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Summary  

This report sets out the results of the grazing review component of the South Sandlings Living Landscape 

Project. The work was commissioned by a partnership led by the Suffolk Wildlife Trust and Forestry 

Commission including the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, Suffolk County Council, Natural England, and  

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds. 

The aim of the review was to identify opportunities for creating, enlarging and linking the current grazing 

enclosures within the project area.  Six options were identified: 

Option A incorporates the northern half of Blaxhall Common and the surrounding forestry block. At 78ha, 

it is the smallest of the grazing options suggested, and would connect the heathland of Blaxhall Common 

with a smaller open patch in the forest.  There is long-term scope for heathland recreation within the 

surrounding forest.  Constraints include fencing on common land, the installation of cattle grids on two 

restricted byways, and the current relatively high use of the site by dogwalkers in particular.  

Option B includes the southern section of Blaxhall Heath, the Blaxhall-Tunstal Link and surrounding 

forestry, some 141ha in total.  Benefits include linking two significant blocks of heathland in one 

management unit, which will also facilitate future grazing on the adjacent Tunstall Common. The main 

constraint would be fencing on common land, and the availability of 96ha of forest for grazing (of which 

12ha is already open, and clearfell is planned for a further 13ha).  

Option C encompasses Option B and also includes Tunstall Common and areas of forest eastwards to 

include areas of open land planned clearfell for which grazing is already planned in 2011.  355ha in total, 

it includes 42ha of heathland and 50ha of open land within the forest.  This option would have the benefit 

of connecting 19 heathland/open patches in one management unit, and has potential for heathland 

recreation on planned clearfell. Constraints are as for Option B (excluding grazing unit shape), plus the 

possible need to fence out re-stocked areas of forestry in the longer term.   

Option D encompasses two areas of open land within north Rendlesham Forest, and would total 94ha.  

Benefits include the contribution to appropriate management for ground nesting heathland birds in an 

undisturbed part of the forest.  The grazing unit would also be well positioned with regard to potential 

future grazing of open patches to the north and Woodbridge Airfield to the south.  A possible extension 

to the east would provide an open-ground link to areas further east in the forest, particularly if planned 

clear fell were carried out earlier.   

Option E extends the current grazing unit of Upper Hollesley Common to include open patches to the east 

in an area with significant breeding nightjar and woodlark.  Totalling 158ha, it would include 59ha of 

heathland and 3ha of open land and 14ha of planned clear-fell within the forest.   

Option F comprises two temporary, electric fenced enclosures south of the Rendlesham centre at 

Tangham.  This would provide a strategic first step for a permanent grazing scheme in the area.  

Option G joins together the current grazing units at Sutton Common and Sutton Heath, and would total 

178ha, including 133ha of heathland, of which 33 are currently ungrazed.   This area is currently one of 

the most heavily used in the project area for dog-walking, and this option is not recommended unless the 

provision of additional dog-walking areas proves successful in reducing pressure at Sutton.  Additional 
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constraints include a short length of fencing on common land (most of the common land boundaries are 

already fenced) and potentially the provision of several cattle grids on public byways crossing the site, 

particularly given the popularity of the area with horse riders and carriage drivers.   

Option H is a temporary, electric fenced enclosure in the Bromeswell area, intended to facilitate pony 

grazing with the objective of contributing to the maintenance of suitable conditions for key heathland 

birds in a patch of open ground within the forest.  The enclosure would be largely surrounded by an area 

potentially to be promoted for dog-walking. Suitable measures would be needed to reduced disturbance 

along boundaries where tracks are currently located and ensure that dog-walkers are not put of by the 

presence of electric fencing.   

Option I is a vision for a future large-scale grazing scheme connecting Sutton Heath, Sutton Common and 

Upper and Lower Hollesley Commons in one unit.    

Possible generic barriers to progress are identified, and ways ahead suggested. Issues include fencing on 

common land, installation of cattle grids on roads and restricted byways; and livestock suitability and 

welfare. The vital role of consultation and public engagement is outlined.  
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1. Introduction 

Overview 

1.1 The South Suffolk Living Landscape Project sets out to develop a vision for the management of 

3,000ha of the south Suffolk Sandlings, identifying how a large area of predominantly commercial 

forestry and heathland habitats at Rendlesham and Tunstall can be managed in the future to 

provide a recreational resource for increasing numbers of visitors while preserving the sensitive 

landscapes and biodiversity.  Part of this management includes livestock grazing of heathland 

habitats which can potentially be extended into areas of the forestry. 

