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Background Detail. 

1.0   My name is Charles Dutton, I am employed as a Senior Forest Manager for Pryor & 

Rickett Silviculture Ltd (PRS) in the southwest of England, where I have been for the past 12 

years.  Prior to this, I managed 2400ac of woodland on a rural estate in the southwest for 14 

years, Charborough Park Estate in East Dorset.  Prior to that I was in the sawmilling trade in 

Wales for 4 years.   I have been working in forestry since 1975.  I currently manage 3500ac 

of woodland across the region for a range of different clients and I have a number of 

national advisory roles in the UK and Ireland. 

1.1.  I am a Fellow of the Institute of Chartered Foresters and I hold a number of other 

forestry qualifications. 

1.2  PRS Ltd is a woodland management company specialising in Silviculture.  The company 

manages approx. 50,000 acres of woodland across the UK, ranging from commercial 

plantations, private estates, Sites of Special Scientific Interests, woodland on nature 

reserves and farm woodland.   

1.3  Our clients include farmers, conservation trusts and statutory agencies. 

1.4  The term ‘Silviculture’ relates to the practice of controlling the establishment, growth, 

composition, health and quality of forests to meet diverse needs & values, and the art & 

science of growing trees in forests and woodland. 

1.5  This proof will deal with the Appellant’s forestry management objectives, knowledge 

and expertise it will assess the buildings proposed and it will discuss whether or not they are 

reasonably necessary for the purpose of forestry on this land. 

 

 

2.0  I have visited the woodland site twice; 3rd Sept 2016 with Mr King-Smith and Mr C 

Wallidge and again with Mr King-Smith and my colleague Miss Keira Tedd on 25th Oct 2016.  

I further visit is planned to see the latest management progress in March / April 2018. 

2.1  The woodland covers 8.6ha or 21.24ac of established woodland plus 2.15ha of newly 

establish native broadleaves, making a grand totally of 10.75ha .  It is made up of:  1.58ha 

Ancient & Semi Natural Woodland (ASNW), and 2.71ha Plantation on Ancient Woodland Site 

(PAWS) and the balance of 6.46ha is none designated other than being in the National Park.   

2.2  Ancient woodland is defined as woodland in existence & recorded since at least 1600 

according to OS map data. 

2.3  These figures have been taken from Mr Kings -Smith FC approved Woodland 

Management Plan dated 27/2/14, it runs for 10 years to 31/2/24 and covers both ‘The 

Hillyfield’ and ‘Tom’s Brake’ woods. 

2.4  Much of the crop was maturing Larch and was felled under 2 different SPHN (Statutory 

Plant Health Notice), due to infection by the Larch disease.  Compartments (Cpts) 1b, 1c, 1d, 



Cpts 1e, 1f, 1g and 1h all contained mid rotation Larch which have been felled and restocked 

with native broadleaves.  The clearfelled area amounts to approx. 1.69 ha.  

2.4.1 The term mid rotation refers to the age of the crop.  In this case the rotation or 

expected life of the Leach crop according to The Forestry Commission management tables 

(Booklet 34 Japanese Larch P16 graph 7) is about 50 years depending on the growth rate.  

Therefore mid rotation, refers to the crop being half way through its excepted life cycle. 

2.5  Cpts 1f, 1g & 1h were only partially felled of Larch leaving a canopy of Douglas Fir, Scots 

Pine, Wild Cherry, Alder & Hazel; this area amounts to 1.02ha 

2.6  There is an important Dartmoor wild stream (R. Harbourne) that runs the length of the 

property, eventually joining the River Dart.  It might be an important salmonid spawning 

stream if its not polluted and Otters have been recorded on it, which are a European 

Protected Species (EPS); therefore, all forestry operations will have to follow the approved 

guidelines in line with the European Directive. EPS species are protected under The 

European Habitats Regulation 1994 (92/43 ECC).  This has been law since 1994 and makes it 

an offence to deliberately kill, capture or disturb a list protected species (such as The Otter) 

or to damage and or destroy the breeding site or resting place of such animal. 

