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14 February 2016
1 Existing local Woodland

Figure 1- Location of Nigel Eady Community Woodland

There is only one area of accessible woodland within the parishes of East and West Hanney and that
is the 10 Ha Nigel Eady Community Woodland to the south of West Hanney.

2 The Woodland Trust
The Woodland Trust is the UK's largest woodland conservation charity. They issued a document in
August 2014 called “Access to Woodland”. This is as follows.

As well as helping improve people’s health and wellbeing, woodland access is fundamental to
achieving our aim of inspiring everyone to enjoy and value woodland and trees.
Everyone should have access to a wood within easy reach of their home.
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Only 15 per cent of people can currently access a wood within walking distance (500m), so we need
substantially more accessible woodland.
The Trust supports the use of incentives and education to bring permissive access to more privatelyowned woods, rather than a legal right of access to all woods.
While access is important, it needs to be appropriate, and should not override the need to safeguard
ecological value, particularly in sensitive ancient woods.

Access to woodland In England and Wales, the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (CroW Act)
gives a “Right to Roam” in certain “open access” areas. Forests are not included as open access land
though landowners can voluntarily dedicate land, creating a right of access in perpetuity, (or until a
long lease expires) even if ownership changes. The Forestry Commission (FC) has dedicated its
freehold estate, as have other public bodies such as Natural England. In Scotland, the Land Reform
(Scotland) Act 2003 gave a right of responsible non-motorised access, to land and inland water
throughout Scotland with few exceptions. The Woods for People project, run by the Woodland Trust
with support from FC England, collects data on accessible woodland across the UK, and led to
development of the Woodland Access Standard, now widely adopted in forestry policy, which
aspires that everyone should have access to: a wood of at least 2 ha within 500m of their home; and
a wood of at least 20 ha within 4km of their home.
Analysis of the data from 2009 showed that only 15.6 per cent of people in the UK meet the first of
these, and 55.8 per cent of people the second. This could be increased to 40.2 per cent and 75.9 per
cent if currently inaccessible woods were opened up, but there would still be a need for at least
35,000 ha of new woodland to enable everyone to meet the first part of the standard. Benefits of
woodland access.
There is a substantial and growing body of evidence that accessing greenspace benefits physical and
mental health and wellbeing. In terms of physical activity, contact with the natural environment
enhances the positive health benefits of exercise; attractive natural spaces increase motivation to
continue outdoor activity in the long term, and promoting physical activity close to where people
live, with an emphasis on walking, is more likely to result in sustained activity. Studies also show that
exposure to nature aids recovery from daily stresses with benefits for mental health. Early
experience of nature is important in children’s development, especially before the age of 12, and
contact with nature has been shown to aid concentration and self discipline, and may even be
helpful in dealing with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) which affects at least one in
20 schoolchildren in England and Wales.
The Woodland Trust View Access is essential to achieving the Trust’s aim of inspiring people to enjoy
and value woodland. We believe direct contact with woodland and its wildlife is one of the best
ways to ignite a spark within people, inspiring them to care for woods in future. Our aspiration is
that everyone should have a wood in walking distance of their home. We acknowledge that a legal
right of access to all woods would create tension with those whose woods form the basis of private
businesses. For the present we support use of grants to incentivise quality and quantity of woodland
access, information and case studies to communicate the true rather than perceived impact of the
public on woodland wildlife, and encouraging private owners to work with local schools to offer
opportunity for forest-based learning. On sensitive sites, walkers with dogs, horse riders and cyclists
can have a detrimental effect on conservation value. Recreational benefits should not override
ecological sensitivity. Newly created woods are robust habitats containing fewer sensitive species
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than ancient woodland; their potential to deliver woodland access with a minimum of conservation
impact should not be under-valued. Specialist recreational activities that exclude public access may
in themselves be damaging especially to semi-natural ancient and other important native woodland.

