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What a Month That Was!

T

HERE can be no doubt that October 2019 was the most
important month so far in the history of our fledgling Tree
Warden Network and for me personally it was incredibly
challenging. However, it was also enormously rewarding!
I was more than aware that
offering to host the annual East
Anglian Regional Tree Warden
Forum so early in the life of our
independent Network was never
going to be easy, but nobody could
have predicted the last minute
problems we faced.
This edition of Broadsheet carries a full
report on the Forum, of course, but the
problems started a couple of weeks before the
event and as I arrived at Reedham Village Hall
at 08:00 on Sunday 6 October I just wanted the
earth to open and swallow me up!
Everything was going along so well (too
well) three weeks before the event but the
problems began a couple of weeks out when
Geraldine Creaven contacted me from the Tree
Council to say that very few people had
registered to attend the event.
Geraldine’s e-mail was followed up by a call
from Clare Bowen to echo that news and say
that we needed to greatly increase the
attendance or consider cancelling the event.
You can imagine that I was nothing short of
crest fallen at the news and to compound
matters my attempt to jump out of the window
was a disaster as I was on the ground floor
instead of upstairs in my office!!
I think that the expression “rock bottom”
would be very fitting … but worse was to come!!
The Tree Council contacted just about
everyone they could to try to increase numbers
and I contacted all of you with the same aim, but
four days before the event it was still touch and
go.
We decided that the Forum may just about
break even … given some extremely creative
accounting! … so decided to go ahead. Phew!!!
Then, that evening I watched the weather
forecast on TV. Oh boy. Perhaps someone
was trying to tell me something.
Knowing Wood Farm, in Reedham (the
venue for the planned afternoon visit) very well
I was aware that it wouldn’t take much rain to
make it quite unsuitable.
When I arranged the visit there was no
indication that we would have a spell of wet
weather prior to the big date and certainly no
suggestion that we would face Armageddon on
the day!
Don’t panic John. They often get the
forecast wrong!
Excitement mounted as I prepared my
welcome presentation and that for my report on
the Pilot Advisory Group and spirits were raised
when the Tree Council told me that there had
been a last minute rush of registrations.
The morning of the event arrived and I had
slept fairly well. I felt good and, opening the
curtains, there was no rain. What on earth had
I been worrying about?
When I looked at the ground properly I saw
that there had been quite a bit of rain overnight
and realised that the afternoon visit was
probably a non-starter.
As I set-off for the venue it started to rain …
it started to rain heavily … it was a deluge … it
was Armageddon!!
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As I turned into the road from Brundall to
Strumpshaw I found it flooded about 60% of the
width, but it was often flooded there. I turned on
the radio “just in case” and learned that we were
facing real problems with the day.
Indeed, we were facing utter humiliation.
No, sorry, I was!
Arriving at Reedham Village Hall Geraldine
Creaven was already there, waiting in her
camper van. I joined her and she lifted my
spirits somewhat as we laughed and joked
about the situation. It started to rain even more
heavily though!
Jo Parmenter soon arrived, closely followed
by Sara Lom, Care Bowen and Jon Stokes from
the Tree Council and we began setting up the
hall.
I have to say that Jo was fantastic. She set
out the chairs and got on making the tea and
coffee for those arriving, allowing me to
concentrate on setting up the IT equipment for
the day’s presentation.
Before I knew it the hall had filled with Tree
Wardens discussing how bad the weather was.
The A11 and A47 were closed n places and the
back roads were becoming impassable. What a
cheerful lot Tree Wardens can be. Just what I
needed!!!
I opened the Forum and was relieved to see
such a good attendance. Many people had
travelled long distances through the atrocious
weather and were determined to enjoy the day
… come what may!
Clear Bowen, Jon Stokes and I had rescheduled the day as the visit to Wood Farm
was impossible. It meant that we all had to
speak for longer and poor old Gerry Barnes
would have to wait until after lunch to give his
talk but it was all “doable”.
From that point on I gradually accepted the
situation and actually began to enjoy the day. I
leave you to read about it in the dedicated
article.
None of us had easy journeys home.
Whatever route you took you would encounter
serious
floods
…
many
impassable.
Nevertheless, we all made it and made it safely,
although it may have taken some time and
effort.
As I sat at home that evening with a
welcome glass (bottle) of wine and reflected on
what was a most challenging day, I experienced
feelings of relief and satisfaction, but above all
incredible pride that the Broadland Tree Warden
Network has pulled off a truly great day.
Thank you so very much.

O, with the first year of our
Network complete we need to
look at the coming year and
how we can do even better.

S

Let me ask how many trees have you
planted (or been responsible for planting) in the
past year?
More important, how many trees do you plan
to plant (or be responsible for planting) in the
coming year?
I fear that some of you will answer “none”.
So I want to urge you all to find a place in your
parishes where you can plant at least one tree.

You don’t even have to fund it as the Network
can supply trees free of charge as long as they
have an amenity value.
Find a reason to plant a memorial tree. Get
a group of young people together and guide
them in planting a tree or trees. Maybe in the
grounds of a school or a village hall.
When you’ve done it tell us about it in
Broadsheet and, in so doing, encourage your
colleagues to follow your example.
Go on. You know it makes sense!

V

EGETATION removed an
estimated 1,298.9 thousand
tonnes of pollutants from UK
air in 2017, saving £1.3bn to the
economy, according to the Office
for National Statistics (ONS).
The ONS partnered with Defra to produce
the UK natural capital accounts for 2019, which
looks at natural capital assets in order to
measure aspects of nature and their impact
upon people.
As well as looking at provisioning services,
meaning the products directly obtained from
ecosystems such as food, the report also looks
at regulating services, which includes air
pollution removal. In this report, air pollution
removal means pollution that is removed by
vegetation.
The report found that of the 1,298.9
thousand tonnes of pollutants removed, groundlevel ozone represented the majority of the
pollution removal (90.3%). Whereas, particulate
matter (PM2.5), which according to the World
Health Organisation (WHO) has the greatest
effect on human health, represented only 1.7%
of the pollution removed.
This removal was responsible for 90% of the
avoided health impacts, which highlights just
how dangerous PM2.5 is to human health.
This monetary saving of £1.3bn comes from
avoided deaths, avoided life years lost and
fewer respiratory and cardiovascular hospital
admissions. According to the statistics, 1,238
years of life were saved through vegetation
removing air pollution in 2017.
Plants can improve air quality through
several mechanisms, they absorb carbon
dioxide and release oxygen and they can also
passively absorb pollutants on the external
surfaces of leaves and on the plant root-soil
system.
The type of habitat in an area will affect how
much air pollution is removed by the vegetation
because some plants remove more pollutants
than others.
In the UK, woodlands are estimated to
account for over 80% of all PM2.5 removed by
vegetation, despite accounting for only 12% of
the land area.
The UK government has made plans to
increase the amount of woodland in the UK, with
the development of the new Northern Forest. It
has provided £6m with the aim to plant more
than 50 million trees over the next 25 years from
Liverpool to Hull, with the aim to increase
biodiversity and improve air quality.
Bryan Cosgrove, resilience coordinator at
City of Trees said: “Trees and Green
Infrastructure play a role in improving air quality
in urban areas, trees and hedges can be used
to effectively disperse polluted air to protect
vulnerable pedestrians and cyclists.”

A

GIANT oak tree believed to
pre-date
the
Norman
Conquest of 1066 has been
crowned England's tree of the year.

According to legend, the Allerton Oak
(pictured above) in Liverpool's Calderstones
Park was once home to a medieval court.
The tree has been weakened by a huge
crack that split the tree, attributed in popular
myth to the explosion of gunpowder ship the
'Lotty Sleigh' in 1864.
The ship, laden with about 11 tonnes of
volatile gunpowder, caught fire while it was
anchored in the River Mersey, causing a huge
blast and a shock wave, which, legend says,
split the tree in half. It is also said that the
windows of nearby Calderstones Mansion
House were blown out.
The tree beat a sycamore that grows on top
of an Essex castle and a dragon tree on the Isle
of Wight to scoop the prize.
The Allerton Oak received 34% of more than
11,000 votes and will compete in the 2020
European Tree of the Year award.
The
Woodland Trust's Adam Cormack said it was a
"spectacular" example of a city tree with "an
intriguing story".
A sign at the base of the Allerton Oak tells a
legend of its role in medieval times. It reads:
"One thousand years ago, Allerton did not
possess a court house and it is believed that the
sittings of the Hundred Court were held under
the spreading branches of this tree".
Though this is a popular legend, local
historian Mike Royden suggests this local court
may have met closer to the nearby
'Calderstones' - remnants of a Neolithic burial
site from around 5,000 years ago, which are
thought to be the oldest monument in Liverpool.
The suburb of Allerton was mentioned in
William the Conqueror's Domesday Book - the
register of land made in 1086.
During World War Two, soldiers' families
would send acorns and leaves from the oak - an
emblem of strength and endurance - to their
loved ones to protect them.
Liverpool City Council cabinet member for
environment
and
sustainability
Laura
Robertson-Collins said it was "fantastic" that the
"much-loved and cherished tree" has received
this recognition. "We are determined to make
sure it stays healthy for as long as possible
which is why we are about to start work
replacing the supports for the tree limbs."

REENHOUSE gas emissions
caused by damage to
tropical rainforests around
the world are being underestimated
by a factor of six, according to a
new study.

G

Research led by the University of
Queensland finds the climate impact of selective
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logging, outright clearing and fire in tropical
rainforests between 2000 and 2013 was
underestimated by 6.53bn tonnes of CO2.
The numbers are likely conservative, and
also did not include emissions from other
woodlands or the massive boreal forests in the
high latitudes of the northern hemisphere.
When countries declare greenhouse gas
emissions from changes in forests, they do not
account for the CO2 that forests would have
continued to soak up for decades had they not
been cleared or damaged. This is a measure
known as “forgone removal”.
The study also accounted for those
emissions up to the year 2050 – a timeframe
relevant to the global Paris climate change
agreement. It found 6.53bn tonnes of CO2 for
foregone emissions and the impacts of other
damage that wasn’t being counted.

T

HE busy lives that we all lead
these days often result in us
overlooking 11 November.
We are too busy to stop for just two
minutes to remember those that
made the ultimate sacrifice to
secure our freedom.
When you consider what life would be like
for us today should the Nazi regime have
succeeded (and they so nearly did!) it is nothing
short of terrifying.
More than one million British military
personnel died during the First and Second
World Wars, with the First World War alone
accounting for 886,000 fatalities. Nearly 70,000
British civilians also lost their lives, the great
majority during the Second World War.
Of course, such sacrifices continue to this
day. Our service men and women are risking
their lives as you read this edition of your
monthly magazine.
So please make sure that you pause for two
minutes at 11:00 on 11 November to pay
respect to the poor souls who gave their lives for
us.
As you pause, remember those chilling
words of John Maxwell Edmonds who was
credited with authorship of a famous epitaph in
the War Cemetery in Kohima which
commemorates the fallen of the Battle of
Kohima in April 1944.
When you go home, tell them of us and say
For your tomorrow, we gave our today.
That’s why this edition of Broadsheet pays
respect by proudly carrying the poppy, the
enduring symbol of remembrance,
Enjoy Broadsheet.
John Fleetwood

East Anglian Regional Tree Warden Forum
Reedham Village Hall - Sunday 6 October 2019

I

CAN confidently report that the East Anglian Regional Tree Warden Forum for 20149 was an
overwhelming success, despite the trials and tribulations we faced in the run-up to it and
during the day itself as reported in my editorial at the start of this edition of Broadsheet. The
Broadland Tree Warden Network can be very proud that it staged such a good event less than
a year since it was created.
Our excellent caterers for the
day, The Old Catton Kitchen, were
unable to provide the tea, coffee
and biscuits as people arrived so I
decided that we could do that
ourselves. Doing so also saved a
few pounds and the predicted low
attendance meant that we needed
to watch every penny.
As it turned out we had just over 50 people
attend, despite the awful weather, and so we
just about broke even on the day.
Anyway, we were able to greet our guests
with a welcome tea, coffee or orange squash
and a selection of biscuits. I’m sure that several
of them could have done with something a bit
stronger after their horrific journeys though!
I kicked-off proceedings, welcoming delegates and describing our Network, the
Broadland area, The Norfolk Broads and, of
course, Reedham.
Needless to say, I took the opportunity to tell
the audience all about our wonderful Junior Tree
Wardens in Freethorpe and the tree that
attended received a generous round of
applause.
I followed that with a report on the work of
the Tree Council’s Pilot Advisory Group (PAG)
for which, as you know, I am the East Anglian
representative.
Sara Lom, CEO of the Tree Council followed
me and formally opened the day, explaining that
the adverse weather conditions had forced us to
cancel our afternoon visit to Low Farm and
totally re-shuffle our planned agenda.
Sara outlined our revised schedule but
emphasised that we would probably be making
last minute changes all day. Luckily everyone
seemed to appreciate the difficulties we were
facing.
She then showed a video by Sir William
Worsley, The Tree Champion, in which he
apologised for not being able to join us but
delivered
a
message
of
hope
and
encouragement. He said that we need to
champion trees in order that we may secure a
better future.
2019 has been a landmark year as we have
begun to understand the importance of trees
and scale of the threats they are facing. The
mandate has never been clearer. More trees
and woodlands. We shall see a new Tree
Strategy this year.
Sir William ended by saying that Tree
Wardens are an important force. They are the
doers. They plant, champion and inform. He
wished us every success.
Sara then continued by explaining that The
Tree Council connects people with trees around
the UK. It carries out research and citizen
science in partnership with Defra, Fera Science

and the Tree Warden networks. It also brings a
complex sector together to find solutions to the
big tree challenges of today.
The Tree Council is asked a host of
questions.
• What do we know about the trees we
already have?
• How can we better protect the trees we
already have?
• What species should be planted?
• Where will the land come from?
• Where will the trees come from?
• Who will look after them once planted?
• How about pests and diseases? And deer
and grey squirrels?
• How can the tree sector work better
together?
• How can we inspire everyone to get
involved?
At a national level we have seen the
publication of the Climate Change Committee
(CCC) report with the government’s subsequent
commitment to Net Zero by 2050, coupled with
Greta Thunberg’s school strike movement and
subsequent activities of #ExtinctionRebellion.
That has all exploded into a massive wave of
media and public interest in climate change and
trees.
The CCC targets of 3bn trees and
200,000km of new hedgerows are ambitious,
but setting aside the exact figures, it’s clear that
it’s going to be up to each and every one of us
to do our bit to help. Tree Wardens, working with
their communities, will play a vital role.
It was inevitable that the targets would
unleash a host of questions. They ranged from
“What do we know about the trees we have
already?” to “How can we inspire everyone to
get involved?” and that was just the START of
the list!
Try and find answers, in July The Tree
Council gathered 70 organisations to look at
solutions: in A Forum for Trees. Defra, the
Forestry Commission and Natural England
represented Government and were joined by
local authorities and Tree Officers; arborists and
academics; research scientists; land developers; landscape architects; tree nurseries; a wide
range of conservation and heritage charities
from Trees for Cities and Woodland Trust to
National Trust; and large private landowners.
The star of show was 16-year old Amy Bray
from Cumbria who is planting 1700 trees in
Matterdale Valley this autumn with Biosecurity
Minister Lord Gardiner and The Tree Council.
Amy is bringing her community together to plant
trees and at same time she’s raising awareness
of trees amongst young people.
The key conclusions from the Forum for
Trees were we need to map our trees so we
know the baseline; local authorities need to
have statutory tree strategies; and strong clear
messages to inspire and engage the public.
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John Fleetwood, Sara Lom (Tree Council CEO)
and Andrea Rowlands (Freethorpe Tree
Warden) with Freethorpe and Wickhampton
Junior Tree Wardens Melissa Pentney,
Morrison Coleman and Kacey Cunningham.
It was an opportunity to feed practical actions
from across the sector into the new National
Tree Strategy and at the same time to engage a
new younger audience via Amy.
The Tree Council’s science and research
programme focused this year on the Ash
Dieback Toolkit and its roll-out to local
authorities in England and Wales. The team has
done an amazing job to maximise the reach of
the toolkit – more than 16,500 downloads from
the website – which in turn is having a knock-on
effect of interest in The Tree Council and its
work with us.
The Tree Council is seeing increasing
numbers of enquiries about Tree Wardening
and increasing visits to its website. The Toolkit
is one of the things helping to drive that
increase.
Just as important as the work at national
policy level is The Tree Council’s partnership
with Tree Warden Networks and their
communities. Sara asked how many of us are
aware of our Community Grants Scheme. It
awards grants for tree planting with young
people each year.
This year The Tree Council distributed
around £40,000 to 65 projects ranging from
orchard and hedgerow planting to increasing
community woodlands.
This year Network Rail (with whom The Tree
Council continues as critical friend) invited them
to join them at the Big Bang! Science Fair in

