitimate business cost, thus 
reducing our “basic household needs” further, but have chosen not to do so in the interests of 
clear accounting, site uniformity, and the fact that we honestly could not be bothered work out 
what that percentage should actually be. Nonetheless we can see that this is a ‘grey area’ and are 
able to concede in the interests of equanimity, that £375 could be added to our household needs 
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figure. 
 
Secondly, the £400 for the plot vehicle license should not be added to the “basic household needs” 
as it is already clearly include in the £1000 category “Vehicle”. Again, as this vehicle is essential 
to the business, but not essential to the basic needs of the household it could also be listed as a 
business expense. Furthermore, the cost of this plot vehicle license has now been reduced to £200 
so I could reduce our “basic household needs” by lowering the “vehicle” category to £800, but I 
choose not to do so because, as with other costs I feel it is better to overestimate than to 
underestimate.  
 
Therefore, the figure for “basic household needs” can be revised to £13,829. ADAS state a plot 
income of £10,517, which is in fact 76% of our “basic household needs”  
 
It is therefore clear that even after ADAS’ downward adjustments of our plot income we can 
derive 75% of our basic household needs from the plot.  
 
Plot based Income adjustments  
ADAS have adjusted our annual plot based income downwards by £3000. They have achieved this 
in two ways. Firstly by stating “A gross margin' of £1000 from the pig enterprise would be more 
realistic”. Secondly by “assuming that sales of wood products are £2,000 lower”. 
 
Although it is unnecessary to address the downward adjustments to our income to prove we can 
derive 75% of our basic household needs from the site I feel it is worthwhile simply to highlight 
other mistakes in their work.  
 
Pig enterprise 
I will start with the Pig enterprise and fully acknowledge that I expect ADAS to have an 
understanding of this business. As such I read their report comments with great interest and would 
happily carry out any recommendations they may choose to make to improve my plans. However, 
as the report simply makes assumptions and the technical details they give do not correspond with 
other published data I have to question their evaluation. 
 
“The costs assumed to be carried by the pig enterprise are on the low side with outdoor sows 
needing to be fed up to l.4t of concentrate/annum. At an organic price of £270-300/t would amount 
to approximately £750-800/annum”  
 
We are not sure where ADAS got this figure of 1.4t per year per pig. This is 3.8kg per day per pig. 
The figures we are using for concentrated feed come from a variety of sources including “A Guide 
to Traditional Pig Keeping” Carol Harris 2005, which states: “Adult pigs can have between 1.8 to 
2.7kg of pig food a day”, and “Starting with pigs” Andy Case 2005, which states: “Adult boars 
and sows (can have) 1.5kg-2kg per day”. 
 
These figures for concentrated feed are of course in addition to 2kg per day of food we have 
produced for the pigs, as well as grass, as stated in our plans. We used the figure of 2kg per sow 
per day, as recommended by other Oxford Sandy and Black keepers, to give the figure of 1424kg 
per year for two sows, and rounded it up to 1500kg. Even using ADAS’s higher price of £300/t 
would give us a cost of £450 per year, rather than the £500 we used.  
 
Even if we recalculate our figures using the higher amount of pig feed stated in “A Guide to 
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Traditional Pig Keeping” Carol Harris 2005 of 2.7kg per day per sow we have 1971kg per year 
for two sows. If we round that up to 2000kg and use ADAS’s higher price of £300/t we have a cost 
of £600 per year. 
 
Thus it is difficult to understand on what basis ADAS arrived at their feed figure of 2.8t to give the 
cost of £840 per year. 
 
I think it is reasonable to expect the two published sources and independent advice from other 
Oxford Sandy and Black keepers to be accurate. In addition it must be remembered that this 
bought in feed is in addition to home-grown feed. As such I will continue to use the quantities of 
feed stated in our plans at 2kg per day per sow, totalling 1.42/t per year.  
 
I feel this clearly addresses the feed costs, so rather than the figure of £840 derived from the 
ADAS report we could use the figure of £405 we would get from 1.42t at £285/t (the average of 
ADAS’s prices). There is a difference of £435. 
 
It is of course possible that ADAS are assuming that we will only be feeding our pigs concentrated 
feed, and therefore the figure of 3.8kg per sow is reasonable. However, I have to assume that 
ADAS is not making this assumption as it is clearly stated in our plans that “with two pigs, we 
need 1500kg per year. This would cost approximately £500 per year, plus 2kg per day per sow of 
food we have produced” We have to assume that ADAS have actually read our plans in order to 
be able to evaluate them.  
 
Another possibility is that somehow they have just made a simple mistake with their calculations, 
as the figure of 1.4t (for each sow) could have been mistakenly derived from the similar figure of 
1424kg per year for two sows. Of course it should be highly unlikely that there are simple mistakes 
in the ADAS report, however in light of the other mistakes raised previously, it is a possibility that 
needs considering. 
 
As ADAS have miscalculated the cost of pig feed to £840 and lowered our income to £1000, we 
can simply change this figure by adding the difference of £435, to give us an income of £1435 
(using ADAS’s average pricing), and presumably also lower the cost for the 1.485kg of feed for 
the offspring from the £490 stated in our plans to the figure of £423 using ADAS’s price therefore 
adding the addition saving of £67 to our income to give a new figure of £1502.  
 
In order to project a “realistic” gross margin from the pig enterprise ADAS not only adjusted our 
feed costs up, but must have also adjusted our sales down. As they have not included any actual 
figures or suggestions of “realistic” prices for the produce we can only approach this as a 
mathematical subject. As the sum of £1072 was deducted from our projected income to give the 
“gross margin of £1000”, and £502 can be accounted for in discrepancies in feed costs the 
remaining £570 shortfall must be coming out of sales.  
 