1.2 This report forms part of a series of reports – others are a study of the recreational pressure on the 

area (Cruickshanks, Liley, and Hoskin 2010) and a recreation strategy (Liley et al. 2010).  

Background information about the study area is given in Cruickshanks, Liley and Hoskin (2010) and 

is therefore not repeated here. 

1.3 Grazing was a fundamental part of traditional lowland heathland use until its decline during the 

20th century (Lake 2001). More recently, grazing has been reintroduced to lowland heathland sites 

to help achieve conservation objectives (e.g. Bacon 1998; Lake 2001) and this  is reflected in the 

current Environmental Stewardship prescriptions (Natural England 2010). The aim of grazing within 

the study area is primarily to contribute to the sustainable delivery of favourable condition on Sites 

of Scientific Interest   -  many SSSI units within the project area are currently in unfavourable 

condition, in the main due to invading scrub, bracken and coniferous trees.  A key driver of 

implementing the grazing options will be the necessity to provide and maintain suitable habitat for 

heathland bird species listed in under Annex 1 of Directive 2009/147/EC (Birds Directive).  There 

are also landscape/visual amenity benefits to grazing. A review of the known impacts of livestock 

presence on lowland heathland is given in section 1.5 to 1.22.   

1.4 This report aims to identify opportunities for creating, enlarging and linking the current grazing 

enclosures within the study area and has the following objectives: 

 To identify potential new grazing enclosures that encompass and link the principle heathland 

sites and, where appropriate, adjoining forestry land; 

 To identify barriers to progress and opportunities to use cattle grids on highways to create 

extensive grazing units; 

 To propose solutions where grazing infrastructure would cross footpaths, bridleways and by-ways 

through engagement with Rights of Way officers.  

The effects of livestock on lowland heathland 

1.5 In general, livestock activity on heathlands is shown to reduce vegetation cover and re-establish 

earlier seral stages, creating an uneven aged mosaic in the dominant heathland species (Lake 

2001). This may provide suitable conditions for a number of characteristic heathland species, 

including woodlark and nightjar. 
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Impacts on structural diversity 

1.6 Dry heath communities are intrinsically species poor (Rodwell 1991), so the main conservation aim 

in grazing is to increase structural diversity.  Changes in Calluna cover and structure through 

grazing depend on grazing intensity.  In the uplands, (Welch 1984) suggests that light grazing will 

increase heather cover, height and biomass, but that these are likely to decline on sites with heavy 

livestock presence. Light grazing may stimulate young growth while not adversely affecting mature 

or degenerate plants (e.g. Demopoulos 1996), thus maximising structural diversity. Heavier grazing 

may damage both younger and older heather by repeated grazing of new shoots, uprooting of 

shoots ((S. A. Grant et al. 1978) and trampling (Bayfield and Brookes 1979).  However, the absence 

of grazing may eventually lead to Calluna degeneration (Hester, Miles, and Gimingham 1991). In 

general, Calluna is less damaged by grazing on dry soils than wetter ones (Welch 1986), although 

grasses invade more easily on mineral soils than on deep peat (S. E. Hartley et al. 1997),(S. E. 

Hartley 2001). Little detailed information directly concerning livestock activity and structural 

diversity on lowland heathland is available. 

Impacts on ratio of heather to grasses 

1.7 Grazing also affects the relative proportions of dwarf shrubs and grasses and sedges on heathland 

swards (Bakker et al. 1983); Welch, 1984; (J.M. Bullock and R.J. Pakeman 1997). Generally, light 

grazing leads to an increase in dwarf shrub cover and heavy grazing leads to the replacement of 

heather Calluna vulgaris with grassland species (Hartley, 1997; (Alonso, S.E. Hartley, and Thurlow 

2001). The most detailed work is from the uplands where Welch (1984) found that light grazing 

favoured small increases in the cover of ericoids and lichens, Heavy grazing favoured graminoids 

and forbs, particularly sheep’s fescue Festuca ovina, but also common bent Agrostis capillaris, 

sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum odoratum,smooth meadow-grass Poa pratensis, sheep’s sorrel 

Rumex acetosella and white clover Trifolium repens. There is little published work on how grazing 

may alter the dynamic between grassland and lowland heathland communities. 