Birmingham. The stand had tree planting
demonstrations and seeds to take away in
recycled pots.
Big bang! was just one of the shows The
Tree Council took part in this year. It was also
present at the Arb show at Westonbirt and at
Future Build.
The Tree Council welcomed a new
Chairman in July.
Joel Cadbury, an
entrepreneur in the leisure industry and a
philanthropist was co-founder of London’s
Groucho Club and Third Space health centres
and much, much more.
More new Trustees will be joining in
November, adding extra influence and networks
for the future
Sara then told us that Clare Bowen and her
team have been doing great work to raise
awareness of the work of Tree Wardens and
that of The Tree Council.
Social media
audiences have risen and quadrupled The Tree
Council’s reach.
Quick improvements to The Tree Council’s
website resulted in 125% more users and there
is now a digital group looking at the next stage
of development, including Sophie McCallum
from the Hove network representing Tree
Wardens
Both Jon and Sara have been on Radio 4
talking about climate change, ash dieback and
other topics. Jon even managed to appear
across 8 counties on local BBC radio one
morning and he featured on a Sky news
package.
Sara went live to 200 countries around
globe on BBC World news, talking about the
Climate Change report and the importance of
working together to plant trees. Christian Fraser
promised live on air to come and plant during
National Tree Week and the Trust will be holding
him to it!
Finally, hot off the press, the Daily Mail have
agreed to be media partner for National Tree
Week. That is a readership of just under 4
million per week, with more if you count web
visitors. The Trust is working on the detail right
now.
Fundraising always takes time and the Trust
has to have the building blocks in place. The
ball is rolling though.
Sara finished with quotes from two great
voices.

Sir David Attenborough said ‘As the
birthplace of the industrial revolution we, more
than anyone else, have a responsibility to
protect and preserve the world for future
generations’.
Greta Thunberg (speaking to Parliament
here in the UK in April) said ‘The moment we
decide to do something, we can do anything.’
However, words are not enough. We have
to translate our commitment into actions. We
have to work together for the love of our planet,
and for its wildlife.
We have to work together for the love of
trees.
It was a great start to the day.
It was then tine fir our first guest speaker of
the day, Iestyn Griffith, Arboriculture and
Woodland Officer at Norfolk County Council, the
subject of whose talk was “Norfolk County
Council’s Ash Dieback Policy”, a very topical
subject.
Iestyn began by describing the history,
symptoms and effect of ash dieback. It was first
observed in 2012 in Buckinghamshire on
imported tree stock and is now prevalent across
the country, although small areas of Scotland
and Wales remain unaffected.
Dieback causes leaf loss, crown dieback
and bark lesions in affected trees. Young trees
less resistant than mature ones. Trees become
weakened to the point of secondary infection by
other pests or pathogens especially Honey
Fungus.
It results in increased deadwood, branch
failure and eventually stem failure/death and is
predicted to kill 95% of ash trees in the next 20
years.
He showed images of crown dieback,
lesions and fungal fruiting bodies.
In May 2019 the University of Oxford, Fera
Science, Sylva Foundation and the Woodland
Trust estimated the cost of ash dieback to be
£15 billion with half of that (£7 billion) being over
the next 10 years
£10 billion of that is a measured loss of
ecosystem services such as producing oxygen,
reducing air pollution, carbon storage,
conserving water, preserving soil and
supporting wildlife.
The paper advises tighter bio-security
measures and reduction in plant/timber
movements around the world.
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Iestyn then turned to the problem for Norfolk
County Council, considering the questions how
many ash will need managing, where the ash
trees are, the impact for each Norfolk County
Council department, when and how will the
problems peak, the costs involved and how and
when we can help Norfolk’s landscape recover?
The County Council based its survey
information on the EATaLOG ash dieback tool
kit recording species; location (plotted
electronically on Ezytreev using GPS location,
verified by on site observation); ownership of the
tree; whether the tree was highly likely or highly
unlikely to be Norfolk County Council property;
whether further research is required; height (m);
percentage dieback (0, 0-25, 25-50, 50-75, 75100, 100% categories); if a tree has no dieback
within an area of widespread dieback; if a single
tree or part of a group; the number of trees;
specific work recommendations with a timeframe (if required); a photograph (taken on a
tablet and linked to Ezytreev record) of each tree
or group of trees that require work; and positive
marking of trees that require work (spray paint
of tree tag), recording what colour sprayed or
tag number.
Iestyn then displayed images if ash trees
illustrating 6 stages of dieback from healthy to
dead.
Preliminary findings from the 2016-17 road
surveys showed that
• over 30,000 trees next to roads surveyed,
approx 20% of HW network;
• there are an estimated 155700 to 180100
trees near roads in Norfolk (Fera analysis
FY2017);
• ash dieback has not progressed much;
• bigger ash trees with more dieback found
on B and HGV routes than A roads;
• some very bad areas identified with
localised issues;
• stressed trees have greatly increased
dieback;
• water / damp areas appear to be
associated with dieback
• vast majority of trees highly likely to be
‘private’ (not NCC HW);
• only a small % of surveyed trees require
intervention at this time; and
• in 2017 a total of 13,671 ash trees have
been surveyed on non-highways land of
which 4% have required work to date to
make them safe.
Turning to Norfolk County Council’s Tree
Planting and Resilience Strategy, a draft of
which is currently being written, Iestyn explained
that it is designed to increase the resilience of
our tree, woodland and hedged landscape and
make them more able to cope with, and help
Norfolk adapt to, future climate change, pests
and diseases.
The strategy will fit with policy and strategy
at a local and national level and will help identify
where the greatest gains can be made through
tree and hedge planting and enable Norfolk
County Council to submit strong bids for the
grant funding that is likely to become available
in the future.
Principals include targeted, evidence based
tree establishment, expanding and protecting
existing tree stocks, replacing lost tree and
hedge features, increasing genetic-variation,
considering species of more southerly
provenance to cope with climate change and
more robust bio-security,
On the subject of re-planting trees, the
Woodland Trust has trees available that are all
UK sourced and grown. There are free trees
available for schools and communities providing
permission is given by the landowner. The Trust
also supplies packs of trees for different

environments including targeting disease
The Tree Council's Tree Futures Fund
provides up to 80% of costs toward the planting
of hedges, Trees for Schools, Community
Trees and Orchards
The Urban Tree Challenge Fund (Forestry
Commission) is for new trees in urban areas and
offers 50% of costs.
I was personally delighted and our Network
should be proud the Lestyn then said that the
“Broadland Tree Warden Network Handbook
18. Planting Trees Adjacent to Highways” gives
excellent advice for considerations when
planting near roads.
The final slide of Lestyn’s excellent
presentation is worth showing below.

If you take nothing else from this edition of
Broadsheet then please take careful note of
Norfolk County Council’s excellent and very
important Ash Dieback Policy.
Kevin Mason, Co-ordinator for Epping
Forest District in Essex and my deputy on the
Pilot Advisory Group, then gave a short
presentation on Tree Warden Activities in his
district.
The district has a number of voluntary tree
wardens who keep a watchful eye on trees
within their own patch. They report on the
condition of street trees, make suggestions for
new trees and initiate community projects with
local schools, plus help survey trees and
hedgerows.
Kevin is also a school governor and some
time ago, when I told him about our Junior Tree
Wardens in Freethorpe, he set about creating
links with his school where he could involve
pupils in tree care.
Trees remove air pollution, having health
benefits to society that can be given a value.
Values vary due to levels of pollution, population
density, and other factors.
Kevin has been using a tool on https://shinyapps.ceh.ac.uk/pollutionremoval/ which allows
users to explore the change in value resulting
from new woodland planting, or removal of
existing woodland, and its ability to remove
PM2.5 pollution. The tool is based on new
modelling by the Centre for Ecology &
Hydrology (CEH) and Economics for the
environment consultancy (eftec).
He displayed the results he had found for
Broadland and they revealed a few interesting
statistics.
Broadland District Council has an area of
55,324 ha and a population of 126,300. The
area of Broadland has 5,889 ha of existing

woodland and 1ha of planted woodland. It has
a change in asset value of £4,523 PV 100 at
2019 prices.
It has 51,299 kg/year PM2.5 removed by
woodland; a PM2.5 removal rate per ha of
woodland of 8.7 kg/ha year; an asset value of
PM2.5 removal of £42.1 at 2019 prices; and an
asset value of PM2.5 removal per ha of £7,146
per ha at 2019 prices.
Kevin was followed by other delegates who
wished to share news of their activities with the
audience.
We then adjourned for a delicious buffet
lunch. Once again our Junior Tree Wardens
managed to be right at the very front of the
queue and sample every alternative there was.
They then misunderstood that the three baskets
of crisps were not meant as one for each of them
but were for us all to share. At least I think they
“misunderstood”!
Following lunch we were due to visit Low
Farm wood, an ancient wet woodland site just
down the road, but weather conditions made
that impossible.
We had postponed one of our guest
speakers from the morning until just after lunch
and so it was that Gerry Barnes started off the
afternoon session. Gerry retired as the Council
Arboricultural Office some years ago and then
collaborated with Prof Tom Williamson at the
UEA.
He is now an Honorary Fellow at the UEA’s
School if History and, together with Tom
Williamson, has written a number of books on
the subject of landscape history.
Gerry’s talk was titled “Broadland's Tree
Heritage” and was full of the most interesting
information as he covered soil types, changes in
landscape and land management, planting and
management of trees and hedges through the
ages and diseases that they have all
experienced.
Gerry has a very laid back delivery that can
be quite deceptive.
He is, indeed, most
knowledgeable and we all benefitted from the
information we gained.
When in a crisis where you have to replace
a walk with extra talks there is one man you can
depend on. One man who has, over the years,
amassed and incredible knowledge of all that
relates to trees and hedges. One man who is a
first-class speaker with such an entertaining
delivery. The man who rescued our Forum from
near disaster. Jon Stokes, The Tree Council’s
Director of Programmes!!
Yes. Jon delivered his annual ‘stir up the
troops’ message in his own inimitable and
entertaining way.
He started by reporting on the Climate
Change Committee Report which recommends
a new emissions target for the UK: net-zero
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) by 2050.
Compared to our scenarios for the 80% target
our net-zero scenarios involve almost twice as
much tree planting (including on- farm).
Net-zero scenarios involve extending
hedges by 40%. Afforestation of around 30,000
hectares per year (increasing woodland cover
from the current 13% of UK land area to 17%),
combined with an increase in active woodland
management, increases the net forestry sink to
22 MtCO2e per year by 2050.
Finally, provision of green transport
methods inter-relates with tree planting to make
walking and cycling an attractive prospect,
thereby improving health benefits of low-carbon
activities.
Jon asked delegates how many trees they
have planted. The responses we varied, very
wide-ranging and overall somewhat disappointing. We need to do better.
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Next, Jon turned to one of his pet subjects.
Hedgerows.
Creation, preservation and
management were all covered and in particular
planting trials carried out this year.
The Tree Council held a Forum for Trees
(the future of the British treescape; who, what,
where and how?) on 11 July this year.
Stakeholders, including government, the
arboricultural trade, charities, developers and
others were invited to come together to explore
those questions. The event was attended by
England’s Tree Champion, Sir William Worsley.
Echoing the words of Iestyn Griffith in the
morning, Jon then turned to the Ash Dieback
Action Plan Toolkit and the importance of local
action plans. It is something Tree Wardens
should be considering now.
Symptoms are not spotted in older trees.
They take on the pom-pom look. We have seen
this for years, but the speed of decline is
increasing. There will be deaths and health and
safety issues will increase. We need to plan for
the worst and hope for the best!
Ash dieback toolkit workshops have been
held this year as follows.
In February 74 people attended in West
Sussex, 55 in Devon and 53 in Leicestershire.
In March there were MTOA and ICF
meetings and then 101 people attended in
South Wales.
In June there was a North-West Tree Health
Group meeting followed by 90 people attending
in North Wales.
Audiences included local authorities,
arborists, land managers, highways and
railways and there have been 16,500+
downloads of the Toolkit from Tree Council
website.
The Tree Council is working on a version of
the Toolkit for parishes and Tree Wardens for
the year end.
An Oak Processionary Moth (OPM) Toolkit
is under development.
Biosecurity is more important than ever
before. The key messages to share with our
communities are as follows.
• Don’t Risk it. Never bring any plants or
cuttings back to the UK from abroad.
• Buy Safely. Source your new trees
carefully. Collect local seed and grow your
own trees whenever possible. If you have
to buy trees, ensure that your trees have
been grown in the UK and that you check
the biosecurity policy of the organisation
supplying you with trees.
• Be Vigilant. Report unusual symptoms
on
trees
to
the
Forestry
Commission’s Tree Alert.