3 Woodland capital grants 2015: tree planting (TE4)
Grants are available from the department of Food and Rural Affairs. Details as follows

Foresters and other land managers can apply for woodland capital grants.
How much will be paid - £1.28 per tree.
Payment for creating new woodland -up to £6,800 per hectare (ha) for planting and protection items
if they’re using this option to create new woodland.
This grant can be used on:




bare land (any land that hasn’t been woodland for at least 10 years before the date of
application)
woodland (following felling due to a plant health disease)
hedgerows

It can be used to plant single trees, clumps of trees, hedgerows or woodlands.
This grant can’t be used:





if tree planting could damage areas of ecological, archaeological or historic interest
to plant woodland for producing Christmas trees or biomass
for restocking woodlands following a conditional felling licence (except where this has been
issued for tree health reasons)
to plant ash trees

The will help create a range of environmental and social benefits that:





supports wildlife, particularly when new woodland links habitats or creates a protective
buffer
reduces the risk of floods, improves water quality and prevents soil erosion
is resilient and can adapt to climate change
enhances the landscape

When creating new woodland applicants must prepare a woodland creation plan that states the:






planting objectives
species to be used
planting density
percentage of open space and means of protection (fencing or individual tree guards as
appropriate)
areas to be planted and any areas of open space within the woodland
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The requirements are set out in the following table if trees are being planted to create new
woodland or restock woodland:
Dimensions

Create new
woodland

Create new
woodland to
improve water
quality or
reduce flood
risk

Restock after a tree
health issue

Minimum agreement size

3ha

1ha

0.5ha

Minimum block size

0.5ha

0.1ha

0.5ha

Minimum width

20m

10m

20m

Minimum stocking density

400 stems per
ha (sph)

1,600sph

400sph

Maximum internal open
space

20%

20%

20%

Maximum individual glade
area (after canopy closure)

0.5ha

0.5ha

0.5ha

Maximum linear open space
width (after canopy closure)

20m

20m

20m

On the land successful applicants will need to:







supply, plant and weed young trees
use tree species appropriate for the soil and climatic conditions that support the planting
objectives
select planting stock that complies with the Forest Reproductive Material Regulations
2002 (where applicable) and is appropriate in size and stock type to site and prevailing
conditions
create a suitable planting position by spraying herbicide in advance, scarifying in lines or
preparing a bare patch of land (screefing) with a spade
use a planting method that helps survival, with roots fully inserted in the ground with the
root collar at ground level - the tree must be firmed in without damaging the stem
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protect young trees by attaching a 0.6m spiral secured with a cane (first check and agree this
with an adviser)
plant trees when dormant and attach the spiral guard immediately
maintain spirals until the trees are big enough to no longer need protection
stop livestock and other grazing animals from damaging the trees, use protective fencing or
individual guards as needed (if using tree shelters, these will replace spiral guards)
remove the spiral and cane when no longer needed and dispose of or recycle them in line
with waste disposal regulations
replace all dead plants in the following planting season (each grant funded tree must be
alive and in good condition by the end of an agreement)

Trees must be protected from competing weeds for 3 years, or until they are big enough not to be
threatened by competition from weeds.
This can be done by using suitable mulch, an appropriate herbicide or weeding by hand. Follow
relevant laws and codes of practice if spraying.
Successful applicants will need to keep:







geotagged photographs of the area before and after completion of the work (these will need
to be submitted with any claim)
any receipted invoices and bank statements related to the work (these must be shown on
request)
a record of an approved woodland creation plan, making sure it states:
the need for the investment
siting details
extent of planting

4 Trees and flooding
Modeling undertaken by Forest Research show that woodland strategically located on floodplains
can mitigate large flood events by absorbing and delaying the release of flood flows. Research based
on the River Cary in south-west England suggested that a 2.2km reach of floodplain woodland could
increase flood storage by as much as 71%, delaying the flood peak progressing downstream.
Further work at Pickering as part of a project called Slowing the Flow has shown how tree planting
and other natural measures can help reduce flooding. This suggests there are opportunities for
creating strategically placed floodplain woodland to alleviate downstream flooding, particularly the
increased risk associated with climate change.