1.8 Acid grassland communities form an important component of heathlands in other heathland areas, 

and are of national significance their own right (Sanderson 1998). The main Festuca-Agrostis-

Rumex community is considered dependent on grazing for its survival (e.g. (Rodwell 1992). Grazing 

is considered to keep the vegetation short, maintaining a balance between rosette species, 

perennial grasses, light demanding chamaephytes and ephemerals and cryptograms able to take 

advantage of areas of bare ground (e.g. Watt 1938). Acid grassland can support uncommon and 

rare species such as mossy stonecrop Crassula tillaea, smooth cat’s-ear Hypochaeris glabra, hairy 

birds-foot-trefoil Lotus subbiflorus, clustered clover Trifolium glomeratum, and suffocated clover 

T.suffocatum, species which are all reliant on a short sward or bare (Stewart, Pearman, and Preston 

1994) and are easily displaced by more competitive grasses.  

Impacts on bracken 

1.9 Some research has been carried out into the effects of livestock grazing on bracken dynamics. 

Livestock will consume small amounts of bracken (Putman et al. 1987) but not in sufficient quantity 

to reduce cover significantly. In any case, bracken is toxic to livestock when consumed in quantity, 

and welfare concerns prevent the use of livestock grazing (as opposed to trampling or digging) for 
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bracken management.  Cattle and ponies push through areas of bracken and can reduce density by 

damaging plants.  (Birch, Vuichard, and Werkman 2000) found that small bracken patches could be 

controlled by livestock trampling, but not the expansion of large patches.  (Paterson, RH Marrs, and 

RJ Pakeman 1997) found that where livestock activity was sufficiently high, bracken regeneration 

on upland heathland following herbicide (asulam) treatment was slowed due to disturbance 

through trampling. 

1.10 Pigs have been used to manage bracken (Kennedy 1998, Read 1994) and proved effective in 

reducing stand density if used in conjunction with cutting or spraying (Read and Williams 1997). 

However the pig foraging strategy of digging for rhizomes is likely to result in significant loss of all 

vegetation cover. Livestock grazing may in some cases allow the spread of bracken because it is 

avoided and competition from other species is reduced (Davies, Newbould, and Baillie 1979). 

Impacts on scrub and tree species 

1.11 Circumstantial evidence suggests that heavy grazing may inhibit the growth of scrub and trees on 

lowland heaths ((R. H. Marrs 1986), (CR Tubbs 1991); (Dolman and Sutherland 1992)Tubbs, 1997). 

Tubbs (1991) noted that pony browsing in the New Forest can kill gorse regeneration following 

burning. Livestock grazing will have some effect in removing or reducing the size of tree seedlings 

(Bakker et al., 1983; Pratt et al., 1986). However, (Bokdam and Gleichman 2000) found that free-

ranging cattle grazing on a Dutch heathland did not stop birch and pine invasion. Livestock species 

and breeds that are predominantly browsers may have more of an impact (Oates & Bullock, 1997). 

In Denmark, Buttenschøn & Buttenschøn (1982) found that Icelandic sheep removed all above 

ground growth of bramble Rubus fruticosus agg. Studies carried out on lowland grassland suggest 

that both goats (Oliver, in prep.) and Hebridean sheep (Wilkinson, 2000) can significantly reduce 

scrub and tree species. These species are also considered to have significantly reduced extant scrub 

and/or controlled regeneration on a number of lowland heathland sites (Rob McGibbon, Caroline 

Fitzgerald, pers. comm.), and are currently used for that purpose in the Suffolk Sandlings (Jane 

Barber, Dave Mason, pers. comm.).  

Impact on lowland heathland fauna  

1.12 Grazing is a key determinant of habitat structure, and so is one of the main influences on 

invertebrates. However, not enough is known about the ecology and life histories of many key 

invertebrate species to predict how management techniques including livestock grazing may affect 

populations (Lake 2001). Habitat mosaics are vital; many species need range of habitats available 

within a small area, e.g. wasps may need sandy areas for nests and nearby heather flowers as 

nectar sources. Appropriate grazing management may achieve the required habitat diversity. 

Equally, over or undergrazing may lead to loss of the habitats required by particular invertebrate 

species. A grazing risk assessment of the impacts to insects is recommended (e.g. (Offer, M. 