Moving on to Tree Strategies, Jon
considered what sort of local authority has a
Tree Strategy.
The Tree Council is working with Defra and
FERA on a National Tree Strategy. Pilot work
on new ways of developing local Tree Strategies
is in progress with Tree Wardens in East Devon
and the District Council, Cornwall County
Council and its Tree Wardens, Wirral Council
and its Tree Wardens. Wokingham and its Tree

Wardens and South Cambridgeshire and its
Tree Wardens.
The Tree Council is working very closely with
Network Rail regarding management of trees
adjacent to railway tracks. Good progress is
being made and the consultations continue.
2020 will be the International Year of Plant
Health.
2020 will also be the 30th Anniversary of
Tree Wardening. The Tree Council will conduct
a Seed Gathering Season Push and encourage
the establishment of tree nurseries.
I was delighted when Jon reported that the
Tree Council will be supporting a suggestion
from the Broadland Network.
You may
remember that a couple of months ago I sent to
the Tree Council Jo Parmenter’s (Reedham
Tree Warden) recommendation for a project
There followed a break for tea/coffee and a
Parts of the A11 and A47 were closed and
suitable for celebrating 30 years of Tree
mouth-watering selection of cakes. The Old
only those in canoes would attempt the back
Wardening.
Catton Kitchen, our caterers, certainly did us
roads!
As it also coincides with 30 years since
proud. The quality of the food couldn’t be
The tree Council suggested a quick picture
Dutch elm disease devastated our countryside,
faulted and may delegates have e-mailed me to
before we left and I think that just about sums up
Jo suggested that each Tree Warden network
say as much.
the day. Pictured left to right are the Tree
plants one of the new disease-resistant elms,
We ended the day with as short question and
Council’s Clare Bowen, Sara Lom, Jon Stokes
the ‘New Horizon’ elm.
answer session that proved very popular.
Geraldine Creaven and her partner, with Jo
Well done Jo and thanks for helping to put
Definitely something the Tree Council needs to
Parmenter and yours truly. Smiles of great
this Network on the map.
consider for future Forums.
satisfaction and enormous relief that the rain
So once again Jon Stokes refuelled our
All too soon it was time to venture out and
didn’t win.
tanks and ensured that we are suitably
attempt to get home. The journeys there had
I know I’m biased, but go on. Beat that!!
encourage to do even better work in the coming
been very difficult but the journeys home
year.
threated to be as bad as they can be.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Broadland Tree Warden Network AGM
16 October 2019 – Freethorpe Village Hall

L

AST November, as we created our independent Broadland Tree Warden Network, I
honestly feared that we would never really get going properly, let alone reach the
milestone of our first AGM. So, it was with a mixture of delight, pride and a great deal of
relief that I attended our first AGM. It was held in Freethorpe Village Hall, compliments of
Freethorpe and Wickhampton Parish Council.
Fourteen of us attended, joined
by Yvonne Burton, a Blofield Parish
Councillor, and Jamie Henry from
Broadland District Council.
In
addition, Jon Stokes, The Tree
Council’s Director of Programmes,
gave us a talk.
It was very good of Jon to attend as he had
to attend a meeting with Defra in Richmond Park
at 09:00 the following morning. That was why
he kicked off the meeting with one of his “stir up
the troops” presentations.
Jon spoke about the challenges ahead but

gave us much hope by explain the government
money available for tree planting and how we,
as Tree Wardens, will have an increasing part to
play.
Few people can fail to be inspired by Jon
Stokes. He is such a good speaker and is the
ideal person to get out there and plant and
protect our precious trees and woodlands.
Following Jon’s talk, I formally opened the
meeting. I took the chair as Ernest Hoyos had
expressed a wish not to continue as our
chairman due to other commitments. The
meeting then thanked Ernest for his
contribution.
I gave a report on what the Network had
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achieved in its first year and introduced some of
our newest Tree Wardens. I followed that with
a report on the Tree Council’s Pilot Advisory
Group (PAG).
Richard Codling ten gave his Treasurer’s
report, telling us that we had a balance of £600,
resulting from generous donations from 20
parishes. Blofield had kindly donated £100 and
Freethorpe £50, with Brundall, Cantley,
Coltishall, Great and Little Plumstead, Hainford,
Horstead,
Lingwood
and
Burlingham,
Panxworth, Rackheath, Reedham, Salhouse,
South Walsham, Sprowston, Taverham, Upton
with Fishley and Wroxham each donating £25.
It was then time to elect our Executive

Committee for the coming year.
It was
unanimously agreed that we shall merge to
roles of Chairman and Network Co-ordinator
and that I shall continue in that position.
I reported that, in addition to Ernest Hoyos,
Nigel Boldero (Haveringland) had expressed a
wish to stand down, but Richard Codling, Jo
Parmenter, Carol Champion and Angus Turvill
had agreed to continue.
They were
unanimously elected.
That left one vacancy on the committee and
I proposed that we elect one of our “newer
recruits”, Richard Farley (Brundall). That was
unanimously agreed.
We then turned to the subject of Tree
Warden meetings and visits and I reported that
such events so far had been so poorly
supported that I could see no point in arranging
any more.
Many people wish us to continue with site
visits in the warmer/drier months but not on the
third Wednesday of the month as we have done
in the past. Sunday was also a popular time.
Suggestions for venues included other Tree
Warden projects, Wrongs Covert, Keys Hill

Wood and Wood Farm in Reedham.
Turning to other suggestions from Tree
Wardens, there was strong support for the
creation of a Network website where Tree
Wardens could share news and views. That is
something that is constantly raised at our PAG
meeting and appears very popular with Tree
Wardens.
I asked the meeting if people wished to
replace Broadsheet with a website as I could not
see the need for both but that was met with a
resounding wish to retain this magazine
There was strong support for the suggestion
that the Network organises joint projects, such
as Keys Hill Wood in Wroxham and I suggested
Wrongs Covert.
Ernest Hoyos suggested
Burlingham Wood and I agreed to discuss it with
Norfolk County Council. Richard Farley may
also have a suitable project in Brundall.
Other ideas raised included the creation of
a Broadland Tree Trail, a Broadland Tree
Strategy, Tree Warden input into Neighbourhood Plans and tree loss mitigation.
Jamie Henry (Broadland District Council)
then congratulated the Network on what it has
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achieved in its first year and promised to
continue to support us. However, the future of
the \[planning Department in Broadland District
Council remains uncertain due to the sharing of
services with South Norfolk District Council. I
was encouraged however to learn that the
current team remain committed to supporting
us.
Jamie went on to suggest that we may wish
to consider the use of Twitter as an additional
means of communication and a more
“controllable” alternative to Facebook...
Undoubtedly, the highlight of the meeting
was the Network’s birthday cake kindly created
by Andrea Rowlands (Freethorpe). I say “cake”
but it was actually three logs (Two sponge and
one fruit) complete with fungi, leaves and
insects … all edible of course!!
The pictures below just cannot possibly do
Andrea’s creation justice and we all tucked in
greedily.
Very many thanks Andi. It was a perfect end
to a most successful meeting … and one hell of
a year!
Thank you all so very much!

A Possible Norfolk Tree Warden Network
More details of my proposed Norfolk Tree Warden Network
outlined at our Annual General Meeting last month.

S

INCE becoming Co-ordinator of the Broadland Tree Warden Network and subsequently
being invited to be the East Anglian representative on The Tree Council’s Pilot Advisory
Group (PAG), I have learned a great deal more about Tree Warden Networks. Furthermore,
I have been approached by people in Norfolk, but outside the two existing Networks of
Broadland and South Norfolk, who wish to become Tree Wardens but, of course, cannot “find a
home”.
In addition, the recent possibility
of the South Norfolk Tree Warden
Network closing due to lack of
support and their enquiry about the
possibility of “joining” the Broadland Network made me more aware
than ever of the fragility of individual Networks and how rapidly they
can go from great success to being
threatened with closure.
The South Norfolk Wardens were one of the
first Networks to become “independent” and
they made a great success of it. However, there
is never a guarantee of success being maintained and they have recently faced serious
problems.
The initial success was greatly due to the
enthusiasm and hard work of Henry Gowman
but, as I have learned, a Network cannot simply
depend upon one person. Yes, unfortunately a
strong, effective leader often results in a lack of
people ready to assume responsibility.
Meanwhile, the Broadland Network faced
closure a year ago but today, having taken the
leap to independence, is bigger and stronger
than it has ever been. Nevertheless, I am only
too aware that within another year we could be
in the same position as our cousins in neighbouring South Norfolk. .
As we have all be saying recently, Tree
Wardens are all growing old. There has been
little natural regeneration in our forest and, as I
am finding, at 70 years of age you sometimes
struggle to find the strength to lead and manage
as you once did. Yes, the will is still there. Yes
the ideas are still flowing. Yes the passion is still
there. However, it can take an enormous effort
at times.
Of course, these problems are not restricted
to this part of Norfolk. So many local authorities
have closed their schemes in order to save cost
and now many neighbouring authorities are
investigating the possibilities and advantages of
merging as are Broadland and South Norfolk.
All Networks should be aware of the
possible problems that may be just over the
horizon and face up to the fact that they have no
contingency plans. It is no use waiting until the
axe drops or the enemy is waiting at the gate.
Networks need to make provision for such
eventualities today.
This article describes the model for a future
Norfolk Tree Warden Network that I have
recommended to the Tree Council. The model
attempts to answer many of the questions that
Networks are asking, suggesting solutions and
a new way forward for the Tree Council’s

wonderful and essential Tree Warden Network.
Norfolk comprises seven district authorities,
namely Broadland District Council, South
Norfolk District Council, Breckland District
Council, North Norfolk District Council, Great
Yarmouth Borough Council, King's Lynn & West
Norfolk Borough Council and Norwich City
Council. As shown on the map below.

When one considers that only Broadland
and South Norfolk have Tree Warden Networks,
you may feel that the creation of a Norfolk
Network is somewhat ambitious. It is, but the
opportunities it would offer are boundless and
cannot be ignored. More importantly though, it
provides for the future.
Apart from Broadland and South Norfolk,
Breckland did have its own scheme in the early
days of the Tree Warden Scheme, but that
closed as part of a cost saving exercise and the
wardens, for a reason I am not aware of, did not
attempt to set up their own independent
Network.
In addition to the local authorities already
listed there is the Broads Authority which
actually sits within Broadland, South Norfolk,
North Norfolk, Great Yarmouth, and Norwich
City, the boundary being drawn tightly around
the floodplains and lower reaches of the main
rivers (Bure, Waveney and Yare) and their
tributaries (Ant, Chet, Thurne and Wensum).
At one time the Broads Authority set-up its
own Tree Warden scheme, encouraging Tree

Wardens from the established schemes in its
area to join. Regretfully though, within a year
the authority appeared to lose interest and the
idea actually came to nought.
When setting up our Network, I contacted
the Broads Authority four times to ask if they
were interested in supporting us but sadly never
received a reply.
Instead of believing that it would be
impossible to gain interest, I take the view that it
would be a challenge and, in the end, most of
the parishes through which the Broads Authority
area passes are covered by Tree Wardens
anyway so I shall ignore the possibility of a
Norfolk Broads Tree Warden Network. At least
for now.
Having regard to the problems of coordinating a county-based Network experienced
by others, we must ensure from the outset that
we eliminate such risks as much as possible.
Let’s face it. Network Co-ordinators are willing
(very
willing)
and
enthusiastic
(very
enthusiastic) volunteers who have never
learned how to say “no”! Here in Norfolk, as I
would imagine in any other county, we cannot
possibly expect one person to co-ordinate the
entire county Network. Realistically, the workload would be far too great. There could easily
be over 400 Tree Wardens
Matters would be greatly improved by
introducing a different structure as illustrated in
the diagram below. With the structure of the
Norfolk Tree Warden Network comprising the
seven district Sub-Networks (or as many as
operate at any one time), there will be no
requirement to re-structure the Network should
an additional district wish to join or should
decide to close.
There would be a Network Co-ordinator
covering the whole county with seven SubNetwork Co-ordinators and Treasurers covering
the various districts. That would ease the
workload on the Network Co-ordinator plus
afford local knowledge via the Sub-Network Coordinators.
It would also accommodate

Broadland Tree Warden Sub-Network
South Norfolk Tree Warden Sub-Network
Breckland Tree Warden Sub-Network
Norfolk Tree Warden Network

North Norfolk Tree Warden Sub-Network
Great Yarmouth Tree Warden Sub-Network
King's Lynn & West Norfolk Tree Warden Sub-Network
Norwich City Tree Warden Sub-Network

8

differences in financial support.
add them to another, existing, Sub-Network
elected by the general membership of each
For example, Broadland District Council
would not be suitable. Therefore, I would
Sub-Network.
currently provides a £3,000 per year tree
suggest that we recruit such volunteers as
In all cases, Associate Members will not be
planting budget for the Broadland Tree Wardens
“Associate” Members under the umbrella of the
eligible to sit on the Executive Committee.
plus the Network requests a minimum £25 per
main Network.
The Model Constitution given to “new”
year donation from each parish. However,
Associate Members would not have the
independent Networks is extremely helpful.
South Norfolk Tree Wardens depend solely
same voting rights as full members as they
However, I believe that the title is somewhat
upon a commercial donation. Obviously, there
would not be part of a Sub-Network. However,
misleading. It states “Constitution of a Charitcan be no question of the two Networks
it would give them a “home” by allocating them
able Unincorporated Association registered with
“pooling” their finances.
to, for want of a better description, “Associate
the Charity Commission for England and Wales
The whole Network would be covered by the
Wardens”.
and associated to The Tree Council”. I believe
same Constitution with the one document
For a Sub-Network to be created, I would
that is should read “Constitution of a Charitable
covering the overall county Network and the
suggest that a minimum of ten registered Tree
Unincorporated Association associated to The
Sub-Networks. I cannot see any reason why
Wardens will be required, one of whom shall be
Tree Council which is registered with the Charity
there would be a need for seven Sub-Network
elected by that Network to be the Co-ordinator.
Commission for England and Wales. I do not
Constitutions as sub-sections of the overall
Any Associate Tree Wardens will then
believe that any Network is registered with the
county one. That can be accommodated within
automatically become full membership Tree
Charity Commission. However, legal advice is
the one Constitution. The only change I would
Wardens. Should any Sub-Network memberrequired to confirm that.
make to the Constitution is that I would remove
ship fall below five Wardens then it shall be
There are numerous other matters that will
the position of Chairman. Personally, I can see
closed and the remaining Wardens shall revert
have to be considered, not least of all finance,
no need for it as the Network Co-ordinator would
to Associate status. There shall no longer be a
but the first step is to agree in principle that a
be far better equipped to fulfil that role.
Co-ordinator of course.
Norfolk Network would be a good idea.
Another change that would increase
The Executive Committee structure for two
Personally, I cannot see any matters that cannot
flexibility of the Network structure would be to
Sub-Networks would be an overall Network Cobe addressed given strong leadership of the
create two levels of membership. This would be
ordinator, the two Sub-Network Co-ordinators
Norfolk Network. Therefore, I shall assume that
particularly valuable whilst the Network is
and two Tree Wardens from each Sub-Network
such matters will be addressed at a later date
expanding as we cannot expect to recruit, for
elected by the general membership of the Suband will simply concentrate on the principle at
example, North Norfolk Tree Wardens all on the
Network.
the present time.
same day, nor any other district. Instead, they
With three districts, the Executive
Whilst I have based this proposal on
will be recruited gradually as volunteers and
Committee shall comprise the Network CoNorfolk, I am sure it would work equally as well
interested parishes slowly come on board.
ordinator, three Sub-Network Co-ordinators,
in any other county and could easily prove to be
Really, the district councils do not matter.
plus one Tree Warden from each Sub-Network
a model that could be adopted as standard by
It will no doubt be that, for example, we have
elected by the general membership of each
The Tree Council in the future.
two potential Wardens from Great Yarmouth,
Sub-Network.
I must stress to you all that you will notice
two from North Norfolk, say four from King's
With four or more districts, the Executive
very little, if any, change in the day to day
Lynn & West Norfolk and one each from
Committee shall comprise the Network Comanagement of this Network. I have invested
Breckland and Norwich City. That would not be
ordinator, all Sub-Network Co-ordinators, plus
far too much into the Broadland Tree Warden
enough to create the new Sub-Networks and to
one Tree Warden from each Sub-Network
Network to threaten it with a daft idea.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Plans for Huge Northern Forest
Could see 50 Million Trees Planted

P

LANS to plant 50 million trees to create a huge Northern Forest, spanning 120 miles and
connecting Liverpool, Manchester and Lancaster to the West with Sheffield, Leeds and
Hull to the East, are well underway. Northern leaders, including MPs and both Metro
Mayors, want the Prime Minister to get behind the project that has already seen 600,000 trees
planted.
tackle the Climate Emergency and commit to
reforestation on a massive scale as part of the
solution. Planting a tree is a small step which
can benefit our community, while the Northern
Forest would benefit our whole region. I will
continue to do all I can to call on the government
to save our planet form the climate crisis.”
Darren Moorcroft, the new chief executive
officer of the Woodland Trust, added: “The
Northern Forest represents the green lungs of
the Northern Powerhouse. This pioneering
project will deliver millions of new trees planted,
and billions of pounds worth of economic, social
and environmental benefits to the region.
“If we are to tackle the climate and
biodiversity crises the world faces, internationally significant projects like the Northern
Forest must be at the forefront of bold, ambitious
domestic thinking.”
Currently, only 7.6% of the North of England
is covered by woodland, considerably lower
than the national average of 10%.