5 Trees and water quality
Trees can help reduce soil and water movement by increasing water infiltration rates and slowing
the flow of transported sediments. Organic matter added from leaf litter and root debris can also
promote soil structure reducing surface water run-off. By trapping pollutants bound to soil particles,
trees can help reduce water pollution, acting as nutrient sinks. Phosphates in particular are
associated with trapping of sediment, while nitrate removal can occur by plant uptake. Woodland
buffers on mid-slope and down slope field edges, can be effective in increasing water infiltration
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(Calder, 2008), reducing and slowing runoff and intercepting nutrient and sediment. Studies at
Pontbren in mid Wales found that water infiltration increased by 60 per cent within 5m of tree
shelter belts after just 3 years of planting (Bird et al, 2003). Studies in the USA and New Zealand
show that buffers composed of grass, trees and shrubs can be effective at lowering levels of
sediments in run-off (Hussein, 2007). While studies from Europe and North America show that
phosphate can be removed by tree/ grass buffers, a UK study showed that 99 per cent of subsurface
nitrate applied to a nearby arable field could be removed by grass/tree buffer and that most of the
nitrate was removed in the first 5m (Haycock and Pinay, 1993). Further work in Poland, Italy, Estonia,
USA, and Canada has also shown that tree/grass buffers can be effective at reducing nitrate levels in
runoff. The width of the buffer, slope, gradient, amount of vegetation and leaf litter, and soil type
will all influence the time taken for water to pass through the buffer. The longer the buffer holds the
water, the better it will function. Slopes of more than 7 degrees are not suitable for buffers as water
flow is too fast. Planting across the contour or in areas known to be vulnerable to runoff will provide
the greatest benefit; knowledge at a farm level will be able to match this ideal to the practical
opportunities. These features can be incorporated into the farm in ways which support other
functions, for instance in providing shelter for livestock, pasture or arable crops. Targeted tree
planting on arable or pasture can reduce water run-off and the risk of flooding. In addition, shelter
belts of trees can have a positive impact on pasture growth by increasing water infiltration. The
fencing around new planting can be used to control the movement of livestock, excluding them from
river and stream banks and reducing the risk of further damage and erosion.

6 Oxfordshire Woodland Project
The Oxfordshire Woodland Project formally ceased activity as of 17 January 2014.
For twenty-three years the Project has helped hundreds of landowners, parish councils and
community groups to better manage Oxfordshire’s small-scale broadleaved woodlands.
Oxfordshire has around 7% woodland cover, which is below the national average for England (8.3%),
and over 90% of woodlands are very small – under 10ha. The small size of woodlands can limit the
number of management options that landowners have to manage their woodlands, and so can lead
to neglect – which does not benefit wildlife, landscapes or the woodland owner. Some 50% of our
woodlands are Ancient Woodland and have considerable landscape, biodiversity and historic
importance; over 50 woodlands are community woodlands.
The Woodland Project enabled a co-ordinated approach to the management of these woodlands,
providing free, impartial, professional woodland management advice. A programme of training
events and visits also helped woodland owners and managers develop and share best practice.
The Project has been a partnership between the local authorities of the county and the Oxfordshire
Woodland Group, a small charity.

7 Oxfordshire Woodland Group
The Oxfordshire Woodland Group was founded in 1987 to encourage and promote informed and
sensitive management of small woods in Oxfordshire. It is a registered charity with powers to
promote woodland management and education in Oxfordshire and elsewhere.
The Charity’s Objectives
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“To advance the education of the public in the history, ecology, management and economy of
woodlands and their place in the landscapes of Oxfordshire and such other areas of the trustees may
from time to time decide”.
The Oxfordshire Woodland Group is funded by grants received from local authorities, other charities,
member subscriptions, donations and bequests. We hold regular events in Oxfordshire usually in
woodlands belonging to members who have extensive knowledge about all aspects woodland
management, trees, timber and woodland products that they are more than happy to share.
Woodlands are increasingly becoming recognised as a valuable resource for not only for just growing
trees, producing timber and fuel but also increasingly for both public and private recreation and
enjoyment. We aim to help owners and users to derive the greatest possible benefit from the
woodland resource.