Edwards, and Edgar 2003). 

1.13 Impacts on vertebrates include direct impacts (trampling, disturbance) and indirect impacts 

through habitat modification In general, direct impacts are seasonal and so can be more easily 

controlled through the timing of livestock grazing. Livestock presence on heathland may affect 

heathland birds in a number of ways. For example, the greater abundance of bare ground and the 

fine scale mosaic of different sward heights likely to be a product of appropriate grazing 

management will benefit many heathland bird species. Species such as woodlark require open sites 
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with bare ground and a short sward,  and lowland heathland grazing may benefit this species 

(Wotton and Gillings 2000). However, the reduction in dwarf shrub cover and structural diversity 

characteristic of very high grazing pressure may adversely affect species such as Dartford Warbler 

Sylvia undata which require dwarf shrubs for foraging, shelter from predators and nest sites (Van 

den Berg et al. 2001).  

1.14 Livestock presence may potentially detrimentally affect ground nesting birds through disturbance 

and trampling, however, there is currently no available data on this. 

1.15 Grazing may enhance structural diversity in the vegetation (including the creation of bare ground 

patches) and create a mosaic of vegetation types suitable for reptile and amphibian species found 

on lowland heath.  However, direct impacts may be detrimental, and the trampling of egg laying 

and hibernation sites have been reported (Lake, Bullock and Hartley 2001). The potential 

detrimental impacts of livestock presence on populations is of most significance on sites with 

vulnerable reptile populations dependent on  small-scale habitat features and where relatively 

high-intensity grazing is proposed.  

1.16 The key impact of livestock grazing on small mammals is through changes in vegetative cover. 

Species most likely to occur on heathland communities are field voles Microtus agrestis, wood 

mice Apodemus sylvaticus, and harvest mice Micromys minutes (R.J. Putman 1986) and the 

impacts of livestock presence on these species have been studied in the New Forest by Hill 1985) 

who suggests that grazing may have a severe impact on small mammal populations on heathlands. 

However, no small mammal studies are known from other heathland areas. A lower grazing 

pressure and thus greater structural diversity may allow larger populations to be supported on 

other heaths (Lake, Bullock and Hartley 2001).  

Conclusions 

1.17 In general, at intermediate stocking densities grazing is likely to produce maximum structural 

diversity on dry heathland. High and low extremes will both lead to an increase in grass cover and 

reduction in dwarf shrub cover; low density will generally allow an increase in scrub cover. 

However, data are still lacking on the degree of structural diversity and the scale of vegetation 

mosaics created by livestock presence, and the interactions between dwarf shrub cover and 

desirable acid grassland communities has not been explored on lowland heaths.  

1.18 Livestock will have an impact on scrub and bracken invasion but will not necessarily control these. 

1.19  Impacts of livestock presence on lowland heathland vegetation will vary according to stocking 

density, livestock type, grazing season, vegetation start point, site characteristics and climate. 

1.20 Several key bird species including nightjar, woodlark and Dartford warbler may be affected 

favourably by appropriate levels of livestock grazing on heathlands, particularly through increased 

structural diversity and potential increase in invertebrate prey. Over or under-grazing may lead to 

population declines. 

1.21 There is controversy over the impacts of livestock on reptile and amphibian species, and the 

impacts on livestock-induced habitat change on populations of key species are not fully 

understood. High grazing pressure has been observed to result in low small mammal diversity in 
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the New Forest.  It is not known whether this is likely to occur under lighter grazing regimes 

elsewhere. 

1.22 Appropriate grazing management may achieve the required habitat diversity for characteristic 

lowland heathland invertebrates. Equally, over or undergrazing may lead to loss of the habitats 

required by particular invertebrate species. 

Current grazing  

1.23 Grazing is currently carried out on several  heathlands  within the project area.  Permanent fencing 

allows Exmoor pony grazing on the link between Tunstall and Blaxhall commons, Upper Hollesley 

Common and Sutton Common and sheep grazing on Sutton Heath. Temporary electric fencing is 

also used to facilitate grazing by sheep, as indicated on Blaxhall Common, and has also be used on 

Upper Hollesley Common and north of the airfield.   