2.7  Cpt 3a also contained infected mid rotation Larch which has been ring barked and 

allowed to die ‘standing’.  (The term ‘standing’ refers to the crop being allowed to stay 

upright, rather than being felled).    This is a recognised method of management but will 

cause Health & Safety issues from lots of standing dead-wood, especially if there are 

members of the public accessing the woodland for produce and or any school parties.  

2.7.1  Some standing dead wood is bifocal from a biodiversity point of view but it should be 

managed and monitored so as not to cause additional hazards to people working in the 

woodland or customers.  

2.8  This then might lead to difficulties for the owner with Public Liability Insurance and 

Insurance to cover the Health & Safety of the Volunteers, school parties and other volunteer 

groups.  Cpt 3a covers 0.39ha in total.  It also contains a ‘canopy cover’ of Douglas Fir and 

can be seen in the photo later. 

2.8  Cpt 3b (1.72ha) was a mix of Beech, Douglas Fir and Larch.  The larch has been felled, 

leaving clumps of Beech and Douglas Fir.  

2.9  Cpt 3c & 3d are mid rotation of mixed broadleaves and some Hazel coppice. 

2.10  Cpts 4 & 5 are newly planted areas of farmland / field, planted with native broadleaves 

in 2012. 

2.11  Of the growing woodland, only cpts 1f, 1g, 1h, 1a, 2a, 3a, 3b and 3d have a mid 

rotation crop, an area of 6.64ha has a standing crop.  Of which 3.51ha will be retained for 

long term biodiversity, of mixed broadleaf.  This leaves no more than 3.13ha of productive 

commercial timber crop. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The pie chart compares the ages 

of the crops against area,  for 

example, almost half the area 

WAS mid rotation Larch which is 

in the process of being felled or 

killed.  This area will then turn 

into a Blue area on the pie chart, 

showing that almost ¾ of the site 

will be classed as ‘young 

woodland’ ie under 10 years of 

age. 

This second pie chart show the 

species mix of the crops after 

some of the Larch areas have 

been cleared and restocked with 

native mixed broadleaf.   

Much of the woodland now 

contains low yielding and low 

growing mixed broadleaf. 



3.0  I enclose my notes and photos of the crop from my visit in October 2016 

 

 

Evidence of some limited protection of Hazel Coppice from deer grazing / browsing.  This 

protection will only last a couple of year before the tops die down and the young shoots will 

then be exposed to deer damage. 

Cpt 3b.  1.72 ha 

Douglas Fir over Beech after the Larch was 

removed under the SPHN in 2015 /16 

There is little need for any further intervention 

until the canopy has closed and the trees have 

become stable. 

Some selective respacing of the beech understory 

may be required by 2020 but it will depend on 

how many Ash natural Regen will die and if any 

Douglas Fir will blow over in the near future.  

 



  

 

 

 

 

 

Evidence of the heavy deer pressure of 

grazing the young tree shoots. 

These will never make trees, Cpt 3b 

northend. 

At the northern end of Cpt 3b, a coupe of 

mid rotation DF which has been heavily 

thinned, by removing the larch.  DF is 

shallow rooted and this coupe faces the 

prevailing wood and will probably blow 

over.  There is evidence of a lot of 

harvested timber being left on the ground 

in 2016.  It will decay faster and not dry 

out if left in the wood, laying on the 

ground.   The crop will not require 

thinning now for perhaps 5 – 10 years 

depending on any windblow. 

 

Harvested diseased Larch thinnings 

being left in the wood. 

Perhaps 15 – 20 stems, averaging about 

0.5m3 per tree, making a total of about 

10+m3 / tonnes in this photo. 

This might produce about 5m3 of sawn 

timber. 

 



 

 

 

 

Evidence of timber being left in the wood, 

perhaps after 1 or 2 seasons in Cpt 3 

This will not dry to high grade firewood, 

but will be soft and still wet and almost 

unsaleable in the current market.  By 

allowing the brambles to grow over the 

timber, it will make it difficult for the 

timber to dry out and or be extracted and 

will speed natural decay and rot, reducing 

the value of the wood and the range of 

products that can be made from it.  