With the backing of 120 Northern
leaders, including Andy Burnham
and Steve Rotherham, the Woodland Trust will plant the rest of the
trees over the next 25 years.
Now, those leaders have written to Boris
Johnson, inviting him to come to the North, give
his full support to the project and plant a tree or
two himself. The forest would benefit 13 million
residents and could potentially generate £2.5
billion for the regional economy.
Sir Graham Brady, MP for Altrincham and
Sale West, said: “I’m proud to be associated
with this exciting project: The Northern Forest is
an initiative of international significance. We will
see millions of new trees planted, bringing
economic and environmental benefits for our
region. I am delighted at the ambition of these
plans.”
Kate Green, MP for Stretford and Urmston
(pictured), said, “We all have a part to play to
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New Measures to Protect Animal
Welfare and Increase Woodland Cover
The Government has announced proposals on new measures to
enhance the welfare of animals and increase woodland cover.

T

HE GOVERNMENT has announced proposals on new measures to enhance the welfare of
animals both here in the UK and abroad. The measures include proposals to ban long
journeys of live animals that are being transported for slaughter and restrictions on the
import and export of hunting trophies from endangered animals.
Alongside these measures, the
Government has announced plans
to create a new forest region in
Northumberland to help improve
our natural environment and
respond to climate change.
The Government is committed to leaving the
environment, and the wildlife that depend on it,
in a better state for future generations. The UK
already has some of the highest animal welfare
standards in the world and these proposals aim
to raise those standards even further.
Rt Hon Theresa Villiers MP, Secretary of
State for the Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs said “High standards of animal welfare
are one of the hallmarks of a civilised society.
We have a long tradition of protecting animals in
this country, often many years before others
follow. Leaving the EU allows us to take even
bigger steps forward on this. These proposals
will protect our animals in our homes, in
agriculture, and in the wild.
“I have campaigned for an end to live
exports for slaughter and the consultation is a
further step in taking forward our manifesto
commitment on this issue. This is an important
victory for all those thousands of people across
the country who have campaigned for tougher
measures to protect animal welfare.
“The planting of one million trees will also be
fundamental in our commitment to be the first
generation to leave the natural environment in a
better state than we found it. They will enhance
our landscape, improve our quality of life and
protect the climate for future generations.”
The Government will consult on improving
animal welfare in the transport of live animals,
including banning long journeys to slaughter.
Last year Defra issued a call for evidence in
relation to future welfare in transport standards,
followed by commissioning external research
and inviting the Farm Animal Welfare
Committee to conduct a review and make
recommendations.
The Government proposes to accept
recommendations from the Farm Animal
Welfare Committee that live animal journeys
should be minimised and that animals for
slaughter should not be transported longer
distances if suitable alternatives are available.
FAWC’s report will inform a public consultation
on this issue, which will be published in due
course.
The Government will issue a call for
evidence on primates as pets. Evidence will be
sought on a number of areas, including:
• The scale of ownership of primates as

pets, and how they are acquired;
• The advantages and disadvantages of
restrictions or a ban on ownership, a ban
on the trade, import and/or sale of
primates as pets; and
• The impact on rescue centres and animal
welfare charities if restrictions are in
place.
The call for evidence will be published in
due course.
The Government will issue a call for
evidence on compulsory micro-chipping for pet
cats. Evidence will be sought on the benefits
and impacts of subjecting cats to similar
measures as are required under compulsory
dog microchipping. The call for evidence will be
published in due course.
The Government will improve protection for
animals by launching consultation on banning
the import and export of trophies from the
hunting of endangered species. This follows the
introduction of the UK’s world-leading ivory ban
in December 2018, with the ban expected to be
brought into force early next year. A roundtable
on the issue with trophy hunting was held in May
2018, with all sides of this debate represented.
The views raised during those discussions have
informed the proposed consultation on further
restrictions on the import and export of hunting
trophies. The consultation will be published in
due course.
Commenting on the announcement that the
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Government will consult on taking further
restrictions on trophy hunting imports and
exports, International Environment Minister Zac
Goldsmith said “The fight against trophy hunting
of endangered animals matters. That is why I
am delighted that the Government will consult
on a ban on the import of these trophies. By
placing a higher value on animals alive rather
than dead, we will begin to turn back the tide of
extinction.
Trees and forests are not only an essential
part of the British countryside, but also provide
significant health and wellbeing benefits, and
are a vital part of our response to climate
change. To kick-start an ambitious new Great
Northumberland Forest, the Government has
announced its commitment to plant three new
forests in Northumberland, with up to one million
trees planted between 2020 and 2024. As part
of the announcement, the Government will set
up a new forestry partnership to help identify
sites for afforestation and bring local
stakeholders on board.
Northumberland offers opportunities for
forestry, as a trail-blazer for the Government’s
wider net zero and rural economy ambitions.
These new plans will pave the way for further
Woodland Creation Partnerships elsewhere in
the country.

Trees and Woodlands: Introducing
Measures for Felling Street Trees Consultation Outcome

U

RBAN TREES play a pivotal role in creating healthy and economically successful
communities and places for people and wildlife to live. Trees bring nature to the heart of
our urban communities, help clean and cool the air, reduce flooding, and improve
people’s physical and mental health.
There are a range of policies and
grants to encourage the planting
and sustainable management of
trees in rural areas, but there is a
need for more policies to enhance
the protection of trees in urban
areas.
Our consultation sought views on four main
themes related to protecting England’s trees
and woodlands, and invited responses to 15
questions. These themes were:
• Duty to Consult – Providing the public with an
opportunity to understand why a street tree is
being felled and express any concerns
regarding this
• Duty to Report – Increasing transparency and
accountability in the tree felling process,
enabling the monitoring of both tree planting
and felling at a national level
• Tree and Woodland Strategies – Setting out
best practice guidance and management
approaches for trees and woodlands, based
on the local authority’s resource
• Forestry Enforcement Measures – Proposing
new measures to strengthen the Forestry
Commission’s power to tackle illegal tree
felling across England
A total of 4,671 responses were received
during the consultation period, with 3,873 of
these responses submitted by email as part of a
petition organised by The Woodland Trust.
Responses were received from a range of
sectors, including local authorities, charities,
businesses and academics. Defra also held a
stakeholder event where attendees could
discuss the proposals. Feedback from the event
was collated and has been used to further
inform policy development.
Respondents commented on a range of key
areas on each theme:
• overall there is support for the Duty to Consult,
but some local authorities are opposed due to
the additional burden imposed on available
resources
• there is strong support for local authorities to
have a reporting duty on tree felling and
planting, with information collated and
managed by national government and made
available online
• there is agreement that Tree and Woodland
Strategies would help in better management
of our ecosystems, but there are divided views
on whether encouraging best practice is
sufficient or whether a statutory duty is
needed
• there are however concerns regarding the
associated burden on local authorities and the
need for sufficient resourcing
• there is cross-sector support for strengthening
the Forestry Enforcement Measures with a
strong call for more punitive penalties for
illegal felling

Introduction and Context
The consultation was launched in
December 2019, and ran for eight weeks. It was
supported by a consultation document which
focussed on four main themes related to
protecting England’s trees and woodlands, and
invited responses to 15 questions.
The consultation document set out
government’s view on the importance of trees,
especially in an urban environment, and the
need for more policies to enhance the status
and protection of urban trees. It acknowledged
that tree felling is an important part of tree
management but that it tends to generate local
concern. We consulted on three measures to
protect urban trees:
• a duty on local authorities to consult the public
when felling street trees (the Duty to Consult)
• a duty on local authorities to report on their
tree felling and planting (the Duty to Report)
• best practice guidance for local authority Tree
and Woodland Strategies
In addition to this, the consultation
document also proposed new measures to
strengthen the Forestry Commission’s power to
tackle illegal tree felling across England.
Government has a manifesto commitment
to introduce a duty on local authorities to consult
on the felling of street trees. The consultation
proposed this would apply to individual street
trees which were to be felled, unless they met
certain exemption criteria.
Local authorities sometimes consult with
local communities prior to felling trees, but there
is wide variation across the country, meaning
some communities have little say over what
happens to trees in their area.
Those local authorities that currently consult
typically do so to inform the public of reasons
behind felling that may be perceived as
contentious (such as removal of healthy or
prominent mature trees). There are currently no
government standards or guidelines for local
authority street tree management, and so the
decision to consult is individual to each local
authority.
The consultation proposed the introduction
of a duty on local authorities to consult with local
communities when a street tree is to be felled,
and proposed a requirement that the
consultation process meets certain standards.
Communities would have an opportunity to
understand why a tree was being felled within
their local area and, if they wished, to raise
concerns regarding the felling of trees with the
local authority.
We asked consultees the following.
Question 1: Should a duty for local
authorities to consult on the felling of street trees
be introduced?
Question 2: Do you agree with the proposed
scope of the Duty to Consult?
Question 3: Do you agree with the
government’s preferred approach of a closed
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consultation with trigger point (a closed
consultation where if 50% of respondents are
opposed a full/open consultation would take
place)?
Question 4: In what circumstances do you
think a tree should be exempt from the Duty to
Consult?
Question 5: Do you think it is appropriate
that trees of special historic or cultural
significance are subject to a more rigorous
consultation process? Do you agree with the
criteria for designating a tree of special historic
or cultural significance? Are there any other
categories which should be included?
Question 6: Do you think that the Duty to
Consult will have any negative impacts on
development?
Question 7: Should consultations be done
on an individual basis or on groups of trees
where, for example, trees are planted in the
same location?
The Forestry Commission currently collects
data on trees felled when a felling licence is
required, and on any compensatory planting
that takes place. However, felling licences are
not required in many situations where local
authorities are responsible for managing trees,
including street trees, trees in parks, and trees
felled as part of the planning process. More
information from local authorities would help
government and the public to develop a better
understanding of the drivers of tree felling and
planting, as well as help track our aspiration to
increase forest cover in England from 10% to
12% of land area by 2060.
Reporting on tree felling and planting by
local authorities would allow local and national
government,
community
groups,
nongovernment organisations and the scientific
community to develop a stronger understanding
of where trees are being cut down and why, and
where they are being planted. This would help
to improve our understanding of tree
management and protect and enhance the
environmental and other benefits of trees.
We asked consultees the following.
Question 8: Should a duty on local
authorities to report on tree felling and planting
be introduced?
Question 9: Which trees would it be useful
to report on?
Question 10: What information do you think
local authorities could gather and hold?
Question 11: How could local authorities
present this information? Should national
government play a role in collating and
managing information?
Tree and Woodland strategies are local
authority documents which set out the policy
framework, and management approaches, for
trees and woodlands, based on an assessment
of the local authority’s tree and woodland
resource.
There is currently no requirement for local

authorities to produce Tree and Woodland
Strategies. Although some local authorities
already publish substantive documents, there is
no uniformity and some authorities do not
publish anything at all.
Guidance on Tree and Woodland Strategies
would help local authorities to quantify the
natural capital value of this critical component of
the green infrastructure network. They would
provide the basis for long-term thinking and
enable local authorities to plan for a resilient
resource through long-term adaptive responses
to climate change and to pests and diseases.
Tree and Woodland Strategies enable easy
identification of important areas of work. They
can be used to support bids for resources and
to facilitate co-ordination of actions to achieve
tree and woodland management aims and
objectives. Local residents would be consulted
on Tree and Woodland Strategies before they
were finalised.
We asked consultees:
Question 12: Do you agree that Tree and
Woodland Strategies help local authorities and
the public to manage their trees? Would best
practise guidance be sufficient for local
authorities and the public?
Question 13: Do you agree with the
suggested content for best practise guidance for
Tree and Woodland Strategies?
The Forestry Act 1967 is over 50 years old
and was designed to allow the Forestry
Commission (FC) to regulate the forestry sector
primarily in relation to timber extraction. At that
time the main driver of illegal felling was the
value of the timber extracted, whereas it is now
the development value of the land itself. Some
of the approaches in the Act therefore require
updating and further measures are required to
update the current felling licence system. Nine
measures to tackle this problem were consulted
on:
1. Giving the Forestry Commission the power to
apply to the courts to direct land owners to
replant trees on land which has been both
illegally felled and where current replanting
directions (via Restocking and Enforcement
Notices) have been ignored.
2. Giving the Forestry Commission the power to
direct an individual to replant trees on land
which they have subsequently sold, subject to
the permission of the new landowner.
3. Giving the Forestry Commission the power to
force the cessation of tree felling in an area
while an investigation into illegal felling is
taking place.
4. Creating a legal requirement on the owner of
land, where illegal felling has taken place, to
notify the Forestry Commission if they sell the
land. This will simplify the process of tracking
who needs to be served with Restocking and
Enforcement
Notices,
thus
directing
individuals to replant trees.
5. Providing new powers to identify and pursue
a suspected instigator of illegal felling, where
the person suspected of felling illegally is not,
and has never been, the legal owner of the
land. Historically, felling was generally
undertaken by landowners themselves (or
people employed by them). The picture now is
more complex, particularly in respect of
housing developers who retain the services of
third parties to manage land on their behalf,
who in turn may commit the illegal felling
independently of the developer.
Increasing fines for illegal felling. The
current system of fines stems from a period

where profit came from selling timber. Now the
major driver of profit from illegal felling lies in the
increased land value. As such, the current fining
regime does not offer a sufficient deterrent. The
current fine is only £2,500 or twice the value of
the trees felled, whichever is greater.
Clarifying upon whom the Forestry
Commission may serve a Restocking or
Enforcement Notice in relation to companies
that own the land. The current wording of the
Forestry Act 1967 only allows the company
secretary to be served a notice, whereas
company directors may be more appropriate
targets for enforcement measures.
Giving the Forestry Commission powers to
compel the ‘owner’ to provide information with
regard to who else has an interest (leasehold,
tenant etc.) in the land. Currently the Forestry
Act 1967 only gives powers to compel the
‘occupier’, or ‘any person who… receives rent in
respect of the land’ to provide this information.
While the owner will be listed on HM Land
Registry, demonstrating who ‘occupies’ a
woodland is more challenging. Equally, without
being
privy
to
individual’s
accounts,
demonstrating that they receive rent from land
is even more difficult.
Clarifying how Enforcement Notices are
affected by a change in land ownership. It is
currently unclear who is responsible (the
previous owner or the new owner) for complying
with an Enforcement Notice when the land
changes hands during the life of that Notice.
This leads to cases of non-compliance, and can
collapse a criminal case before a prosecution is
secured.
We asked consultees:
Question 14: Do you support these
measures?
Question 15: Do you think any other
measures are necessary to combat illegal tree
felling?

it can deliver on the ambition of greater
protection
Public/local authority responses totalled
212,
which
included
county
(25),
district/borough/city (151), town/parish (18),
agencies and other public bodies (18).
Other responses totalled 586, and were
received from business (74), academics (8),
charities/societies/groups (140), representative
bodies (12), individual responses (193), and
unknown (159) (respondents who did not
identify).
Defra also held a stakeholder event at the
Birmingham Midland Institute on 8th January
2019 , where attendees were able to discuss the
proposals with Defra officials and ask questions.
Feedback from this event was collated and has
been used to inform policy development. The
key messages raised during these events were
consistent with those responses received in the
consultation.

