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Engagement Feedback and Response
Introduction
As stated in the original engagement document: “Reintroducing grazing to the various
grassland compartments across Chorleywood House Estate Local Nature Reserve (LNR)
has been a long-term aspiration for the management of the site, in order to improve its
overall landscape and biodiversity value. As part of the Greenspace Action Plan for
Chorleywood House Estate, Three Rivers District Council is going to introduce cattle grazing
to the North Hill Field in 2020, to improve management of the meadow”.
The decision to graze North Hill Field was taken following two public engagement exercises:
the first taking place in 2010 regarding the issue of grazing and the second in 2018 inviting
feedback on the Greenspace Action Plan which explicitly mentioned fencing and grazing
North Hill Field. Following these consultations, Three Rivers District Council is moving
forward with grazing on North Hill Field. The purpose of this present engagement exercise
was to ascertain how best to implement the fencing so as to minimise inconvenience to site
users.
A period of public engagement was carried out from the 30th August to the 7th October
offering a choice between two fencing options. Option 1 was to fence the whole field to the
boundary while option 2 was to inset the fence, providing a grazing animal free circuit around
the edge of the field. Both options appear in ‘Appendix I: Maps’. Posters were placed at all
pedestrian entrances to North Hill Field as well as the nearest car park; the aim being to
capture the views of regular site users.
This document will summarise the response received to the engagement, address the issues
raised and indicate the intended actions regarding the proposed fencing at North Hill Field.

Summary of public response
The public response to the engagement occurred in two distinct phases. The first, from the
engagement opening until the end of September could be characterised as moderately
positive. There was an even split between those glad to see grazing introduced and those
who held reservations. Many of the concerned replies included thoughts on how to move
forward with a grazing solution on North Hill Field that worked for everyone.
The second phase occurred through the last fortnight of the engagement and appeared
prompted by an organised online campaign to stop the project proceeding. The responses
were almost completely negative. Many of the same points were raised repeatedly and an
online petition against fencing at North Hill Field was included.
Below is a summary of some issues raised which have informed the decision between the
two fencing options. Following that is a section addressing some of the wider issues raised
relating to grazing.
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Deciding between fencing options
Option 1
Proponents of options 1 favoured it because it would be more straightforward, less
noticeable and mean that grass cutting for access around the outside of the field would be
unnecessary.
Option 2
Responders felt that option 2 allowed an alternative option for site users who were less
mobile or apprehensive of cattle; also that the memorial benches could be accessed without
cows present and the hedgerows could be properly maintained.
Additionally, some comments regarding a better positioning of kissing gates will be reviewed
on-site with the Friends of the Chorleywood House Estate before work is carried out.