 

On the track between Cpt 3b and 3a. 

Evidence of fresh ring barking, to kill 

the Larch in Cpt 3a, following our 

earlier visit, when we observed that the 

ring barking had not been done well 

enough to kill the trees.  These standing 

trees will be a major H & S hazard, 

when they are all dead.  A bazar way of 

working.    

 

Looking back across the site Cpt 3b, 

there is clearly a ‘covering’ of Beech left 

and pockets of DF. 

Off the whole of 3b.  1.72ha of Be, DF & 

L, probably planted in equal amount, 

you would expect YC 12 Larch yielding 

about 230m3 / ha. 

Say there was 0.65ha of Larch at that 

yield = about 150m3 or Tonnes off the 

site, this might sound a lot but it is only 

6 lorry loads of round timber with a 

value of perhaps £875 per lorry load. 

 



 

 

4.0.  I understand that Mr King-Smith wishes to ‘add value’ to his crop.  The potential for this 

is very limited in my view because: 

1. There is very little volume of timber available, therefore there is little or no 

continuity of supply of produce to justify the expenditure of building a large shed 

2. The crop left is limited in species, namely some degrading Larch, leaving poor quality 

Beech thinnings and mid rotation Douglas Fir. 

3. Most of the Larch has been felled and processed. 

4.1.   The options for adding value are limited and there is stiff competition within the area 

from other growers. 

4.2.  Larger Timber can be ‘rough sawn’ into planks using a mobile band-saw; the term 

rough sawn differentiates the sawn timber from ‘plained’ or ‘machined’ sawn timber that 

you would expect from a Builders Merchant such as Travis Perkins. .  End-wood (the tops of 

trees of bent tree bottoms that are not straight enough or big enough to be cut into planks), 

can be converted into fire logs for burning but few people burn conifer firewood these days 

when there is so much hardwood available.  Conifer firewood contains lots of resin and does 

not burn as well as say Ash or Beech.  With the advancement of Ash dieback disease (Chalara 

fraxinea),  across the country in 2017, there is a growing supply of high quality firewood on 

the market which will have the effect of swamping supply and driving down prices AND 

reducing the market for low grade firewood.  The spread of the disease will only get worst in 

2018 / 19. 

4.3.   Niche products can be made out of elements of the trees but there is small demand 

for this. 

4.4.   A mobile band-saw might charge £500 / day and might convert 20 -30m3 per day but it 

depends on what timber sections they are cutting.  

Peeled sawlogs in the loading bay at 

the top of the lane ready for 

collection or despatch. 

This is an example of ‘adding value’ 

but has to be moved to a suitable 

area from collection and or 

processing ‘off site’. 

The loading area at the top of the hill 

is accessible for timber lorries, which 

I think will have difficulties in getting 

down to the existing Sheds.  

 



4.5.  30m3 of round wood will produce about 15-20m3 of sawn timber with a ‘rough sawn 

value of perhaps £200 - 250/m3;  ie 

4.6.  Rough sawn Larch has a limited value as in todays market, all softwood timber required 

in construction (Larch is good for fencing or agricultural building construction) must have 

some form of chemical preservative & or ‘stress grading’ and the proximity of the R. 

Harbourne would negate any possibility of a proper timber treatment set-up on the site in 

the woods.  Again any normal timber treatment set-up would require significant investment, 

which can only be balanced against a substantial timber resource which the wood does not 

have. 

 

4.7  I have set out below what the likely costs and income might be expected when 

converting round timber into sawn timbers 

4.7 1.  Costs for converting: 

             Round wood 30m3 @ £60/m3 roadside  =  £1800 

            Labour to convert to sawn timber             =   £500 

TOTAL Costs                                                                   £2300 

Income 

Say 18m3 of mixed sawn produce @£180/m3  =    £3240 

4.8. Difference of £940 off 30m3 of round wood and a great increase of risk to the owner 

from bad debt, finding buyers for the rough sawn wood, the ups and down of the wood 

import trade (which in turn governs the UK sawn timber prices), currency fluctuations and 

even the effect of Brexit. 

