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	Date Inspected:
	N/A
	

	Officer:
	BT
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	REFUSAL

	

	Development Description:
	Prior notification for the erection of two modular units comprising of workshop and store to be painted dark green and clad in natural timber to be used for the purposes of forestry.

	Site Address/Location:
	Wetters Bridge Plantation, Twitter Lane, Waddington, BB7 3LG.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	N/A

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	N/A

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Schedule 2, Part 6, Class E of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015.


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2023/0069:
Change of use of land for the temporary siting of one two-bed residential caravan and erection of two modular units comprising of workshop and store to be clad in timber (Refused)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a woodland plantation situated on the South-western outskirts of Waddington. The application site is bound by Twitter Lane on its North-western side and Bashall Brook on its North-eastern and South-eastern sides. The Forest of Bowland National Landscape abuts the Western side of Twitter Lane directly adjacent to the North-western perimeter of the application site. Access to the application site is via a single width track off the eastern side of Twitter Lane which also serves as the access road into a sewage treatment works located to the South-east of the application site. The Grade II Listed Building of Wetters Bridge lies approximately 20 metres to the North of the site’s access. The application site is situated in the open countryside with the surrounding area comprising a mixture of woodland and agricultural land. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application seeks a determination as to whether the prior approval of the local planning authority is required for the erection of two modular buildings to be used for the purposes of supporting a proposed forestry operation.


	
Whether or not permitted development

Schedule 2, Part 6, Class E of the GDPO provides that “The carrying out on land used for the purposes of forestry, including afforestation, of development reasonably necessary for those purposes consisting of (a) works for the erection, extension or alteration of a building” is development permitted by the GDPO, subject to limitations and conditions.

The Oxford English Dictionary (2024) defines forestry as ‘the science and art of forming and cultivating forests, management of growing timber.’

In addition, The UK Forestry Standard (2023) defines forestry operations as ‘work or procedures carried out within a forest such as felling, extraction, cultivation and planting.’

In this instance, the application’s planning statement states that the application site is a privately owned woodland plantation which is being managed by the applicant through the cultivation and growing of trees with the long-term vision for the site summarised as follows:

‘To retain, replace and improve the health and diversity of the woodland, while keeping and maintaining a wide biodiversity of habitat. The proposed management of the site strategy includes an appropriate thinning plan for the Ash trees with dieback and then replanting with native disease hardy Species. It will maintain and enhance the amenity and biodiversity value of the woodland and enhance species and age class diversity within it to increase robustness against disease attacks.’

As such, the above operations could be considered as broadly meeting the definition of forestry. Notwithstanding this, whilst the entire area of woodland within the applicant’s ownership amounts to 1.3 hectares, it is unclear as to how much of this woodland will be managed as part of the proposed forestry operations. The application’s Woodland Management Plan does not confirm the area of woodland to be managed under the proposed forestry operation however reference is made to the application’s Tree Constraints Plan in relation to the site’s ‘management plan area’, and in this instance the area depicted in the application’s Tree Constraints Plan only covers a portion of the site (approximately 25% of the woodland in the applicant’s ownership). Furthermore, the application’s planning statement makes reference to certain areas of the site (within Flood Zones 1 & 2) as being inaccessible. As such, the area of woodland subject to the proposed forestry operations would likely be considerably smaller than 1.3 hectares in size. 

Previous planning appeal decisions in relation to development proposed under Schedule 2, Part 6, Class E of the GDPO have deemed the size of sites subject to proposed forestry operations to be a central consideration in the decision making process when seeking to establish whether the management of certain sites amounts to ‘forestry’ (see paragraphs 8 & 9 within planning appeal ref: APP/X0360/C/19/3234843), with previous appeal decisions suggesting that the management of small woodland sites cannot reasonably be considered as meeting the definition of forestry (0.5ha in the case of planning appeal APP/X0360/C/19/3234843). As previously conveyed, the area of woodland subject to the operations proposed under this application would be nominal in size (likely smaller than 0.5 hectares) therefore it is not considered that the management of the application site as proposed would in this instance fall within the realm of ‘forestry operations’. 

In addition, whilst it is noted that a small number of trees have recently been felled within the application site, case officer site visit photos from May 2024 suggest that no other works within the realm of forestry operations have recently taken place within the site. Furthermore, historic aerial imagery of the woodland area in question fails to show any obvious difference in woodland cover between 2011 and 2024 that could be attributable to active forestry operations. As such, it remains doubtful as to whether works that would constitute forestry operations are currently being (or have ever been) undertaken within the application site.