8 Great Western community Forest

Figure 2- Map of Community Forests

The Great Western Community Forest is one of England’s 12 Community Forests. The Forest covers
an area of 168 square miles, stretching from Wootton Bassett to Faringdon and the North Wessex
Downs to the Thames.
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The project is a partnership between a range of local and regional organisations from the public,
private and voluntary sectors, including Wiltshire Council, which work together to deliver a
comprehensive package of urban, economic and social regeneration. A dedicated Community Forest
Team ensures that the Forest is developing on the ground over the next twenty five years.
The Great Western Community Forest is creating and maintaining a high quality environment for
local people by diversifying land-use, revitalising derelict landscapes, enhancing biodiversity and
providing new opportunities for leisure, recreation, cultural activity, education, healthy living and
social and economic development. The Community Forest plays a crucial role in contributing to
sustainable development in Swindon, the urban fringes and in the surrounding countryside.

9 The Guardian Article 9th January 2014
Four million trees will be planted over the next year, the UK government said as it confirmed it
would continue to fund the creation of new woodlands.
Some £6m will be invested by the government in new planting in 2014-15, as part of a £30m
investment for woodlands in England, with the remainder of the money being spent on management
of existing woods.
The funding will create 2,000 hectares (5,000 acres) of new woods. Ministers also said new grants
for planting trees were planned from 2015.
Conservationists welcomed confirmation that funding of woodland creation schemes would
continue - something which had been unclear until now - but warned that the level of planting the
government had pledged to maintain was too low.

Plans for creating 2,000 hectares of new woodland in 2014-15 falls far short of the government's
own aspiration to create 5,000 hectares of new woodland (12,000 acres), the Woodland Trust said.
The commitment was set out in the government's forestry policy for England, developed in the wake
of the aborted plans to sell off or hand to charities all of the country's public forests which provoked
widespread outcry.
The Woodland Trust also raised concerns about threats to existing woodland such as development,
and the possibility that developers could be allowed to cut down ancient woodland if they "offset"
the damage with new planting elsewhere.
Funding for tree planting in the next two years had been in doubt due to changes in forestry funding
schemes, hitting already-low planting rates in England and stopping nurseries growing saplings for
future years, the Woodland Trust said.
Forestry minister Dan Rogerson said: "Forests are a cherished national resource, which provide
precious habitats for wildlife and natural spaces for generations to enjoy.
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"Planting 4 million trees over the coming year will help us to extend woodland cover which will
benefit wildlife, improve the environment and help grow the economy.
"New forests hold economic, as well as environmental and social benefits, enabling the forestry
businesses to create more jobs and play an increasing role in the nation's economic recovery."
Hilary Allison, Woodland Trust policy director, said the trust was encouraged by news that the
environment department would continue to provide funding for new planting through woodland
creation grants in 2015 and beyond.
"This funding is vital to ensure enthusiasm among landowners and communities is harnessed and
the momentum to plant new woods in England is not lost," she said.
But she said the 2014 commitment to plant 2,000 hectares of woodland fell far short of the 5,000
hectares a year needed to reach a target for 12% of England to be covered in forests, a goal set out
in 2013 in the government's forestry policy. The commitment would also see planting rates fall to a
10-year low.
"At just 10%, England still has one of the lowest rates of woodland cover in Europe.
"It faces huge threats from disease and development with even the government's current planning
policy guidelines and its high speed rail project undermining protection for irreplaceable ancient
woodland," she added.

10 Trees and road noise reduction
Solid barriers such as fences or mounds of earth are frequently used as sound barriers, but
where space permits, trees and shrubs can also be effective in reducing noise.
Alternatively trees and shrubs may be used in conjunction with solid barriers to achieve the
best of all worlds.
Sound is greatest nearest to the source and diminishes with distance.
Sound travels differently over various kinds of surfaces. Hard surfaces reflect virtually all
incident sound whereas soft surfaces absorb sound.