4.9  These figures do not take into account any capital expenditure for equipment and of 

shed to stack and store the sawn wood and it is assuming that you will recover 60% of the 

round timber as sawn timber, which is high on this size diameter of sawlog.  If you were to 

only recover 50% of sawn timber from the round logs, the gain would only be £400.  

 

 

5.0.  Points of Sale: 

5.1.  There are a number of different ‘Points of Sale’ available in the Timber / Forestry 

sector, all have their pluses and minuses. 

5.2.  But to add value, you must have a reliable supply of raw material.  In this case only 

having 3 or 4 ha worth of material is not enough. 

5.3.  When I managed the Charborough Estate in Dorset, we added value to conifer 

thinnings by converting them into treated fencing stakes.  The thinnings were cut to length, 



and processed and then treated against rot and then sold off the estate at a ‘safe’ retail 

outlet.  The retail outlet must be a ‘safe’ place for members of the public to visit, where they 

can park and look at items of swan timber safely.  There are often timber handling machines 

moving sawn timber about or containers of fire-logs.  Operators of these machines are not 

always able to keep an eye on wandering members of the public who are looking at sawn 

timber items.  A good example of a safe retail outlet would be the Fountain Timber products 

outlet near Bristol where customers / members of the public are strictly controlled as to 

where they can go or can not go.     

5.3.1  At Charborough, we had over 1000 ac of early conifer thinnings to thin & harvest.  

Local demand was high for fencing materials because we lived in a diary farming part of the 

world. 

5.4.  Under Normal Practice the various ‘Points of Sale’ are: 

 5.4.1  Sell the timber standing to a round wood timber merchant:  almost no costs & 

or risks to the grower  and with a net income:  In the case of the Hillyfield Larch, the 

standing value might have been £25 – 35 /m3 

 5.4.2  Sell the Timber at Roadside:  some added value to the grower, but he will have 

had the expense of harvesting the crop and could incur risk from the crop being 

rotten.  Roadside Value might have been an average of £50 - 65/m3 less harvesting 

costs of say £20/m3. 

 

Processing the round timber is not ‘normal forestry practice’ unless you have enough 

raw material and suitable infrastructure to support it. 

 

 5.4.3  Process the timber and add value if there is a market and you can afford the 

expense of all the procession equipment, layout of building etc and you have some 

form of retail outlet for the produce.  Health & Safety / PPE / Staffing etc.  It is my 

view that once the timber has been harvested and brought to roadside, any further 

handling of the round wood in converting it into processed timber is classified as 

‘processing’. 

 

5.5.  For a site of this size, there is simply not enough timber to justify the expenditure to 

convert; also the location of the wood-yard is not readily accessible for the public, the track 

down off the county road is steep. 

5.6.  If there was a demand for timber to be processed from the wood, the round-wood 

could be removed from the woodland to a suitable processing / retail site near-by where the 

public could visit, purchase & collect the produce, safely. 

5.7.  There is no need to convert on site what little wood there is as this would not be 

deemed as ‘ordinary’ forestry practice. 

 



6.0.  To give some context about the scale of the site and what labour might be required to 

manage the site under ordinary forestry practice I have set out some options about 

harvesting the crop below. 

6.1.  If we assume there is somewhere between 3.13 – 4 ha of commercial timber available 

for harvesting:  a standing timber merchant might be persuaded to buy it (it’s a very small 

parcel of wood, therefore the costs of moving machine would be high, also the quality of 

the wood is low and its Larch), he would clearfell the timber in perhaps 1 – 2 weeks for 2 

men. 

6.2.  If the site was to be felled and produce was to be sold in the round at Roadside, a two 

man team could do all the felling in about 12 weeks during the summer months.  The work 

would be done by local contractors and this would have the bonus of helping to support the 

local rural economy by employment and generating a disposable income for the owner and 

at low risk. 

6.3.  The owners would then be able to take full advantage of the replanting grants as 

mentioned in the Management and to replant the felled areas. 