Respondents

Question 1: Should a duty for local
authorities to consult on the felling of street
trees be introduced?
There were 752 responses to this question.
There was widespread recognition of the wider
benefits of street trees and that they are a public
asset. There was support for greater public
engagement and more transparency and
accountability in the process of felling trees.
There was a strong consensus that local
authorities should have a duty to consult on the
felling of street trees, with 74.7% (596) of
respondents for and 20.8% (166) against. 4.4%
(35) did not answer the question.
There was recognition that the proposals
represent an additional burden on local
authorities and that they must be appropriately
supported and resourced to deliver them.
Many respondents highlight the need to:
provide adequate accompanying guidance,
support and resources; develop a consultation
process that local authorities are able to deliver;
and ensure that the Duty to Consult does not
impair the role of local authority Tree Officers as
‘champions’ of trees. Respondents recognise
the opportunities the Duty to Consult potentially
offers in bringing the public closer to the
management of their local street trees.
Concerns raised by local authorities
included a belief that the proposal will add
unnecessary additional burdens to local
authorities and that necessary checks and
balances are already in place and being
administered correctly in most areas. There was
also concern that this duty could potentially
undermine the current role and efficiency of
professional staff within local authorities. One
respondent stated that ‘tree managers/officers

A total of 4,671 responses were received
during the consultation period. The vast majority
(3,873 responses) were submitted by email as
part of an organised petition run by Woodland
Trust. The majority of non-petition responses
were submitted via CitizenSpace online portal
(740), and the remaining 58 responses were
received via email or in hardcopy.
Woodland Trust ran a petition. In relation to
the consultation questions the Trust and its
members responded that:
• they are in support of the Duty to Consult and
the Duty to Report on tree felling and planting
activity, but only if government provides
adequate resources for local authorities to
deliver it
• they do not agree with the proposed scope of
the Duty to Consult, or the proposal of a
closed consultation with a ‘trigger’ point,
believing this is too narrow
• they agree it is appropriate that trees of
special historic or cultural significance are
subject to a more rigorous consultation
process
• they do not believe the Duty to Consult will
have a negative impact on development
• the Duty to Consult should be done on an
individual basis and for groups of trees
• they agree that Tree and Woodland Strategies
help local authorities and the public to
manage their trees and woodlands
• they do not agree that best practice guidance
would be sufficient and believe support and
advice is also necessary
• they believe there needs to be a realistic
number of Forestry Commission enforcement
officers to identify illegal felling and to ensure
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Part 1 – Duty to Consult
This section summarises the most frequent
comments across all respondents. The key
themes raised in responses to the questions on
the Duty to Consult were:
• the critical value of trees to the urban
environment
• overall there is support for the Duty to Consult,
but some local authorities are opposed
because it imposes an additional burden on
existing resources
• the need for local authorities to have the
necessary resources and professional
expertise required to implement the duty
• consideration should be given to widening the
scope to go beyond just street trees
• the need for more clear definitions of many of
the terms used e.g. what constitutes a ‘street
tree’ or ‘urban tree’ for the purposes of this
policy.

are qualified arboriculturalists and use
recognised training, knowledge and experience
to gather evidence and make decisions based
on this’.
Many local authorities observed that they
are already accountable to their residents
through elections and believe that it is right that
they should continue to decide locally on the
process of engagement in tree felling and that
there is no evidence to suggest that street trees
are being removed without good reason across
local government. Many suggested that Tree
Preservation Orders provide an established
route for protecting trees as part of the local
environment and trees in conservation areas
also benefit from protection in law, which should
suffice.
It was suggested that if the Duty to Consult
is introduced it should be treated as a new
burden on local government and be fully funded.
Some respondents believed that the Duty to
Consult was being driven by the exceptional
behaviour of some local authorities rather than
any more fundamental problems with the
system.
Question 2: Do you agree with the
proposed scope of the Duty to Consult?
There were 728 responses to this question.
45.2% (361) of respondents agreed with the
scope, while 46% (367) disagreed, 8.8% (70)
did not answer the question. Of those who
disagreed, some opposed the duty as a whole
due to the resource burden on local authorities,
while conversely some respondents felt the
scope was too narrow and wanted local
authorities to consult on felling trees in parks
and green spaces too.
Other concerns raised included that the
wider local community might also have an
interest and should be consulted, and that
undue consideration of the views of the local
community discriminates against a householder
who is suffering real damage as a result of a
street tree.
Question 3: Do you agree with the
government’s preferred approach of a
closed consultation with trigger point?
There were 704 responses to this question.
Overall, respondents disagreed with a closed
consultation with trigger point consultation (a
closed consultation where if 50% of
respondents are opposed a full/open
consultation would take place). 57% (455) were
against and 31.2% (249) were in favour of this
option, 11.8% (94) did not answer the question.
Of the 596 respondents who were in favour of
the duty in the first question, 306 did not agree
with this consultation option.
Of the 249 respondents who opposed, 75
explicitly expressed a preference for a broader
consultation. Many respondents would prefer for
the duty to encourage ‘as much openness and
transparency as possible’. Specific concerns
raised by those that opposed included that the
enjoyment of street trees is not limited to
residents in an immediate locality; that
100x100m was an unpopular distance, and that
a trigger point consultation would be resourceintensive for local authorities. A number of
respondents stated that they did not understand
the question.
Those in favour of the option agreed that it
provides a reasonable compromise between
transparency and costs to local authorities, and
is broadly proportionate.
Some respondents suggested that the
planning consultation model that all local
authorities have for planning applications may
be appropriate.

Question 4: In what circumstances do
you think a tree should be exempt from the
Duty to Consult?
There were 518 responses to this question.
Due to an error in the online response form, this
question allowed for two answers: first a yes/no
response and then a free text box which asked
‘please give reasons for your response’. The
yes/no response is not valid for this question
and so conclusions have not been drawn from
this. All comments made have, however, been
fully considered.
A wide range of views were expressed in
relation to exemptions, ranging from ‘no trees
should be exempt’ to ‘all trees should be
exempt’. Generally respondents supported the
exemptions in principle.
There was wide acceptance that diseased
trees should be exempt. Many respondents
across all sectors suggested that more
clarification and a firmer definition of a diseased
tree were required. Several comments
highlighted the need for decisions to be made
by an appropriately qualified person, with some
suggesting they be independent. Several
respondents highlighted the need to consider
alternatives to felling a diseased tree prior to a
decision being made.
Regarding dangerous trees, responses
largely mirrored those for diseased trees: there
was general agreement with the exemption, a
request for more clarifications and definitions
and suggestions of decisions being made by an
appropriately
qualified
person,
possibly
independent.
In addition to these comments many
respondents did not agree that the exemption
should apply to trees that affected the
operational use of a footpath, asking for more
consideration of alternatives, such as
engineering solutions to alleviate the damage or
solve the obstruction, before the tree is felled.
Some respondents noted the value that
dead trees provide for nature and biodiversity
and asked for consideration be given in terms of
risk, danger and ameliorative actions before
decisions are made.
There was less agreement on the damaging
trees exemption. Respondents suggested that
decisions be made by an appropriately qualified
professional and some believed that the
removal of trees to repair damaged footpaths or
carriageways should not be exempt.
There was general agreement for the young
trees exemption with a number of respondents
suggesting that a more appropriate criterion
would be the girth diameter in line with nursery
and arboricultural standards.
Question 5: Do you think it is appropriate
that trees of special historic or cultural
significance are subject to a more rigorous
consultation process? Do you agree with the
criteria for designating a tree of special
historic or cultural significance? Are there
any other categories which should be
included?
This question was asked in three parts. The
first two questions were yes/no answers and the
last was for comments. 750 responses were
received for the first part on whether trees of
special historic or cultural significance should be
subject to a more rigorous consultation process.
80.3% (641), agreed with this, whilst 13.7%
(109) disagreed, and 5.1% (41) did not answer
the question.
There were 710 responses for the second
part, asking if respondents agreed with the
criteria suggested. 69.2% (552) of respondents
agreed, whilst 19.8% (158) disagreed, and
10.9% (87) did not answer the question.
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Comments received from respondents on
whether to include other categories of trees,
suggested that ‘local significance’ also be
considered; where trees hold importance to the
local community. It was also suggested that
recognition should be given where a particular
grouping of trees hold significance.
Question 6: Do you think that the Duty to
Consult will have any negative impacts on
development?
There were 731 responses to this question.
The majority of respondents - 66.4% (530) - do
not believe that the duty to consult will have
negative impacts on development.
This was a yes/no question on the online
response form, without an opportunity for
comment. Some email responses, however, did
provide further details. They highlighted that the
negative impacts on planning were likely to be
created by the additional process, which they
think would cause delays, and place additional
pressures on resources.
Question 7: Should consultations be
done on an individual basis or on groups of
trees where, for example, trees are planted in
the same location?
There was an error when placing this
question online and respondents were only able
to answer yes or no. No conclusions have been
drawn from these responses.
Comments on these questions were left by
the 58 email responses that were received and
these have been fully considered. There was a
view from some of these respondents that
depending on the specific circumstances, the
option of group or individual consultations
should be available.
Government response to questions 1 – 7
Additional funding will be provided to local
authorities to cover the costs of implementing
the Duty to Consult, in line with our policy on
new burdens.
Some respondents felt this duty was a direct
response to particular instances in certain local
authorities. This duty was created to enhance
the public’s participation in decisions made in
local street tree management, and to increase
the transparency and understanding of these
decisions. Specific local events are not the
driving force for this measure, but rather the lack
of protection for street trees overall which are a
valuable resource.
Tree officers and related roles in local
authorities do skilled and professional work. The
duty is not intended to de-professionalise local
authority tree officers. Rather, it is intended to
make sure the public is included in decision
making. The final decision on whether or not to
fell a tree will still be made by local authorities.
The scope of local authorities’ decision-making
powers in this regard will be clarified in guidance
accompanying the duty.
Only street trees will be in scope of the duty
to consult. The scope of the duty will not be
widened to include other urban trees in green
spaces or parks as this would increase the
burden unduly on local authorities.
The majority of respondents did not agree
with a closed consultation with trigger point. As
a result of feedback from respondents,
consultations will be open, with a notice placed
on the tree and online and anyone will be eligible
to respond. This will allow for any interested
party to respond to the consultation, and reduce
the
perceived
additional
burden
that
consultation with a trigger could pose on local
authorities.
The following trees will be exempt from the

Duty to Consult:
• trees that are dangerous under any
enactment
• trees that are diseased or have a pest, and are
required to be felled under the Plant Health
Act 1967. In both of these cases, there is a
statutory duty on local authorities to fell a
street tree for the protection and safety of the
public and environment. These duties must be
fulfilled and delays caused by a consultation
could result in the public or the environment
being exposed to undue risk
• trees with an active planning permission will
not need to be consulted on as consultation
process will have taken place as part of the
planning permission process
• trees that cause a current obstruction so as to
discriminate against those with a disability by
making the footpath unsafe or unusable for
them
• trees that have a diameter under 8cm
measured over the bark at 1.3 meters above
ground level
• trees that are dead - although dead trees can
be a habitat, the value of a dead tree is
variable and a number of factors, such as the
risk of them causing injury or acting as vectors
for disease outweigh the potential benefits of
taking the time to consult the public on the
decision
Trees that are damaging or young will not
be exempt. Damaging trees will not be made
exempt as the extent of the damage can vary
widely and other options, such as engineering
solutions, can be used by the local authority to
comply with its duty to maintain a safe and
useable highway; therefore a consultation would
be appropriate. Young trees which are failing
will not be exempt from consultation. However,
only trees over a certain diameter will be in
scope of the duty, in line with recommendations
from respondents.
Because a trigger point consultation is not
being pursued, special treatment for trees of
cultural or historic value is no longer necessary;
in effect, all trees will now be consulted on as if
they would have been if they had special historic
or cultural value under our original proposal.
This is in response to stakeholder feedback on
the difficulty of defining trees of historic or
cultural value.
The Duty to Consult will not will apply where
a full valid planning permission has been, and is
still, valid. This is because the felling of the tree
would have been considered in part of this
application process, which also includes a
consultation. This will reduce the impact of the
duty on development and avoid duplication.
Consultations for trees will take place for
both individual trees and groups of trees where
appropriate. This will help to reduce the
administrative burden of the duty on local
authorities.