Trees reduce perception of noise is by creating a visual barrier between the source and the
hearer. It has been suggested that people are less conscious of noise if they cannot see the
source.
Trees and shrubs produce a masking effect through the rustling of leaves, the movement of
branches in the wind, the sounds of birds, insects and other animals.
Published results on the effectiveness of tree and shrub barriers vary enormously, however,
a review by Huddurt (1990) shows that in some instances noise can he reduced by 6dB over
a distance of 30 metres where planting is particularly dense. Leonard and Parr (1970) and
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Reethof (1973) found that a dense belt of trees and shrubs between 15-30 m wide could
reduce sound levels by as much as 6-8dB. Cook and Van Haverheke (1972) also found
reductions in noise level of 5-10dB for belts of trees between 15-30m wide.
A dense belt of trees and shrubs should provide a reduction in noise of several decibels
although reductions will be significantly less than a purpose built noise barrier of the same
height and length.

10.1 How Trees Reduce Noise
The reduction of sound by vegetation is commonly attributed to the processes of reflection,
deflection and absorption.
Foliage appears to be the most efficient part of a tree for scattering sound and it seems that
large leaves are more effective than small leaves. Low shrubs and/or hedges along the edge
of a group of trees can improve sound reduction, particularly those on the side nearest the
sound source.
Noise reduction tends to increase with tree height up to 10-12m after which it tends to
decrease. This is probably a result of lower branches dying and allowing sound to travel
more easily.
Noise reduction is correlated with the width of a belt of trees, i.e. the wider it is, the greater
the noise reduction.
The length a tree and shrub belt extends will influence its effectiveness in noise reduction.
Actual prescriptions are difficult however, as they will depend on the dimensions of the noise
source.
A screen placed relatively close to a noise source is more effective than one placed close to
the area to be protected. However, at midway between the source and receiver, noise
reduction is least.
Large-leaved deciduous species may be more effective at reducing noise during spring and
summer but evergreens will provide better year-round attenuation.

10.2 Summary
There are several factors to be considered before deciding to create a tree and shrub barrier
against noise.
Noise is more effectively reduced by completely screening the source from view. A noise
barrier should be planted as close to the noise source as possible. Wide belts of high density
trees and shrubs are required to achieve significant noise reductions. Effectiveness of noise
reduction is closely related to the density of stems, branches and leaves. For all year-round
noise reduction use broadleaved evergreens or a combination of conifers and broadleaved
evergreen species. Soft ground is an efficient noise absorber. Cultivating ground before
planting and the addition of well-rotted organic matter to the soil surface may also help to
reduce noise whilst vegetation becomes established.

11 (APN 6) - Trees & Shrubs for Noise Control.
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APN6 is a short guide published by Martin Dobson and Jo Ryan of the Arboricultural Advisory and
Information Service. The Tree Advice Trust is a registered charity and a company limited by
guarantee, with charitable aims. The Trustees of The Tree Advice Trust determine and guide the
policies and practices of the Arboricultural Advisory and Information Service (AAIS) and the Tree
Helpline.

It introduces the reader to the subject of noise and how trees can be used to reduce noise levels. It
describes the properties of noise, how it is measured, effective ways to reduce it and the advantages
& disadvantages of using trees to control noise levels.
APN6 contains the following headings.












The problem of noise.
What is Noise.
How is noise measured.
Reducing noise.
Can trees and shrubs reduce noise?
How can trees reduce noise?
Does size matter?
Trees and solid barriers.
Where are tree and shrub beds useful?
Vegetated solid barrier.
Conclusions.

12 Trees and reduction in air pollution
East and West Hanney are rural villages but the A338 is a busy strategic road and the predictions are
that the road will be at capacity by 2029. There are a number of houses currently located close to
the road and there are pressure to provide more houses.
Trees may be able to provide a reduction in air pollution from vehicles travelling along the A338.

12.1 PM10
The physical and chemical composition, source and particle size of airborne particulate matter
varies widely. Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 micrometres
(µm) is referred to as PM10. Historically, interest in particulate matter focused mainly on
smoke which can cause health problems especially in combination with other pollutants.
However, recent epidemiological evidence has also linked concentrations of particles in the
atmosphere with human health effects. The PM10 standard was designed to identify those
particles likely to be inhaled by humans, and PM10 has become a generally accepted measure
of particulate material in the atmosphere in the UK and in Europe.
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12.2 Benefits of green infrastructure- Evidence Note – Improving Air Quality
The UK government have issued an evidence note called “Benefits of green infrastructure- Evidence
Note – Improving Air Quality”. An extract of this note is given below.