 

7.0. Other Forestry tasks include: 

Planting & guiding 

Fencing 

Weeding 

Pest control 

Brashing 

High Pruning 

Thinning 

Fellings 

 

7.0.1 Some Definations of the tasks and expected out puts. 

7.1.  Planting:  planting young trees after a crop has been felled.  To plant & guard with a 

1.5m treeshelter (Red deer size), 200 trees per man day would be the expected output.  

Therefore 1 ha would take you 5.5 man day @ 1100 plants per ha.  This is a one-off 

operation 

7.2.  Fencing:  If you are using treeshelters, the economics dictate they you will not need to 

deer or rabbit fence. 

7.3.  Weeding:  spot spray with a herbicide the young crops.  1 man day = 1ha.  There is an 

area of about 1.68ha of restocked crop on the site.  It is not clear from the Woodland 



Management Plan how the weeding is to be done and during one of my visits Cpts 1d and 

1e looked very overgrown with brambles and bracken.  This will impede young tree 

establishment and growth and increase death in young trees.  Weeding should be done 

perhaps once a year for the 1st 3 – 4 years depending on growth. 

7.4.  Pest control:  deer and grey squirrels must be controlled if hazel and broadleaves are 

to be established.  I could not find any details in the WMP about how these two major 

lowland woodland pests are to be managed and controlled.  Normally the owner might 

undertake this control work or there are outside local contractors who would do it for 

almost nothing. 

7.5.  Brashing /Pruning:  This is an operation removing some of the side branches of the 

young trees when the tree is about 10 – 15 yrs old.  It is an optional operation, it is not 

mandatory like weeding. 

7.6.  Thinning:  Thinning can be done from around yr 20, depending on the species and the 

growth rate of the crop.  It is either a selective thin (to favour the best stems) or a line thin 

(to gain access into the crop), or a combination of both.  Thinning is done every 5 years for 

conifer and 8 -10 years for the broadleaf.  Thinning can be sold in a number of ways as 

described above under ‘Point of Sale’. 

7.7.  Clearfelling:  When the crop has stopped growing, the convention is to clearfell and 

replant, thus starting the rotation again.  Many factors will dictate the point & method of 

sale.  The lack of machinery and or skilled labour may point towards a ‘standing sale’. 

 

7.8  Local Labour availability:  Devon has a strong woodland growing, establishments & 

harvesting sectors.  There is a good network of skilled and trained contractors operating 

locally on the surrounding woods and estates.  To undercut rural employment by using 

untrained ‘volunteers’, producing material for the wider market, would I fear undermine the 

existing labour base and weaken the sector across the county.   

 

 

8.0.  Labour requirement per year. 

It would be reasonable to assume the following labour requirements based on the normal 

conventional economic format. 

8.1.  I have tried to set out below what might be the expected labour requirement if you 

were to produce a budget or annual business plan for the woodland.  This is based on 

normal conventional woodland management and forestry practice as practiced by the 

Forestry Commission and set out in their many publications. 

 

 



8.2  Planting (inc Beating Up): 

Most of the site has now been restocked, so there is little or no re-planting to do.  However, 

there might be some replacement of dead trees (Beating Up) within the replanted areas.  

Year on year, this might at best be no more than say 3 man days per year and as the crops 

get established, this amount of time will reduce over the next 2-3 yrs.  3 man day would 

plant 200 – 300 trees in treeshelters.  This is including the New planting areas in the fields 

8.3  Weeding:  There is approx.  4224  young trees over the two planted & restock areas; the 

Larch restock sites and the New planting areas on the fields.  Based on the Forestry 

Commission approved recommended stocking density of 1100 trees per ha, gives us 4224 

trees over all.  Under normal practice, one would expect these areas to be weeded by spot 

spraying with a herbicide in less than 2 man days. 

8.4  Fencing;  There is no fencing liability that I am aware of. 

8.5  Pest Control:  This should be done by an outside contractor, The Devon Deer 

Management group could do the deer control and the grey squirrel control could be done 

by BASC member, thus costing the owner nothing.  