Part 2 – Duty to Report
Themes most commonly raised in
responses to the questions on the Duty to
Report were:
• strong support from some groups for the Duty
to Report. Other groups, particularly local
authorities, were less supportive or opposed,
primarily because of administrative burdens
and implementation challenges
• reasonably strong support for reporting all
trees within local authority control
• a need to consider widening the information
that local authorities should gather
• information should be made available to
everyone online in a consistent format
nationally
• national government needs to play a role in

collating and managing information
Question 8: Should a duty on local
authorities to report on tree felling and
planting be introduced?
There were 754 responses to this question.
There was a strong consensus that there should
be a duty on local authorities to report on tree
felling with 77.6% (619) of respondents for, and
16.9% (135) against. 5.5% (44) did not answer
the question.
Many respondents highlighted the need for
the
government
to
provide
adequate
accompanying guidance, framework and
resources, as well as the importance of
government collating and publishing local
authority reports.
Supporters of the duty focused on the
importance
of
accountability,
improved
understanding of natural capital resource, the
need for consistent data on trees, and the ability
to track change. Respondents hoped that the
duty would enable each local authority to have
a clear and comprehensive understanding of the
trees within their management and control,
which could in turn enable local authorities to
increase tree cover more easily. There was
recognition of the benefit that this duty would
deliver, by allowing a national and local picture
to be established.
Many respondents acknowledged that
reporting and monitoring would become more
important within the context of changing
conditions due to climate change.
Local authorities were less enthusiastic
about the proposal. Concerns they raised
include whether the duty is necessary when
data should be available via a Freedom of
Information enquiry, and the resourcing impacts
of the duty on local authorities.
Concerns raised by other respondent
groups include a lack of clarity regarding the
purpose of the duty, and how information
obtained from the duty would be verified.
Question 9: Which trees would it be
useful to report on?
There were 642 responses to this question.
Reponses varied significantly, however, there is
significant support for all trees to be reported on.
Of those respondents who opposed the
principle of the reporting duty in question 8,
around 30% did not answer question 9. Of those
that did, there was a strong view that reporting
should be restricted to “street trees” and “urban
trees”.
Many respondents acknowledged that all
trees are valuable, that it is important to
understand the overall tree resource, and that
the reporting duty would provide essential data,
helping to track progress against national
targets.
Question 10: What information do you
think local authorities could gather and
hold?
A total of 636 comments were received on
this question. Notable additional information
identified to be gathered and held by local
authorities included age, girth, canopy height,
canopy width, and number of trees felled. There
was also a strong view that tree location should
be supplied in a format allowing data sharing
across multiple platforms.
A number of respondents flagged the need
for adequate resources to support the process
of additional information gathering.
A small number of respondents referenced
British Standard? BS 5837:2012 “Trees in
relation to design, demolition and construction”
as a useful basis to refer to when creating a
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template of information for local authorities to
gather and hold. This covers:
• sequential number
• date of felling
• location (Grid Reference)
• species of tree
• stem diameter
• crown spread
• height of canopy
• height of first branch
• life stage
• reason for felling
• reason for planting
• date of planting
• location
• number of trees planted (if planting a group)
• species
• size at time of planting
Question 11: How could local authorities
present this information? Should national
government play a role in collating and
managing information?
This question received 616 responses.
There was a strong consensus that information
should be made widely available to the public in
a clear, consistent and accessible format. There
was strong support for national government to
play a role in collating and managing
information, with 65.7% (524) of respondents
agreeing, and 12.4% (99) disagreeing. 21.9%
(175) did not answer the question.
Many respondents proposed an online
resource, which would preferably be linked to a
GIS system available through local authority
portals, it was also suggested that online
facilities should be interactive. A number of
respondents also raised the potential for
libraries and local newspapers to present this
information to the public.
A large number of respondents see central
government playing a role in collating and
managing information as essential for
consistency and accountability. There was
strong support for local authorities to report
annually to government, which should collate
the information. It was also highlighted that
government should coordinate and provide
standardised systems.
The need for a system that is compatible
with existing inventories and asset management
software was also raised, as was the fact that
many local authorities already capture tree
information through existing software.
A small number of respondents believed
that it would be best left to the local authorities
to collate and manage, but this was not a widely
held view.
Government response to questions 8 – 11
Government is committed to increasing the
transparency and accountability of local
authorities in their management of tree stocks.
In response to feedback from consultees –
particularly from local authorities and their
representative bodies - on the administrative
burden of this requirement, we have decided not
to introduce a standalone reporting duty for tree
felling and planting on local authorities,
particularly in the context of other reporting
duties on public bodies which may be
introduced through the government’s upcoming
Environment Bill. We are investigating local
authority and wider public authority reporting on
biodiversity more generally and are considering
this in the context of the Bill. We will also give
further consideration to the information it could
be useful for local authorities to report on, based
on stakeholder feedback.

Tree and Woodland Strategies
Themes most commonly raised in
responses to the questions on Tree and
Woodland Strategies:
• strong agreement that Tree and Woodland
Strategies will help in better management
• divided views on whether best practise is
sufficient with some believing that there is a
need for a statutory duty
• support for the proposed strategy content, but
a more active development role was wanted
for the community
• acknowledgement that sufficient resource is
needed to support local authorities to carry out
this work
Question 12: Do you agree that Tree and
Woodland Strategies help local authorities
and the public to manage their trees? Would
best practise guidance be sufficient for local
authorities and the public?
There were 798 responses to the first part
of this question, with very strong agreement
across all sectors that Tree and Woodland
Strategies help local authorities and the public
to manage their woodland. 88.5% (706) of all
respondents were in support, with 5.1% (41) of
respondents not in support, and 6.3% (50) did
not answer the question.
Opinion was more divided with regards to
whether best practice guidance can be sufficient
for local authorities and the public with 48.2%
(385) in agreement and 39.2% (313)
disagreeing. Public sector bodies were more
supportive of the sufficiency of best practise
guidance, with 62.7% (133) supportive
compared to 21.2% (45) unsupportive. Opinion
was more balanced across the other sectors
with 43% (252) in agreement, and 45.7%
disagreeing.
Many respondents acknowledged that Tree
and Woodland Strategies will potentially add a
further burden to local authorities, and that
central government should work to support this.
Question 13: Do you agree with the
suggested content for best practise
guidance for Tree and Woodland Strategies?
There were 798 responses to this question.
Respondents generally agreed with the
suggested content for the best practise
guidance, with 66.9% (534) in agreement, and
16.9% (135) in disagreement.
The general view of those in agreement is
that the suggested content covers major issues,
and is reasonably comprehensive. A number of
respondents did however note that not every
section will be equally relevant in every locality,
so there is a need for flexibility. It was
highlighted that the strategy should cover all
trees, not just those controlled by a local
authority.
As with responses to Question 12, concerns
were raised that the best practice guidance
alone may not be enough to provide the “real”
protection that is required.
Of those that disagree with the suggested
content for the best practise guidance, there
was a strong view that local community
stakeholders, volunteers, and experts from
other sectors are not given sufficient input and
that there is a need for them to have an integral
role in the development of the strategy, not just
through consultation. Water related issues were
also identified as an element missing from the
proposed content.
12.5% (100 respondents) did not answer
this question, some respondents were unclear
regarding which part of the consultation
document related to best practise guidance, and
indicated that they were therefore unable to

respond to the question.
Government response to questions 12-13
To avoid the excessive burdens on local
authorities of a statutory obligation to produce a
Tree and Woodland Strategy, best practice
guidance on Tree and Woodland Strategies will
be produced instead. Best practice guidance will
achieve the objectives of creating greater
transparency and accountability, improving
stakeholder
engagement
and
public
engagement with tree management, and
assisting LAs to quantify and value the natural
capital value of their green infrastructure. We
will develop guidance on strategies in
conjunction with the local government sector,
and seek expert advice from arboriculturalists,
urban planners, and other subject experts.
We will consult on our draft best practice
guidance to seek more engagement from
professional groups and the public on the
contents of Tree and Woodland Strategies.

Forestry Enforcement Measures
Themes most commonly raised in
responses to the questions on Forestry
Enforcement Measures were:
• strong cross sector support for strengthening
the Forestry Enforcement Measures as
proposed
• strong demand for more punitive penalties for
illegal felling
• strong feeling that such measures must be
fully resourced
• the need to review existing exemptions within
the Forestry Act 1967 and consider it in
relation to other legislation such as the
Highway Act 1980
• the need to support the measures with further
guidance on reporting incidents and more
publicity for prosecutions
Question 14: Do you support these
measures?
There were 641 responses given to this
yes/no question. There was strong support for
the proposed Forestry Enforcement Measures
from all sectors engaged in the consultation with
overall 71.9% (574) of responses in favour of the
question. Only 8.4% (67) did not support these
measures.
To note, analysis of the accompanying
comments suggest that a number of online
respondents thought they were responding to
the overall consultation measures rather than
the forestry measures specifically. However the
overall comments on these measures still
suggest strong support for these measures.
Question 15: Do you think any other
measures are necessary to combat illegal
tree felling?
There were 491 written responses given to
this question. Overall there were no specific
suggestions for additional measures; comments
instead focused on the proposed measures.
Many responses highlighted the need for
much stronger fines and penalties to be applied
for instances of illegal felling with a number of
respondents advocating the introduction of
custodial sentences. There was also support for
greater penalties and fines to be applied
specifically to developers where instances of
illegal felling have occurred. It was suggested
that fines should be more commensurate with
potential financial gains, and if necessary, that
existing planning permissions should be
withdrawn. Many respondents acknowledged
that adequate resourcing of the regulator is
needed to facilitate enforcement action.
In relation to planning permission, it was
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suggested that the Forestry Commission should
be made a statutory consultee to Local Planning
Authorities on land which “a RN [Restock
Notice] or EN [Enforcement Notice] is applied to
and full planning permission is being
requested”.
Respondents who did not support the new
measures felt that current legal remedies
through Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) and
the Criminal Damage Act, were sufficient if
necessary resources were provided to
implement them.
Some respondents suggested a need to
review current exemptions within the Forestry
Act 1967. A number of respondents identified
the ability to gradually remove trees and
woodlands within the allowable 5m3 allowance
per calendar quarter, and suggested that action
was required to reduce instances of this kind of
activity. In addition, there was concern that the
current interpretation of the Forestry Act 1967 in
relation to the Highways Act 1980 “gave too
much freedom to fell street trees without proper
justification” and this needed to be reviewed.
It was suggested that continued education
and public awareness was required to highlight
the real value of trees and that more guidance
was needed on how and where to report
concerns regarding illegal felling.
Government response to questions 14-15
Measures to strengthen the Forestry
Commission’s enforcement powers will be taken
forward in the Environment Bill, to be introduced
in due course. The precise legislative means by
which those outcomes will be achieved will vary
slightly from the proposals detailed in the
consultation. These changes will improve the
deliverability and efficacy of the proposals.
The following measures will be introduced.
1.Give the courts the power to order land
owners to replant trees on land which has
been both illegally felled and where current
replanting directions from the Forestry
Commission
(via
Restocking
and
Enforcement Notices) have been ignored (via
a Restocking Order).
2.Provide the Forestry Commission the power to
list Restocking Notices and Enforcement
Notices as a Local Land Charge. As the
register of Local Land Charges is routinely
checked by conveyancers prior to any
purchase of land, this will provide visibility to
any buyer or anyone who inspects the land
registry that the land is subject to these local
land charges, and that they will inherit the duty
to replant the land with trees should they
purchase it.
3.Clarify how Enforcement Notices are affected
by a change in land ownership. It is currently
unclear who is responsible (the previous
owner or the new owner) for complying with
an Enforcement Notice when the land
changes hands during the life of that Notice. It
will be made clear in statute, that the new
owner of the land inherits the duties imposed
by an Enforcement Notice.
4.Increase fines for illegal felling. The current
fine is £2,500 or twice the value of the trees
felled, whichever is greater. This will be
changed to an unlimited value fine.
5.Clarify upon whom the Forestry Commission
may serve a Restocking or Enforcement
Notice in relation to companies that own the
land. The current wording of the Forestry Act
1967 only allows the company secretary to be
served a notice. Company directors will in the
future also be able to be served.
6.Give the Forestry Commission powers to
compel the owner of felled land to provide
information with regard to who else has an

interest (leasehold, tenant etc.) in the land.
purchase it, and therefore that they will inherit
penalties that may be imposed by further nonCurrently the Forestry Act 1967 only gives
the restocking conditions attached to the land.
compliance. This approach is considered more
powers to compel the occupier, or ‘any person
In addition to this, it will appear in land checks if
proportionate and will lessen the burden on
who… receives rent in respect of the land’ to
planning permission is being sought.
Forestry Commission resource whilst still
provide this information.
Once implemented this will also increase
achieving similar results.
An alternative approach will be taken to that
public awareness of illegal felling activity by
In addition, government has chosen not to
which was consulted upon in relation to
Restocking Notices and Enforcement Notices
pursue a power to increase the scenarios under
compelling land owners who are served with a
being publicly available on the Local Land
which the Forestry Commission can serve a
Restocking Notice or Enforcement Notice to
Charges register.
Restocking Notice. This is to avoid concerns
notify the Forestry Commission if they intend to
A power to issue temporary stop notices will
that the exercise of this power could
sell the land, as well as the prospective new
not be pursued because other non-statutory
disadvantage innocent land owners and may
owner of the land of the existence of the Notice.
measures that will achieve the same outcome
present compatibility issues with the right of
Rather than pursuing these measures, a more
have been identified. Firstly, an increase in the
enjoyment of property.
straightforward solution will be taken forward to
penalties associated with illegal felling will
While the consultation provided a number of
give the Forestry Commission the power to list
provide an increased deterrent to illegal felling,
other recommendations to enhance the current
Restocking Notices and Enforcement Notices
reducing the number of instances where a
measures proposed, most were not in scope of
as Local Land Charges at the time that they are
temporary stop notice could be issued.
the proposal at this time. However, they may be
made.
Additionally, the Forestry Commission already
considered during the development of the
This alternative approach has the added
issues a stop felling letter. Improvements will be
National Tree Strategy later this year.
advantage of guaranteeing that new owners are
made to the current stop felling letter, to provide
aware of notices on the land at the time that they
greater public awareness of the potential
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Outlaw Planning Applications that Include
Removal of Mature Trees or Hedgerow
My thanks to Kathy Harris (Wrongs Covert)
for drawing my attention to this.