The role of vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one potential
benefit of urban green space. Vegetation intercepts airborne particulate matter (PM10), reducing
concentrations in air, thereby improving air quality. This reduces the amount of PM10 exposure to
humans and, in turn, reduces the incidence of respiratory illness. Sources of PM10 within urban areas
of the UK include road traffic, industry and power production. Results from numerous investigations
of human respiratory and other diseases show consistent statistical associations between human
exposure to outdoor levels of PM10 and adverse health impacts. Health effects range from alveolar
inflammation in the lungs and respiratory-tract infection (specifically pneumonia) to acute
cardiovascular disorders. These often lead to substantially increased morbidity and mortality,
particularly among elderly people. Air pollution is currently estimated to reduce the life expectancy
of every person in the UK by an average of 7-8 months.

• A recent case study covering a 10 km by 10 km area of the East London Green Grid (ELGG),
estimated two premature deaths and two respiratory hospital admissions being averted per year.
The study also showed that a scenario comprising 75% grassland, 20% sycamore and 5% Douglas fir
was estimated to remove 90.41 t of PM10 per year (Tiwary, 2009).
• A study on urban air quality management in the UK predicted that by reducing PM10 levels in
Westminster (Central London) from 1996 to 1998 roadside levels to achieve an annual mean PM10
(gravimetric) target of 20 mg m-3, an estimated 8–20 premature deaths would be averted in that
area due to reduced short-term exposure and up to 100 deaths from long-term exposure (Mindell
and Joffe, 2004).
• There is epidemiological evidence to support the assumption that changes in air pollution impact
on GP consultations (Wong et al., 2002).
• A recent study, which looked at asthma prevalence in 4–5-year-old children in New York found
that the presence of street trees was associated with a 29% reduction in early childhood asthma
(Lovasi et al., 2008).
• Woodlands collect three times more PM10 than grassland (Fowler et al., 2004). • Chicago’s trees
removed an estimated 5575 t of air pollutants, providing air cleansing worth $9.2 million
(McPherson et al., 1997).
• One hectare of mixed forest can remove 15 t of particulates per year from the air while a pure
spruce forest may filter two or three times as much (cited in Bolund, 1999).
• Apart from trees’ ability to mitigate PM10, there are many other benefits to tree establishment;
these include additional improvements in air quality, for example through the uptake of O3, SO2 and
NOX. The proportion of gaseous pollutants absorbed depends on a number of factors; these include
tree species, stomatal conductance, environmental conditions and pollutant concentration in the
atmosphere (Broadmeadow and Freer-Smith, 1996).
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• Jouraeva et al. (2002) found that trees can also reduce the quantity of polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) in the atmosphere by accumulating particles of less than 2.5 µm in diameter
(PM2.5) on the surface of leaves and bark. If PAHs are bound to PM2.5 they are harmful to human
health as they are deposited directly into the alveoli of the lungs. Also, the deposition of PAHs on soil
beneath trees can lead to the degradation of particles by bacteria in the rhizosphere (Spriggs et al.,
2005).