8.6  Brashing & Pruning:  At this stage there is little or no brashing or pruning to be done 

but from a budgeting point of view, an allowance of 1 – 2 man days per year would be more 

than enough. 

8.7  Thinning / Felling:  This includes all extracting to the hard ride-side but does not include 

any processing of the round wood other than cross-cutting the tree length into shorter 

length so that they can be handled more easily. 

8.7.1  A maximum of 3 – 4 days per year for 2 men would more that cover the area, ie 6 – 8 

man days for any harvesting per year. 

 

8.8  Therefore a total of between 12 – 15 man days per year would be more than enough to 

manage the site; in a normal woodland management world;  I would expect on the 

properties that I manage across the region to do this work in half this time. 

8.9  This would not cover any educational or processing operations which are not required 

to manage this site under normal practice but may be ‘aspirational’, however there are a 

number of other better equipped organisations doing various types of woodland 

educational projects in the areas, such as at Dartington, Bicton and The Duchy Collage . 

 

9.0  Building and or an accommodation buildings relating to the woodland work. 

9.1.  It is clear from the above figures that there is very limited raw material on this site to 

process and because the site is so small, there is a very limited amount of work to be done 

each year to manage and maintain the site. 



9.2.  Because of the limited amount of work, often woodland owners of this size of property, 

do the work themselves, thus reducing the costs as far as possible such as woodland owner 

Peter Perks near Wiveliscombe who owns and manages a 21ac site. 

9.3.  Local labour is available & abundant and the work requirement to so small, that there 

is no requirement to house or provide accommodation for a workforce, nor is there any 

requirement to offer saunas or washing facilities.  Most will have a home to go to and be 

able to wash & shower there without any threat to polluting the nearby stream. 

9.4.  It is rare for the likes of the Natural Trust or Woodland Trust to offer accommodation 

to their volunteers when they are undertaking conservation work, the only case I can think 

of is when there is a large scale project to do and labour is a long way away.  Neither of 

these points are the case here. 

 

10.0 Buildings for processing timber.  

10.1.  I have outlined the species and age balance of the crop, once the Larch has been 

marketed in what every form, there will be very little indeed left of a crop to be ‘processed’ 

to form a sustainable business.  Small amounts of fire logs may be available each year. 

10.2  It is in my view disproportionate to require buildings for the processing of wood when 

there will be little wood available in the future and certainly not reasonable or necessary of 

the purpose of forestry. 

10.3.  The maintenance of machinery.  I am not sure what machinery is being referred to 

here that might require a building.  Most forestry machinery lives outdoors, like tractors, 

mobile band saws and trailers.  Chainsaws are keep in a secure locked shed (like a metal 

motor bike shed), where they can be maintained.  If bigger machines need maintenance, 

issues relating to oil changing and pollution come into question, especially being so near the 

river and the protected status that relates to it. 

10.4.  Any building used for the processing of wood, will require different insurance and 

have to comply with industrial type rules, regulations and guidelines and fire regulations.    

 

11.0  Conclusion 

The site is small with very limited access although this has been improved, it is far from ideal 

for members of the public and barely good enough for timber merchants to use.   

The commercial crop is very limited in size, scope and variety and has largely been removed, 

there will be in the future very little crop indeed to process going forward. 

There are considerable legal restrictions from a biodiversity point of view with the site 

especially in light of the European Directive and any EPS. 

There is only a small amount labour required each year to manage the site under normal 

practice & convention, which could be easily supplied by the owner.  



There is an abundance of skilled labour available locally for the normal purpose of forestry 

on the land. 

There are a range of local collages (Such as Bicton Collage and The Duchy Collage, and 

Dartington) offering courses in woodland courses of all sorts.     

I do not believe that there is any justification for either an accommodation buildings on this 

site or timber processing buildings for the reasons and details I have given above. 

 

 

 

Charles Dutton  NDF,   FICFor 

Senior Forestry Manager 

Pryor & Rickett Silviculture Ltd 

12/3/18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

  

 

  

 