It is not known whether ADAS is questioning the quantity of sales or the value of produce to lower 
our projected income. The quantities of produce are derived from the weights of animals at a 
particular age given to us by other pig keepers. The values of the products are directly 
comparable to prices currently being charged by producers of similar products. 
 
ADAS states: “These figures are extreme in terms of what could be obtained”. I agree, this is 
exactly what we are aiming to produce: extremely high quality organic products from registered 
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pedigree rare breed animals. 
 
Prices of comparable products can be found at various websites, some of which I have included 
here. These comparative prices were quoted in our plans. 
  
Carmarthen ham (.co.uk) sells Carmarthen ham for £35/kg but it isn’t organic. Country cuts 
(.co.uk) sell organic Air Dried Farmer Ham (like Parma) for £30/kg. Denhay (.co.uk) sell Air 
dried ham for £43/kg. We have priced our Speciality Organic Air dried ham at £25/kg. 
 
Aardvark wholefoods (.com) of Carmarthen sell Organic Honey Smoked Back Bacon for 
£23.84/kg and Organic Smoked Streaky Bacon for £13.63/kg. Sainsbury sells organic smoked back 
bacon for 19.95/kg. We have priced our Oak smoked Organic Bacon at £12/kg. 
 
Tesco sell organic sausages from 7.75/kg to 12.95/kg. Sainsbury sell organic sausages from 
£10.87/kg to £14.95/kg. We have priced our Speciality Organic sausages at £10/kg. 
 
Having thoroughly researched these prices I honestly cannot be bothered to waste my time finding 
more websites that sell comparable products because as yet I have not found a single retailer who 
supplies all the products we are planning to make. To me this is an advantage to our business plan 
as to my knowledge we will have no direct competition.  
 
ADAS also fail to realise that in addition to local sales through the site hub and on the proposed 
Lammas stall in farmers markets we will be selling our produce online through a specialist 
website. None of these outlets have high associated running costs, thus contributing to a higher 
gross margin than could otherwise be expected. This is also stated in our plans. 
 
Finally it is worth mentioning that all the figures used are based on only one litter of 8 piglets per 
year, from only one sow. It is clearly stated in our plans that it would therefore be easily possible 
to double our produce by having two litters, one from each sow. This would be at different times to 
keep the density low. However, it is also possible to have two litters per year from each sow, thus 
quadrupling our offspring. In fact this is more common. We even have enough land to cope with 
two litters of 8 simultaneously whilst keeping stock densities within The Code of Recommendations 
on the Welfare of Livestock. 
 
I think it is therefore reasonable to expect to be able to generate an income of about £2,000 per 
year after 5 years of experience. 
 
Workshop  
ADAS deducted £2000 from the sales of carpentry products. Whilst I was greatly interested in 
ADAS’s comments on the agricultural aspects of our plans I was more bemused by their comments 
on fine furniture production. Whilst they acknowledge “plot income is mainly dependant upon the 
carpentry business selling bespoke pieces at high prices” they question the prices of these bespoke 
pieces without any justification or indeed having seen any of my work. I am not entirely sure what 
the Agricultural Development and Advisory Service has to do with fine furniture making. 
However, there were a few points worth addressing.  
 
The ADAS statement “The wood allowance per plot of O.64m3/annum is to be used although from 
the figures used in the budgets additional wood would need to be bought from other plot holders if 



 

www.lammas.org.uk  
Page 34 of 34 

Lammas Low Impact Initiatives Ltd.  November 2008 

the quantity of furniture to be made and sold is achieved. The cashflow figures show no additional 
wood purchased” suggests that they have not read the plans. 
 
The reason that the cashflow figures show no additional wood purchased is because, as stated in 
our plans “Not every resident has plans to use their allocation of timber from the site, so it would 
be possible for me to trade/barter/buy additional timber harvested from the site”.  
 
It has been agreed with the holders of plots 1 and 2 that I can have their hardwood timber 
allocation in trade and with the holders of plot 4 that I can have half of their timber in trade. 
Therefore by trading with three other plot holders I can more than treble the amount of hardwood 
I have to work with. 
 
The ADAS statement “the income from this proposal is considered speculative and extremely high. 
Achieving these figures will prove to be difficult” fails to address the fact that this is not a new 
business. Currently all the money I earn is from my carpentry, whereas these plans show only how 
I will contribute to a percentage of our basic household needs through carpentry. 
 
The ADAS statement “the time input for producing the wood products is not dependent upon being 
on site” fails to show any understanding of the concept of low impact living. This business is 
entirely dependent on my ability to work around other land based seasonal responsibilities in 
order to maximise overall efficiencies. The wood will be harvested, milled and seasoned on the 
site. Clearly the fact that by building a workshop on the site using natural materials provided by 
the site rather than having to rent a workshop and travel to work, combined with not having to pay 
electricity bills because the power used will be generated on the site at no additional cost, can 
only help this business succeed. 
 
The ADAS statement “The value of the wood products sold is a matter of debate which needs to be 
appraised by an experienced craftsman as to what is realistic values for pieces made” clearly 
reinforces the fact that ADAS are not in a position to make any judgment on these plans.  
 
Perhaps they should have contacted The Pembrokeshire Craft Makers Guild, as I have done. At 
the very least a trip to Craft in the Bay, which is less than 10 miles from the address given on the 
ADAS report, would have been a good way to gain some understanding of the value of fine 
furniture. 
 
I feel it is reasonable to expect an existing business to be able to continue to run, especially once it 
is considered that through this project material, electrical and other overhead costs will be 
lowered. 
 
 