There are marked species differences in the ability of trees to capture pollutant particles. Conifers
capture larger amounts of particulate matter than broadleaved trees (Freer-Smith et al., 2005). Due
to the larger total surface area of needles, coniferous trees have a larger filtering capacity than trees
with deciduous leaves (Stolt, 1982). This capacity is also greater because the needles are not shed
during the winter, when the air quality is usually worse. However, coniferous trees are sensitive to
air pollution and deciduous trees are better at absorbing gases (Stolt, 1982). A mix of species
therefore seems to be the best alternative. In general, vegetation is much better than water or open
spaces for filtering pollution from air.
Uptake of SO2, NO2 and ozone pollutant gases has been found to be higher in broadleaved species
than conifers, due to higher stomatal conductance. However, evergreen conifers can take up
pollutants all year round and throughout the night due to their open stomata, and they also have a
higher leaf surface area (Broadmeadow and Freer-Smith, 1996).
Air pollution filtering capacity increases with more leaf area, and is thus higher for trees than bushes
or grassland (Givoni, 1991). Among the broadleaved species that have been studied, those with
rough leaf surfaces are most effective at capturing particles. Uptake of pollutants is lower during
poor light and during drought. However, the planting of suitable drought-tolerant species may
maximise uptake during summer. The concentrations of NOx and SO2 are highest in winter and
therefore evergreens have greatest influence on uptake of these pollutants. Ozone is a significant
problem in summer and so broadleaved trees are most effective at reducing levels of this pollutant
(Broadmeadow and Freer-Smith, 1996). The location and structure of vegetation is important for the
ability to filter the air. Up to 85% of air pollution in a park can be filtered out, and in a street with
trees, up to 70% (Bernatzky, 1983). Thick vegetation may simply cause turbulence in the air while a
thinner cover may let the air through and filter it (Bernatzky, 1983).
Modern green space aims to be multifunctional and as such must be designed to meet a number of
objectives. Considering the wide range of drivers for development, of which air quality
improvements are only a small part, the relevant proportion of the green space taken up by trees is
likely to be relatively low. As such, pollutant-tolerant trees should be planted in high-pollution 'hotspots' in order to absorb contaminants and, therefore, improve air quality.
There is also value in planting a relatively small proportion of conifer species, which could also be
targeted around ‘hot-spots’ of PM10 pollution in order to realise the maximum benefit. The most
significant impacts of tree establishment are likely to be during peak traffic densities when vehicular
emissions are greatest. These are also likely to be the time periods of greatest exposure to air
pollution, for example when people are out of their houses or places of work and travelling to work
or school. People’s behaviour will also have a significant impact on how the reductions in PM10
concentrations affect health.
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The most significant reductions in PM10 concentrations were estimated to be within the green
spaces themselves, suggesting that, in order for their full effects to be realised, the local residents
would need to use the green spaces.

National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory.
The department of food and rural affairs publishes pollution data.
Three examples are given. Figure 1 shows Arsenic levels, Figure 2 PM10s and Figure 3 NOX levels

Figure 3

Figure 4
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Figure 5

Figure 5 shows higher levels of NOX along the London to Bristol main railway line.

13 Possible Sites
West Hanney and residents in Mill Orchard, Brookside and The Causeway have easy access to the
Community Woodland at West Hanney. Residents in the rest of East Hanney and particular the new
approved housing sites to the east of the A338 are poorly served by woodland. A number of sites are
examined which may be possible as sites of new woodland are considered.
Figure 6 shows the sites which are considered.

Figure 6
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13.1 Site W1

Figure 7

Figure 8

Site Ref
Area (Ha)
Woodland trust size?
DEFRA Grant size of 3 Ha
Walking distance from Alfreds Place
Safe access for pedestrians
Can it form part of a walking route?
Is it currently used for food production
Is it currently in use?
Could it help with flood mitigation?
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W1
1.8
Almost meets 2 Ha standard
No
650m
Yes
Yes, 3 access from points.
No
No
Yes

Could it reduce A338 Road noise?
Could it reduce air pollution form A338?
Could it provide a net gain in biodiversity
Are there any historical or archaeological constraints
Is this land suitable for housing or industry?W

No
No
Yes
?
No

13.2 Site W2

Figure 9

Figure 10

Site Ref
Area (Ha)
Woodland trust size?
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W2
3.0
Yes

DEFRA Grant size of 3 Ha
Walking distance from Alfreds Place
Safe access for pedestrians

Can it form part of a walking route?
Is it currently used for food production
Is it currently in use?
Could it help with flood mitigation?
Could it reduce A338 Road noise?
Could it reduce air pollution form A338?
Could it provide a net gain in biodiversity
Are there any historical or archaeological constraints
Is this land suitable for housing or industry?

13.3 Site W3
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Yes
1,000m along A338
No. Need to cross A338 and
currently no footpath. Maybe
possible after Dews Meadow
housing construction.
Not on a circular route.
No
No
?
No
Possible
Yes
?
?