Wider Issues raised
The perceived negative issues associated with grazing North Hill Field are addressed in five
categories below:
1. A loss of dog walking access to North Hill Field including apprehension to sharing
space with cattle
2. Barbed wire being unsafe, spoiling the view and restricting wildlife
3. Conservation grazing being perceived as harmful to biodiversity compared to the
current ‘cut and lift’ management. Skylarks were a particular source of concern
4. The cost of the fencing to the taxpayer
5. The lack of proper engagement
1. Access
The proposed fencing will undoubtedly cause some minor inconvenience to some site users.
It is the opinion of Three Rivers District Council that the inconvenience is outweighed by the
landscape and biodiversity benefits which will be expanded upon below. Compromises exist
where less mobile individuals could use an alternative route outside of the fencing, as
proposed by option 2 in the engagement document. ‘Aggressive’ approaching cattle are
nearly always just curious as to what is going on. There is a need to invest more time in
familiarising people with sharing open space with grazing animals, as is normal in more rural
parts of the country. As a result further ‘meet the cows’ events will be arranged in 2020 and
subsequent years.
A Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) is in place for The Dell, Dell Fields and the
Readings when they are grazed. This came about following multiple attacks on sheep by
dogs and was intended to protect animal welfare. We do not intend to extend the scope of
the PSPO to include North Hill Field, allowing access for dogs under close control.
2. Fencing and barbed wire
Similar to other recent fencing on the Chorleywood House Estate, two strands of barbed wire
are to be used on the inside of the fence, with a run of plain wire on the outside to guard
against accidental contact. The use of barbed wire is standard for enclosing cattle; otherwise
the cows rub themselves against the fence, eventually pushing it over.
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An offset fence, 10m down the hill from the view would cause minimal interference to the
view across the valley. It should be noted that the vista includes a fenced field with cattle.
Some interesting suggestions were raised regarding the use of ‘invisible fencing’, as in effect
at Chorleywood Common. This option will not be pursued at this time due to the expense
and unreliability of the current technology.
The proposals seek to enhance the landscape value of the estate, conforming to the
Chilterns National Character Area “The countryside is a patchwork of mixed agriculture with
woodland, set within hedged boundaries”.
3. Biodiversity
The consensus held by environmental conservation organisations, agencies and NGOs is
that conservation grazing is the gold standard in managing lowland grassland such as North
Hill Field. The current grazing regime is paid for by grant funding and is not undertaken for
commercial means.
This linked document from English Nature (now Natural England) states “Livestock grazing
is essential for the management of many of England’s most important wildlife habitats.
Grassland, heathland, wood pasture, floodplain and coastal marshes all require some
grazing to maintain the structure and composition upon which a variety of plants and animals
depend for their survival”.
‘Reintroducing naturalistic grazing: Natural England evidence' lists over 30 studies by
conservation organisations and agencies supporting grazing. The RSPB state “Skylarks can
nest successfully in grazed pastures if you can maintain a tussocky sward with a low stock
rate through the spring and summer. Unimproved grasslands managed without inputs often
hold high densities of skylarks”.
A study commissioned after a year of grazing in The Readings found: ‘A repeat walkover a
year later showed that even after fifteen years without grazing within a year good progress in
diversification in the grassland can be achieved. The sward was less dominated by
Arrhenatherum elatius, false oat and there were fewer thistles, Cirsium arvense and vulgare
and docks’.
The intention is to graze 12 cows in North Hill Field on/off between June and September.
This low stock density alongside the general rather than selective nature by which cattle
graze should offer no threat to the success of orchids on North Hill Field. In fact, the removal
of nutrients from some areas of the field should encourage rare flora.
These biodiversity gains imply that a greater diversity of pollinators and habitats should in
turn support a wider range of insect and bird species. This greater diversity allows better
ecological resilience to our warming climate.
4. Cost to the taxpayer
While not being the primary driver, a fortunate aspect of the proposed fencing is that it will
save money in the long run. It is expected that savings arising from no longer mowing North
Hill Field will offset the cost of the fencing within five years.
Beyond acting only in a financially sustainable way this proposal will lead to reduction in
waste; instead of expending fossil fuels to cut grass and take it to a green waste site, cattle
are farmed in a low input, sustainable manner, providing food.
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5. Public engagement
The engagement process lasted for five weeks. Posters were placed at all entrances to
North Hill Field and the nearest car park, advertising the engagement to regular users of the
site.
The Chorleywood House Estate Greenspace Action Plan 2018-23, which was agreed
following two phases of public engagement, stated that “Considering the observed ecological
benefits [of conservation grazing], grazing will be expanded to include North Hill Field
grassland compartment”.
The purpose of the public engagement was to establish compromises that could be made to
lessen the impact to members of the public who enjoy walking on the estate.

Conclusion
After consideration of the responses received, North Hill Field will be fenced according to
option 2, with a fence inset by 10m from the edge of the field. Although a slim majority of
positive responses favoured option 1, it is felt that option 2 addresses more of the wider
issues raised; particularly concerns regarding access to the memorial benches, the view and
providing an alternative for those walking dogs or with lesser mobility. This will allow site
users to avoid being in the same field as the cattle if they so wish, maintaining the popular
route which continues from the Chestnut Walk down to the River Chess. Kissing gate
location will be reviewed before installation to allow free access to the field. A
comprehensive botanical survey will be undertaken in May 2020 to provide a baseline for
monitoring the biodiversity of the field.
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Appendix I: Maps
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