Even if the Council were to accept that management of the application site as proposed would amount to a forestry operation, given the small area of woodland that would be managed and the fact that the applicant has no plans to acquire a felling license (required for more intensive forestry operations), it is not unreasonable to assume that any resultant works carried out on site would be predominantly small in scale, as evidenced by the applicant’s proposed tool and machinery inventory which is by no means extensive in terms of the size and quantity of items allegedly required to manage the site. Notwithstanding this, the applicant proposes to erect two modular buildings within the application site and it is stated that these buildings would be required for the purposes of storing the aforementioned tool / machinery inventory which in this instance is limited to a modest amount of items (chainsaws, rope winches, chippers, log splitters and equipment for timber extraction). For reference, analysis shows that proposed buildings ‘A’ and ‘B’ would comprise collective floorspace and cubic volume areas of 51m2 and 137m3 respectively. As such, the collective floorspace and cubic volume of the buildings proposed for the site is considered to be disproportionately oversized for the purposes of storing the applicant tools and machinery in light of the fact that only a modest quantity of tools and machinery would be required to manage the site in question. 

In addition, most of (if not all) of the items referenced in the applicant’s proposed tool and machinery inventory are portable items and as such could be brought onto the application site as and when required and given that the application site is accessible by vehicles it is not anticipated that the applicant would face any access issues in transporting tools and machinery to and from the site. It is stated that one of the buildings would serve as a workshop for the maintenance of the applicants tools and machinery however no case has been put forward as to why the applicant’s tools and machinery need to be maintained and serviced within the confines of the application site. Subsequently, it remains unclear as to why the proposed modular buildings would be required for the storage and maintenance of the applicant’s tools and machinery. 

It is further stated that one of the proposed buildings would partially be utilised for shelter from adverse weather conditions however given that the site can be accessed by a vehicle, refuge from inclement weather could be undertaken within a motor vehicle(s) if necessary. Furthermore, given the non-commercial nature of the operations proposed, it is more than likely that any works carried out within the application site would be undertaken in the applicant’s spare time therefore the requirement for on-site refuge and shelter is considered to be far less pertinent than would be the case if the applicant was attempting to utilise the application site in a more intensive manner for the purposes of generating a primary means of income. It is also stated that one of the proposed buildings would be used for the storage and drying of timber however on-site timber storage of any significant scale and duration is not considered to be a core forestry activity, as evidenced in previous appeal decisions (see paragraph 12 within planning appeal ref: APP/X0360/C/19/3234843). 

Also of relevance is previous planning application ref: 3/2023/0069 which sought planning consent for the siting of a residential caravan and erection of two modular units. Of particular relevance here is that the two modular units proposed for the site under the current application are identical to the two modular units proposed for the site under planning application 3/2023/0069 (which were not intended for any use in relation to forestry operations) with respect to their siting, orientation, height and footprints. In turn, this raises some doubt as to whether the proposed buildings would actually be used in relation to forestry as is stated in the current application.

Taking account of all of the above, the erection of two modular buildings within the application site as proposed is not considered to be reasonably necessary for the purposes of forestry. 

Notwithstanding the above assessment, if a proposal is deemed to meet the criteria in Class E it must also meet certain conditions:

Having regard to criteria a) – d), development is not permitted by Class E if –

(a) it would consist of or include the provision or alteration of a dwelling;

The proposed development would not consist of or include the provision or alteration of a dwelling	 

(b) the height of any building or works within 3 kilometres of the perimeter of an aerodrome would exceed 3 metres in height;

The proposed modular buildings would not be sited within 3 kilometres of the perimeter of an aerodrome

(c) any part of the development would be within 25 metres of the metalled portion of a trunk road or classified road; or

Analysis shows that proposed modular building ‘A’ would be sited 22 metres from Twitter Lane which is a ‘C’ classified road. The proposed development would therefore fail to satisfy criteria (c).

(d) any building for storing fuel for, or waste from, a biomass boiler or an anaerobic digestion system would be used for storing waste not produced by that boiler or system or for storing fuel not produced on land which is occupied together with that building for the purposes of forestry.

The proposed modular buildings would not be used to store fuel for, or waste from, a biomass boiler or an anaerobic digestion system



Whether or not prior approval is needed

Notwithstanding the above assessment, in accordance with condition E.2 (1) (a) the Local Authority must determine whether prior approval is required as to the siting, design and external appearance of the proposal.

Siting

Prior approval is required because the proposed modular buildings would be sited in close proximity to and within the root protection areas of trees within the application site and because the application site partially lies within Flood Zones 2 & 3. 