Site Ref
Area (Ha)
Woodland trust size?
DEFRA Grant size of 3 Ha
Walking distance from Alfreds Place
Safe access for pedestrians
Can it form part of a walking route?
Is it currently used for food production
Is it currently in use?
Could it help with flood mitigation?
Could it reduce A338 Road noise?
Could it reduce air pollution form A338?
Could it provide a net gain in biodiversity
Are there any historical or archaeological constraints
Is this land suitable for housing or industry?W

13.4 Site W4

19 | P a g e

W3
2.3
Yes
No
500m
Yes
Yes, access from three points
Cattle grazing
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
?
No

Figure 11

Figure 12

Site Ref
Area (Ha)
Woodland trust size?
DEFRA Grant size of 3 Ha
Walking distance from Alfreds Place
Safe access for pedestrians
Can it form part of a walking route?
Is it currently used for food production
Is it currently in use?
Could it help with flood mitigation?
Could it reduce A338 Road noise?
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W4
2.1 Ha
Yes
No
550m
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No

Could it reduce air pollution form A338?
Could it provide a net gain in biodiversity
Are there any historical or archaeological constraints
Is this land suitable for housing or industry?W

No
Yes
?
No

13.5 Site W5

Figure 13

Site Ref
Area (Ha)
Woodland trust size?
DEFRA Grant size of 3 Ha
Walking distance from Alfreds Place
Safe access for pedestrians
Can it form part of a walking route?
Is it currently used for food production
Is it currently in use?
Could it help with flood mitigation?
Could it reduce A338 Road noise?
Could it reduce air pollution form A338?
Could it provide a net gain in biodiversity
Are there any historical or archaeological constraints
Is this land suitable for housing or industry?

13.6 Site W6
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W5
2.4 Ha
Yes
No, but could be larger
10m
Proposed pedestrian crossing
at A338
No
No
Yes
Ditch along A338 could be
enlarged
Yes for houses on West side
Yes
Yes
?
Possible

Figure 14

Site Ref
Area (Ha)
Woodland trust size?
DEFRA Grant size of 3 Ha
Walking distance from Alfreds Place
Safe access for pedestrians
Can it form part of a walking route?
Is it currently used for food production
Is it currently in use?
Could it help with flood mitigation?
Could it reduce A338 Road noise?
Could it reduce air pollution form A338?
Could it provide a net gain in biodiversity
Are there any historical or archaeological constraints
Is this land suitable for housing or industry?

13.7 Site W7
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W6
2.0
Yes
No, but could be larger
150m
Could be linked into existing
housing.
No
No
Yes as a flower farm
Yes, Ditches could be
enlarged
No
No
Not clear
?
Possibly

Figure 15

Site Ref
Area (Ha)
Woodland trust size?
DEFRA Grant size of 3 Ha
Walking distance from Alfreds Place
Safe access for pedestrians
Can it form part of a walking route?
Is it currently used for food production
Is it currently in use?
Could it help with flood mitigation?
Could it reduce A338 Road noise?
Could it reduce air pollution form A338?
Could it provide a net gain in biodiversity
Are there any historical or archaeological constraints
Is this land suitable for housing or industry?

14 Sites south of Summertown
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W7
Up to 25Ha
Yes
Yes
300m
Required to cross steventon
road and A338.
Yes
Yes
Yes
?
?
?
Yes
No
Site was subject to failed
application for 200 houses.

Figure 16

The land south of summertown is included in the draft Local Plan currently being reviewed by the
inspector. An application for 200 houses on this site was made and rejected by the District Council.
The developer may be reapplying during 2016.
There is currently an old orchard that could be replanted and opened up for community access. It
does have limited access and poorly serves housing to the North East.
A strip of woodland could be planted adjacent to the A338. Access could be via the new housing on
Dews Meadow Farm. It would provide some noise attenuation against the A338 traffic.

15 Conclusion
There is a need for more woodland access to residents living in East Hanney.
There are a number of possible sites but these can only be realised by the land owners.
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