P

EOPLE have been horrified by the outbreak of nets on healthy trees and hedges to stop
birds nesting. It's not the nets that are the problem, but the planned removal of the
important trees and hedges. Mature trees are vital for air quality and to absorb carbon.
They need to stay there.
The nets on trees are a signal
that someone is planning to remove
the trees. This should no longer be
even an option. Planning should
work round our existing stock of
mature trees, and hedgerows
should be protected without
exception.
Trees are vital to air quality in cities and to
remove CO2. Ancient hedgerows are vital for
biodiversity. Nothing replaces a mature tree or
hedge. Felling should be restricted immediately
to managed woodland only. We have a climate
emergency. Felling needs to stop.
On 3 October, the Government responded
as follows,
Trees and hedges provide vital beauty,
wildlife, health and wellbeing benefits. Acute
housing need means we cannot save every tree
or hedge, but we will make net gains for
biodiversity mandatory.
Our ambitious 25-Year Environment Plan
includes our commitment to ensure that we
leave the environment in a better state than
when we inherited it. We will require developers
to deliver biodiversity net gain in the forthcoming
Environment Bill. Whenever a local authority
decides to grant planning permission, it has
power to impose enforceable conditions on the
developer; for instance, to prevent disturbance
on parts of a site, to require replacement

planting, or to ensure that particular trees or
hedgerows are safe.
To minimise harm to our countryside from
inappropriate development we need to use land
within existing settlements as fully as possible,
and also to create new garden towns and
villages. It is not practicable to try to retain every
tree and hedge, but the National Planning Policy
Framework makes clear the importance of
protecting and enhancing the natural
environment. The Framework encourages the
creation of green infrastructure, including trees,
and provides special protection for ancient
woodland and ancient and veteran trees as
irreplaceable habitat. The Framework also asks
planning authorities to minimise the impacts of
development on biodiversity, and sets out
strong protections for protected areas such as
Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Local
Wildlife Sites.
Many trees important for local amenity are
protected by Tree Preservation Orders. In many
situations outside development sites, the
Forestry Commission has to grant consent to fell
trees. Adoption of the 25-Year Environment
Plan, publication of the Urban Tree Manual, and
the reappointment of the Trees Champion are
all steps taken by the Government to promote a
massive increase in tree-planting The
Government has made a commitment to plant a
million trees in towns and cities, and eleven
million trees nationwide. We also made a
manifesto commitment to place new duties on
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local authorities to consult if they wish to cut
down street trees, to ensure that communities
have the opportunity to influence such
decisions.
While the Government does not intend to
protect every mature tree and hedge across
England, we do intend as soon as possible,
using the Environment Bill, to make biodiversity
net gain mandatory, so that developers can be
made to protect and enhance the natural
environment, including trees and hedgerows,
ensuring that the local environment is left in a
measurably better condition than it was before
development.
On 8 April 2019, in response to public
concern about anti-bird netting on trees and
hedges around permissioned or potential
development sites, the then Secretary of State
for
Housing,
Communities and
Local
Government sent a letter to major housebuilders to remind them of their legal obligation
to consider the impact of any project on local
wildlife, and take precautionary action to protect
habitat. The former Secretary of State made
clear that, if developers did not follow their
obligations, he had not ruled out further action
to protect our ecology. Following this, major
house-builders announced an end to the
practice on their sites.
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government

Why Quince, Beloved by Everyone from Edward I
to the Ancient Greeks, is the Perfect Autumn Fruit
An article by Mark Diacono published on www.countrylife.co.uk

I

F YOU find yourself at a loss for something to do during these dark autumn evenings, you
could do far worse than acquaint yourself with the stories, myths and history attached to the
quince. Thus, you will find that the ‘apple’ that tempted Adam in the Garden of Eden may
have been the quince, which remains an enduring symbol of marriage, fertility and love.
Likewise, the ‘golden apples’ offered to Aphrodite, the goddess of love, could have been
quinces.
Although native to Asia, the
quince takes its Latin name
(Cydonia oblonga) from Cydon in
Crete, one of many Mediterranean
locations where it was grown. In the
13th century, one learns that it was
Edward I who had four quinces
planted in the grounds of the Tower
of London and so initiated our love
of this wonderful fruit.
The tree is as beautiful as its harvest,
growing in an appealingly random form, which
needs pruning only by those happiest when
snipping. In mid-spring, the flowers appear: soft
white, upright twists with pink flourishes, not
unlike a water-coloured barbershop sign, slowly
opening into beautiful dog-rose-like saucers.
Their scent is the essence of spring; a cross
between daffodils and broad-bean flowers. It’s
also peculiarly elusive: bury your nose in a
flower and there’s only a hint; walk away, and a
wave of perfume engulfs you.
A quince can find a home in any garden and
grows no larger than a small apple tree. You
can even get an extreme dwarf quince that
makes 5ft in height and spread. Give it sun,
shelter and a reasonable soil and you’ll be in
fruit every autumn. As the tree is self-fertile, one
is all you’ll need.
The fruit itself looks somewhere between
the pears and apples to which it is closely
related, until, late in the season, it swells into
something more voluptuous. At their peak, with
the downy fur that often lightly covers them
rubbed off, quinces look almost fake, as if made
of alabaster or wax. They’re usually ready to
pick in late October and November, when the
fruit hangs like bright baubles from their leafless
branches. Test for readiness by lightly twisting

the fruit: if ready, they will easily leave the tree.
In any event, they must be harvested before the
real frosts arrive.
Despite their beauty and scent, they are
entirely unpalatable raw. Hard and sour, they
need patience, warmth and sweetness to reveal
their loveliness. My favourite way with quince is
to peel and poach them in a sweet, spiced,
cidery syrup and perhaps finish them in a high
oven. They’re done when they take the point of
a sharp knife. This may take 40 minutes,
sometimes twice that.
I can’t deny that many of my quinces end up
being infused in vodka or gin. I grate a couple
into a one-litre jar, add an inch or so of sugar

17

and top with booze. Three months later, I decant
the now deep-crimson liqueur through a sieve
into bottles. It’s excellent at this stage, but if you
leave some for a year or longer, it becomes
extraordinary. Be careful when peeling quinces:
it is like peeling a cannonball and accidents are
easy to come by.
There are numerous, widely available
varieties of quince (Cydonia oblonga). I have
never detected any difference in flavour, but
Meeches Prolific and Vranja are large-fruited,
early-ripening, and heavy croppers.
Quinces will grow in all but alkaline soils,
although deep, fertile loam is best. They will
grow in damp ground, as long as it doesn’t
become waterlogged.
Pruning is for shape and decluttering only:
cut out dead or diseased wood, and any
crossing stems that are rubbing. From flowering
to harvest, a monthly spray or feed to the leaves
or roots with comfrey tea or seaweed solution,
helps keep the tree healthy.
Quince are fairly trouble-free, although leaf
blight can be a nuisance, bringing dark brown
dots that are usually only cosmetic. If badly
affected, rake up fallen leaves, gather affected
fruit and incinerate them.
Quinces swell late and ripen from green to
yellow as autumn arrives. Leave them on the
tree until just before the frosts arrive. They
should come away with a soft twist. Once
indoors, quinces release an extraordinary scent
as they ripen. They will store for two or three
months in a cool, dry place.

Dr Jo’s Corner
The column by Jo Parmenter, Reedham’s Parish Tree Warden

M

Y WILDFLOWER for November is the Tree Cotoneaster Cotoneaster frigidus. The term
‘Tree Cotoneaster’ actually covers a handful of Cotoneaster species capable of growing
to a tree-like shape: others include the willow-leaved cotoneaster C salicifolius, and its
hybrid with C frigidus, C x watereri.
This one, however, is the pure
species and can be recognised by
its deciduous leaves (C salicifolius
and C x watereri are semievergreen) with only slightly impressed veins (strongly impressed
in C salicifolius and the hybrid);
fruit can be a range of shades of red
to maroon, as here. There are
always 2 seeds.
Cotoneaster identification is fraught with
problems. There are almost 100 species that
have been recorded from the wild in the UK, and
many more that don’t manage to make it out of
gardens, or haven’t been found yet, and a
particular problem is that many nurseries aren’t
very good at identifying them, so plants end up
being mis-sold.
A linked issue is that most of the
photographs posted on the internet have been
incorrectly identified. I circulated a brief account
of the most commonly occurring ones to the
ecologists
last
winter.
See
https://www.norfolkflora.org.uk/newsletters.
You might also like to try my friend Mike’s online
identification
resource
http://webidguides.com/_templates/treegroup_c
otoneaster.html.
This particular individual was found in
Fincham churchyard, in west Norfolk; there
were a number of them present and it would
appear that the local birds have taken a liking to
the berries and have deposited them in various
locations around the village.
There were
another 10 or so saplings further to the west.
Unlike the familiar wall Cotoneaster C
horizontalis, it is hard to see this one getting out
of hand and making a nuisance of itself on some
nature reserve, but who knows?

I am loathe to suggest NEVER planting any
of them: many are of wildlife value, for nectar
and fruit, so, if you want to plant them, first check
your chosen Cotoneaster on
http://www.ukwildlife.com/index.php/wildlife
-countryside-act-1981/schedule-9/schedule-9part-2/; have a look at what the LI has to say on
the
subject:
https://landscapewpstorage01.blob.core.windo
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ws.net/www-landscapeinstitute-org/2018/01/LIU-c-data-sheet-2-Cotoneaster.pdf; and, even if
your plant isn’t on the list of proscribed species,
remember that today’s well-behaved ornamental can become tomorrow’s nuisance My advice
would be to never plant any Cotoneaster within
25km of a SSSI or County Wildlife Site
designated for chalk or limestone habitats.
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Tree Preservation Orders and
Conservation Area News
Broadland Tree Preservation Orders Served, Confirmed and Revoked
TPO Number

Address

Served

Trees Protected

Status

2019 No 4 (1297)

Land south of Smee Lane, Postwick

08/05/2019

15 oak, 6 ash, 5 sweet chestnut, 1
elm and 1 elder

Confirmed 29/10/2019.

2019 No 5 (1298)

Broadland Gate, Broadland Way, Postwick

08/05/2019

19 oak and 1 cherry

Provisional. 1 objection

2019 No 7 (1300)

142 Thunder Lane, Thorpe Saint Andrew

07/06/2019

2 x oak

Confirmed 29/10/2019.

2019 No 8 (1301)

1 South Avenue, Thorpe St Andrew

23/08/2019

3 x cypress

Provisional. 2 objections

2019 No 9 (1302)

43 & 45 Rosa Close, Spixworth

17/10/2019

2 Multi-stemmed Lime

Provisional. 1 objection

Current Works to Trees Subject to a Tree Preservation Order and Section
211 Notifications for Works to Trees Within Conservation Areas
App No

Address

Species / Requested Works

Received

20191058

6 Binyon Gardens, Taverham

Silver birch - lower by 4m (currently 10m x 10m).
Blue cedar - lower by 2m and reduce sides by 1m (currently 15m x 8m).
Walnut - reduce all round by 1m (currently 10m x 10m).

26/08/2019

20191081

The Rectory, 1 Guist Road, Foulsham

T4 holly- reduce crown by 3m height and 1m on north side. Remove
elder growing through the crown.
T9 silver birch and T12 - blue Atlas cedar – fell.

Approved

20191177

The Orchards, 20 Norwich Road,
Aylsham

T4 sweet chestnut - reduce back from building to allow clearance of 2m;
reduce upper crown to healthy growth points and reduce end loading of
delaminated branches.

Approved

20191220

125 Wroxham Road, Sprowston

T1 copper beech - crown raise to 6m over highway and driveway, crown
clean, crown thin of up to 15% and reduce lowest lateral branches
growing toward house by 2-3m.

Split decision

20191243

Parmeters ,12 Cromer Road, Aylsham

Crab apple at front of house and holly – fell.

20191258

8 Windsor Chase, Taverham

T1 bird cherry - crown raise to 6m, thin live branches by 5%, deadwood.
T2 horse-chestnut – fell.

20191272

Millwood, Mill Road, Horstead

Dead cherry – remove.

20191273

2 Lower House, White Lion Road,
Coltishall

Ash – fell.

20191283

6 Princess Beatrice Close, Hellesdon

T1 sweet chestnut - remove back to main stem.
T2 sycamore - branch reduction from 5.5m to 3.6m.

20191305

Hill House, 2 Skinners Lane, Wroxham

Along our northern boundary is a row of 50 large, mature Leyland
cypress trees, perhaps 40 years old. In all likelihood they were planted
as a screen between the garden and the public footpath and mooring/
recreation area next door. Now, more recently, a high fence has been
erected and other foliage has grown in the area next door, making a
screen less important, but more significantly the leylandii were not
maintained and now have no foliage lower down. So now they not only
offer little screening themselves but also prevent more suitable plants
growing underneath. Furthermore they are crowding some of our other,
native, trees including three Scots pine and a lime for example. They
are, in general, too strong and not a satisfying or natural part of the
landscape. We have a lot of other trees in the garden and the leylandii
will not be missed. We would like permission to fell them.

20191306

Didworthy House, 10 Holman Road,
Aylsham

Holly – dead – remove.

20191308

Didworthy House, 10 Holman Road,
Aylsham

Holly - reduction of height of hedge and removal of dead branches.
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Split decision

Approved

20191310

Trees, Lady Lane, Hainford

T2 cherry - current height 8m, spread north 15m, south, east & west 5m,
reduce away from property by approx 1m to suitable pruning points and
crown lift 3m.
T12 oak - current height 18m, spread north 3m, south 9m, east & west5m, remove deadwood.
T13 oak - current height 20m, spread north & east 6m, south & west 5m,
remove deadwood.
T14 beech - current height 20m, spread north & west 7m, south 6m and
east 5m, reduce over road by approx 3m to suitable pruning points.
T15 holly - current height 10m, spread north 4m, south, east & west-5m.,
crown lift by approx 2m.

20191315

High View, 22A Chapel Lane, Thorpe St
Andrew

Elm - remove 2 branches and prune.
Beech – prune.

20191326

13 Breydon Road, Sprowston

Copper beech - crown raise to achieve clearance of 4.5-5m.

20191330

34 Church Lane, Wroxham

T1 horse chestnut & T2 Tilia spp - crown reduce, reduce height from
24m to 17m, remove deadwood. Trees are located close to the property
and shade out entire garden.
T3 - Tilia spp - remove deadwood.

20191331

32 Church Lane,Wroxham

T1 beech - crown reduce, reduce in height from 22m to 18m, remove
deadwood and prune away from BT line to give 1.5m clearance.

20191332

Oakside House, Newton Road, Hainford

T7 and T8 oak – reduce, clear house and shaped into one crown. Thin
to let light through to the garden.
T6 and T5 oak - crowne reduce to maintain trees suitable for area and
thin to let light through to the garden.
T2 - reduce crown to let light in and remove broken limb.

20191338

Beckies Cottage, 22 Chapel Lane,
Thorpe St Andrew

Cherry - reduce to achieve 1m clearance from cables.
Dead Cypress - reduce from 3.5m to 1.5m in height.
Trees at side of the house - reduce from 7.5m to 6.0m in height.

20191354

39 Drayton High Road, Drayton

T1 beech - crown clean and reduce the lowest lateral limbs to south and
north by 3m.
G1 sycamore - raise crown to 5m.

Approved

20191379

Redcliffe House,10 Lake View Drive,
Brundall

T1 oak - remove lowest branch (approximately 150mm in diameter) to
the south-east.

Approved

20191380

12 Lake View Drive, Brundall

T2 oak - remove trunk suckers to height of 10 m including northern stub.
T3 oak - remove drooping northern growth to height of 8 m.
T4 oak - remove trunk suckers to height of 10 m, including from the two
southern limbs.

Approved

20191409

The Firs, Norwich Road, Acle

T1 beech - crown lift to 4m and thin by 10%. Reduce lowest main branch
on south-west of the crown by 2m. Reduce lowest main branch on northeast of the crown by 2m.

Approved

20171417

St Anthony, 58 Norwich Road,
Horstead With Stanninghall

T1 oak - reduce from 17 to 14 m in height and from 11 to 8 m in width,
raise crown to 4 m, reduce branches back to give 2 m clearance from the
garage, remove deadwood with an attachment diameter of 30mm and
above and remove the old pruning stub on the lower trunk.
T2 apple; T3, T4 & T5 elder; and T6 lime – fell.
T7 goat willow - fell due to basal decay and significant Ganoderma
brackets at the base.

Approved

20191434

Sundowner, 14 St Michaels Close,
Aylsham

T1 Scots pine - remove 5 x lowest branches.