Having regard to trees within the application site, the application’s Tree Constraints Plan appears to indicate that part of proposed modular building ‘A’ would be sited within the root protection area of at least one tree. Notwithstanding this, consultation has been undertaken with the Council’s Countryside Officer who has raised no issues with respect to encroachment upon tree root protection areas on the basis that both of the proposed modular buildings would be sited 300mm above ground level on steel support columns which in turn would prevent any significant occurrences of tree root compaction. As such, no issues are raised with respect to impacts upon trees.

Turning to the issue of flood risk, the application site partially lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3. The NPPF requires the provision of a Flood Risk Assessment for all development within Flood Zones 2 and 3, with sequential tests required for developments within Flood Zones 2 & 3 which do not fall within the following categories:

· householder development like residential extensions, conservatories or loft conversions

· small non-domestic extensions with a footprint of less than 250 square metres

· change of use (except changes of use to a caravan, camping or chalet site, or to a mobile home or park home site)

· development on a site allocated in the development plan through the sequential test, and the proposal is consistent with the site’s allocated use

The proposed development does not fall within any of the above categories therefore the sequential test must be given consideration in this instance. The sequential approach is designed to ensure that areas at little or no risk of flooding from any source are developed in preference to areas at higher risk. This means avoiding, so far as possible, development in current and future medium and high flood risk areas considering all sources of flooding including areas at risk of surface water flooding.

Having regard to the above, Paragraph 168 of the National Planning Policy Framework states:

‘The aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest risk of flooding from any source. Development should not be allocated or permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a lower risk of flooding.’

In this instance, the proposed erection of two modular buildings within the application site is not considered to be reasonably necessary for the purposes of forestry operations for the reasons outlined previously in this report. Notwithstanding this, even if the Council were to regard the erection of the proposed modular buildings as being reasonably necessary for the purposes of forestry, insufficient information has been provided by the applicant to justify why the buildings in question must be located on the proposal site which is at higher risk of flooding. In reference to this, the application’s planning statement merely asserts that ‘the containers have to be sited in the woodland where these operations are to take place’ however as previously conveyed, most of (if not all) of the items that would be required for the management of the site are portable items and as such could be brought onto the application site as and when required. Furthermore, no evidence has been provided to show that comparator sites with reduced flood risk have been given any consideration. 

Accordingly, the proposal fails to meet the requirements of the Sequential Test and as such is considered to be in conflict with Paragraph 168 of the NPPF. When the Sequential Test is failed it is not necessary to go on to consider the Exceptions Test.

As such, Prior Approval is refused with respect to the siting of the proposed development.

Design / external appearance

Prior approval is required because the proposed modular buildings would be sited within the open countryside and within the setting of the Forest of Bowland National Landscape.

Paragraph 135 (c) of the NPPF states:

‘Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting’.

With respect to development within the setting of National Landscapes (formerly Areas Of Outstanding Natural Beauty), Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states:

‘Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty…development within their setting should be sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated areas.’

As conveyed above, the application site comprises an undeveloped woodland plantation situated within the open countryside and within the setting of the Forest of Bowland National Landscape. The application site comprises numerous mature trees and is enclosed by Bashall Brook on its North-eastern and South-eastern sides. As such, the application site has an unspoilt and distinctly natural character by virtue of its immediate surroundings, wider open countryside setting and the absence of man-made features within its confines. 

In this instance, the proposed development would involve the siting of two modular units within the centre of the application site. The modular units in question would be rectangular in shape with their external elevations comprising a dark metallic green finish which would be covered by timber cladding. It is stated that the addition of timber cladding to the units would allow the buildings to blend in with the natural surroundings of the application site however the application’s proposed elevation drawings fail to show what proportion of the buildings would be covered with the timber cladding. In any case, the modular buildings, by virtue of their bulky and largely utilitarian design would be predominantly at odds with the unspoilt character of the application site to the extent that the proposed buildings would detract from the natural beauty of the site. In addition, the modular units would be partially visible from within the public realm from Twitter Lane. 

Taking account of the above, it is considered that the proposed modular units would read as largely unsympathetic and alien additions to the application site that would be unduly harmful to the natural unspoilt character of the application site and visual amenities of the surrounding area. The proposed development is therefore considered to be in conflict with the aims and objectives set out in Paragraphs 135 (c) and 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

As such, Prior Approval is refused with respect to the design and external appearance of the proposed development.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would be reasonably necessary for the purposes of forestry. In addition, the proposed development would be sited within 25 metres of a classified road. The proposal is therefore not permitted development.

Furthermore, the proposed development is considered to be unacceptable with respect to its siting, design and external appearance.

Accordingly, the proposed development fails to satisfy the requirements of Schedule 2, Part 6, Class E of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015. As such, it is recommended that Prior Approval is refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	Refuse Prior Approval.
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