11/09/2019

20191435

Sundowner, 14 St Michaels Close,
Aylsham

G1 conifers - all conifers on right of path fell and grind.
T2 Acer - reduce by 1.5m from 8m to 6.5m.
G2 limes in rear garden - cut growth back to boundary and up to 4.5m.

11/09/2019

20191436

Redcliffe House, 10 Lake View Drive,
Brundall

T1 oak - remove epicormic growth to a height of 8m.
T2 sweet chestnut - crown lift to 4m.
T3 oak - reduce western canopy from 5m to 3m.
T4 beech - reduce eastern canopy from 8.5m to 6.5m.

Approved

20191442

93 Stuart Road, Aylsham

T1 - removal to near ground level of co-dominant stemmed monkey
puzzle beside car port.

Approved

20191457

27 Barker Way, Thorpe End

T1 co-dominant stemmed oak - on secondary stem remove two lowest
branches on northern aspect of tree approx 6-8m long back to primary
growth point.

Approved

20191459

36 Burma Road, Old Catton

T1 oak - approx 20m with 8m spread. Raise to approx 6m by removing
lower small branches up to main breaking forks. Reduce northern aspect
of mid-crown area by up to 2.5m, bringing in branches extending from
the crown area in line with the rest of crown. Remove lowest branch in
this area to raise crown back to suitable secondary growth point.

17/09/2019

20191478

Little Plumstead Primary School, Hospital
Road, Great Little Plumstead

T1 oak: crown reduction of 2m (current height 20m) and removal of
deadwood.

18/09/2019
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Approved

20191479

67 Norwich Road, Wroxham

Norway spruce - fell and replant with a cherry blossom.

Split decision

20191482

The Old Pharmacy,3 High Street,
Foulsham

T1 cherry - reduce canopy by 3m.
T2 yew hedge - reduce canopy by 2m.
T3 London plane (TPO 2007 No.10 (749)) - raise canopy and reduce
overhanging branches by 4m.

18/09/2019

20191487

Thatched House, 10 The Street,
Coltishall

Coppicing of 6 sallow and 3 silver birch. Currently 8m in Height.

19/09/2019

20191500

The Grange, 13 Blofield Road, Brundall

T8 tree of heaven - removal of dead tree.

20191501

3 Station Road, Foulsham

Yew trees - removal of branches overhanging boundary.

24/09/2019

20191505

Pink Cottage, 39 High Street, Foulsham

Ash - crown lift by removing 3 lowest branches as in photograph.

24/09/2019

20191507

First Taverham Scout HQ, Sandy Lane,
Taverham

T2 & T86 ash and T20, T23a & T60a hawthorn- remove
T22 oak - remove deadwood.
T6 oak - crown raise to clear light by 2m.
T51a goat willow - pollard to 2m.

Approved

20191509

2 Witton Close, Reedham

Oak - 2m reduction of scaffold laterals x 2 branches. Clear BT lines x 1
of regrowth to be removed 4m crown lift garden and park path side.

25/09/2019

20181512

2 Bakers Road, Halvergate

Weeping birch

Approved

20191518

12 Rawlinsons Lane, Aylsham

T1 beech nearest bungalow - current height approx 20m & spread
approx 11m, reduce height by approx 6m and width by 3.5m.
T2 beech in corner) - current height approx 20m and spread approx
12m, reduce height by approx 6m and width by 4m.

25/09/2019

20191519

Bungalow,Belt Farm, Mill Row, Aylsham

Beech - removal of two limbs overhanging bungalow, current height 25m
approx and spread 14m approx.

25/09/2019

20191526

Thorpehurst, 1 Barber Place, Thorpe St
Andrew

T1 Acer - remove 2 lowest branches overhanging garden to provide
clearance and alleviate shading.
T2 ash - crown lift to 6m to provide clearance and alleviate shading.
T3 & T4 Prunus - fell, poor specimen.
T5 beech - crown lift to 3m to provide clearance over the garden.

Approved

20191530

3 Hall Drive, Old Catton

T1 silver birch - fell and replace with a smaller native species.

20191531

10 Woodland Drive, Thorpe End

Reduce boundary hedges to a height of 1.8m.
Ash - fell.

Approved

20191532

The Grange, 11 Cromer Road, Aylsham

T1 Eucalyptus & T2 willow - remove;

Approved

20191536

St Michaels V C First School,
Schoolhouse Lane, Aylsham

T2 Portuguese laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) - reduce to fence height
(approx 1.2m) to incorporate into hedge.
T4 pedunculate oak (Quercus robur) - remove lower limbs for access
(crown raise to 5.5m over carriageway, 2.5m over school playground)
remove deadwood from crown and crossing limbs as appropriate.
T6 - Horse Chestnut (Aesculus hippocastanum) - raise crown to 5.5m.
T7 - elm (Ulmus spp) notably lacking in DED so uncertain of species or
cultivar possible 'Sapporo Gold' - clear crown of dead wood. Reduce
length of extended stems by up to 3.5m to ease loading. Raise crown to
3m for improved access and light into the playground.
T8 - common lime (tillia x europea) - remove branches growing into the
lane to a height of 5.5m. Remove deadwood from the crown. Raise
crown within the school grounds to a height of 3.5m.
T18 - elder (Sambucus nigra) – fell.
T31 - sweet chestnut (Castanea sativa) - remove 2 dead stems
encroaching the school grounds. Max stem diameter at branch union
180mm. Compartmental

20191539

56 Howell Road, Drayton

T1 oak - reduce lowest limb from 3.5 to 1.8m to suitable pruning point.

20191540

37 Meadow Gardens, Sprowston

T1 lime - crown lift to approx 5.5m, crown thin of 15% and lateral
reduction from 7m to 4.5m.
T2 lime - crown lift to approx 5.5m and crown thin of 15%.
T3 & T4lime - crown lift to approx 5.5m.

20191541

29 Charles Close, Wroxham

T1 oak - crown raise to give 4-5m clearance.
T2 cypress & T3 apple – fell.

20191544

Broadway, 6 Staitheway Road, Wroxham

Cedar - fell and replant with Liquidamber and birch.

20191545

2 Woodland Drive, Old Catton

T1 beech - crown thin by 20%, raise crown to 5.5m over highway and
reduce crown from house and garage giving 1.5m clearance.

20191548

14A High Street, Cawston

T2 & T3 poplar - reduce crown by 5m.

20191554

Sundale, Newton Road, Hainford

T5, T6, T7 & T8 oaks - crown reduction by 3.5m from 12.0 – 13.5m.

20191558

Keys Hill Lodge, Keys Hill Drive,
Wroxham

T1 oak - 11m high, remove lowest limb.
T2 oak, T3 & T4sycamore - fell.
W1 - thin by 15-20%.
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20191561

10 The Avenue, Wroxham

T1 Lawson cypress – fell.

20191569

68 St Williams Way, Thorpe St Andrew

T1 oak - ???

20191570

39 Bure Way, Aylsham

4 x conifer trees – fell.

20191575

St Brides, 5 Burgh Road, Aylsham

T1 Turkish hazel - approx 8m in height, reduce by 2m and reduce overall
shape by 1.5m.
T2 snake bark maple - approx 7m in height, reduce by 1.5m.
T3 purple plum - approx 6-7m in height, reduce height by 2m for the 3
trees listed above we wish to crown lift over highway and pathway to
comply with highway regulations.
T4 rowan - fell.

20191576

19 The Limes, High Street, Foulsham

Prunus pissardii - reduce by 3m.
Goat willow - remove to ground level.

20191577

5 Church Close, Church Hill, Reepham

Sweet chestnut - reduce back to previous pollard points.
Leaning holly - reduce by 4.5m.
Silver birch - crown reduce by 2.5m.
Bay - crown reduce by 1.5m.
Contorted willow - stem removed back to pollard points.
Whitebeam - reduce by 3m and outer peripheral crown pruned.
Hollies - trimmed into conical form.
Leaning Syringe - fell.
2 x holly - reduce overhead cables.
Thuja - crown raise to 3m over garden, 4.5m over entrance and crown
trim.
Red oak - reduce by 1.5m.

20191578

36 Wilks Farm Drive, Sprowston

T33 purple crab – fell.

20191579

12 Pound Road, Hevingham

T18 & T19 oak - reduce overhang back from garden of private property
to suitable growth points.

20191581

The Red House, Low Road, Great
Plumstead

See Tree Works Specification

20191586

27 Charles Close, Wroxham

T1 beech - crown reduce to previous cuts, 1m off - sides 4.5m to 3.5m,
height 7m to 6m. Crown lift to 2.5m, work to maintain tree size, work has
regularly been undertaken before.
T1 Indian bean - reduce canopy on summer house side by 1m from 5m
to 4m to reduce overhang over summer house.

20191594

1 The Garden House, St George Loke,
Sprowston

T1 Monterey cypress - reduce canopy all over by 1.5m, sides from 7m to
5.5m, height from 18m to 16.5m.

20191596

31 Breck Farm Lane, Taverham

T1 Norway spruce - fell.

20191601

Unit 3 Sapphire House, Roundtree Way,
Sprowston

Removal of 7 dead trees.

20191609

Tanamera, 165 Shakespeare Way,
Taverham

T1 oak – fell.

20191611

35 Charles Close, Wroxham

2 x Lawson cypress and 1 x holly – fell.

20191614

339 St Faiths Road, Old Catton

T1 mature oak - crown raise 7m.

20191617

Willow Bank, 2 Mill Road, Salhouse,

T1 & T2 leylandi - remove to ground level and stump grind.

20191622

10 Juniper Way, Taverham

T1 oak - remove to ground level.

20191624

5 Charles Close, Wroxham

T1 & T2 limes - reduce heights from 14m by approx 3.5m and widths
from 8m by approx 2m.

20191626

26 Fakenham Road, Drayton

T1 oak - deadwood.
T2 oak - crown lift by removal of the 3 lowest laterals and deadwood.

20191629

2 Church House, Hindolveston Road,
Foulsham

Removal of pagoda tree and replant with either a Crataegus or
Ligustrum japonicum.

20191633

23 Bishops Close, Thorpe St Andrew

Cotoneaster - prune to 3m diameter.

20191634

Petersons House,Petersons Lane,
Aylsham

Oak - fell
Oak - removal of overhanging lower branches.

20191637

11A South Avenue, Thorpe St Andrew

T1 beech - reduce height from 12m to 9m, radial spread from 8m to 6m,
pole thin by 20%.
T2 Lawson cypress – fell.

20191639

30 Yare View Close, Reedham

T1 silver birch – fell.

20191640

147 Norwich Road, Wroxham

T1 Norway maple and T2 beech - dismantle to ground level.

20191645

Trees, Lady Lane, Hainford

T6 silver birch – fell.

20191652

1 Mill Hill, Lower Street, Salhouse

Works requested by the council - to create a 4m clearance by raising the
trees along lower street road side.
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Approved

20191654

1 Stuart Road, Aylsham

Red maple - reduce by 1.5m, current height 10m. Remove branch and
crown thin by 15%.
Conifers - reduce by 0.5m, current height approx 5m.
Plum - reduce by 1m, current height 3.5m.
Holly - reduce by 1.5m, current height 4m.
Silver birch - reduce crown by approx 1.5m, spread approx 5m all round,
current height 16m.

20191658

12 The Avenue, Wroxham

T37 oak - crown raise to 5m and reduce branches over house and
neighbours’ boundary to 2m clearance.

20191660

20 Waterloo Road, Hainford

T1, T2 & T3 oaks - raise canopy over garden and driveway to 4.5m.

20191661

Royal Norwich Golf Club Ltd, Weston
Park, Weston Hall Road, Weston
Longville

No.139 & 143 ash, No.140 silver birch, No.145 goat willow & No.144
tri-stemmed birch - fell..
No.141 beech with meripilus at base - reduce by approx 6m to 18-20m
over drive.
No.142 beech - reduce overhang over green by approx 3-4m to 6-7m.
No.146 beech with meripilus at base - reduce large upright limb by
approx 6m over drive and to veteranise remaining part of stem, reduction
of extended lateral above by approx 4-5m leaving 6m.
No.147 beech - reduce 3 extended laterals over drive by approx 3m to
leave approx 5-6m.
No.148 beech - reduce 2 extended laterals over drive by approx 3m to
leave approx 5-6m.
No.149 oak - reduce lowest limb over course by approx 3m to leave
approx 5-6m.
T1 & T2 oak - by first tee box requires 1 split limb/1 hazard beam to be
reduced.

20191662

31 Lakeland Close, Little Plumstead

T1 lime - tip back branches to give property 2.5m clearance.

20191665

39 Charles Close, Wroxham

T1 cedar - reduce large lower laterals growing toward property by 2-3m.
T2 group of birches (16m) - reduce crowns to old reduction points (3m).
T3 oak - reduce 2 x lower lateral growing over gardens by 2m.

20191668

The Thatched Barn, 11 The Maltings,
Millgate, Aylsham

T2 - prune back to growth points along boundary with number 6 to
maximum of 2m

20191669

2 Manor Farm Close, Drayton

T1 lime - crown lift 5m. 20% crown thin, clean out and dead wood.

20191671

School House, The Street, Oulton

Quercus ilex - trim crown by approx 1m around circumference and reshape. Current Height 12m and 10m diameter spread.

20191672

Spennithorne , 23 Brook Street, Buxton
With Lamas

Beech – fell.

20191673

9 Millgate, Aylsham

Remove 2 x holly from front of house.
Remove 1 x conifer.
Lower large hedge all round.

10 Chapel Lane, Thorpe St Andrew

T1 apple - reduce height from 3m to 2m.
T2 purple plum - reduce height from 7m to 5m.
T3 cherry plum - reduce height from 7m to 5m crown reduction 1m away
from power/BT lines, highway and adjacent property and canopy from
6m to 3.5m.

Heydon Road, Heydon

T7 dead oak - fell and replace with oak.
T8 horse chestnut - fell and replace with oak.
T9 oak - remove damaged limb and reduce remaining limb to high
pollard.
T10 dead ash - fell and replace with oak.

Heydon Estate, Heydon

T1 horse chestnut - fell and replace with beech.
T2 beech - fell and replace with beech.
T3 horse chestnut - fell and replace with red oak.
T4 sycamore - fell and replace with whitebeam.
T5 horse chestnut - fell and replace with oak.

20191676

20191679

20191681

Explanatory Notes:
1)

App No is the unique Broadland District Council Planning Application number allocated to the application to carry out work and is the number by
which progress of the application may be traced. Any comment, objection, support or request for information should quote this number.

2)

Address is the address to which the application for work relates. In other words, it is the address where the trees for which the application is
made are located.

3)

Species / Requested Works is the species of the tree(s) concerned and details of the work proposed. A reference such as T1, T2 or G1 may
also appear and that is simply a reference to the tree(s) on the TPO, Conservation Order or simply on the application.

4)

Received is either the date on which the application was received by Broadland District Council or the actual decision.

5)

This list is not designed to be a definitive list of all the relevant details. The reader should always refer to the specific application on the
Broadland District Council “Planning Explorer” at https://secure.broadland.gov.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/GeneralSearch.aspx to view the
application or read the Council’s decision.
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