 

Map 1 Areas currently grazed within the Suffolk Living Landscapes study area.  Permanently fenced areas are 

indicated in green, temporarily electric fenced areas in blue. © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence 

Number 100023395 2007 

Extending grazing beyond heathland 

1.24 There are a number of advantages to extending grazing units beyond the current heathland 

boundaries.  Extensive grazing throughout established forestry may contribute to the maintenance 

of isolated open areas supporting heathland within the forest (e.g. ride edges, small clearings etc.). 
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Such heathland patches otherwise present a challenge to manage appropriately for their 

conservation interest due to their isolation and small size.  SPA targets for the site were based on 

breeding nightjar and woodlark numbers at a time when populations were unusually high following 

a storm which resulted in significant areas of wind blow.  Considerable management for heathland 

patches will be needed to restore numbers (even if the targets are revisited). As discussed above, 

livestock grazing may contribute to creating and maintaining suitable conditions for these species 

together with other characteristic heathland species. 

1.25 There is also some evidence to suggest that on heathlands conservation grazing is most effective 

over larger areas.  Most livestock have a herding instinct, and range in groups across sites rather 

dispersing.  They also show strong preferences for different habitat types (e.g. (Lake 2002)(R.M. 

Pratt et al. 1986). Therefore, a larger number of animals on a correspondingly larger site are likely 

to produce more diverse impacts than a few animals on a small site.  

1.26 Extensive grazing also has advantages in terms of animal welfare (Tolhurst 2001).  There is greater 

potential for livestock on a larger site to take action to counteract stresses, and possibly to self-

medicate (e.g. Engel 2003).  Provided appropriate handling facilities and husbandry techniques are 

in place, extensive grazing can also be less time –intensive for livestock managers than grazing 

small sites, as livestock do not have to be moved between sites. 

1.27 Changes in forestry policy may result in an increase in heathland re-creation within current FC 

forests.  FC England has recently launched its policy on recreating lowland heathland, acid 

grassland and other open habitat on afforested land (Driver 2010). One of the stated aims is to    

“generate biodiverse landscapes of open habitat and woodland that provide long-term benefits to 

people and wildlife”.  Grazing is likely to be considered an essential management tool for restored 

heathland, and having grazing already in situ, or close by, will clearly be an advantage. Practical 

constraints to forestry may also be relevant. For example, red band needle blight is likely to 

prevent restocking of Corsican pine in Tunstall and Rendlesham Forest S. Leatherdale, pers. comm.)   
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2. Proposals for future grazing 

2.1 Proposals are outlined for nine grazing options.  These range from relatively small and in some 

cases temporary proposals which could be achieved within a short time scale, to larger permanent 

enclosures, some of which required a significantly longer lead in period (the consultation and 

application process for fencing commonland is likely to take somewhere between 12 and 24 

months), to a large scale vision for the future.  Options A-C relate to Tunstall Forest, while Option 

D–H  include the heaths south of Rendlesham Forest and parts of Rendlesham Forest.  Option I is a 

potential long-term vision for the future of the southern Rendlesham area. 

 Map 2 Suggested grazing options for the project area (outlined in red), showing the location and boundary of each 

option and of heath, open habitat and planned clearfells within the forest. . © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. 

Licence Number 100023395 2007 

Option A (North Blaxhall and surrounding forestry north of B1069) 

Description 

2.2  Option A would involve the creation of a grazing unit encompassing the northern half of Blaxhall 

Common and the surrounding forestry blocks north of the B1069. This option would provide the 

smallest grazing unit, and would achieve grazing over some 78ha.   
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Heathland 

2.3 Option A would link a small fragment of heathland in the south west corner of the unit with the 

heathland of Blaxhall common and would encompass a total of 23ha of heath.  It would 

incorporate some small open areas and heathy rides within the current forestry. 

FC land 

2.4 The area to the north east of Blaxhall Common contains tumuli, and therefore FC already has an 

interest in keeping this open.  The areas to the north and south west are isolated blocks of forestry.  

The expense and logistics of managing such isolated blocks mean that FC is willing to consider the 

inclusion of these areas within a grazing unit. In addition the presence of red band needle blight 

means that some of these areas could not be restocked with coniferous species in the future, and a 

significant rabbit population would in any case make restocking difficult.  Over the long term, this 

offers considerable potential for heathland. 

Landscape 

2.5 From a wider landscape perspective, this option could help soften the edges of the northern tip of 

Tunstall Forest.  

Fencing 

2.6  An estimated 4.3km of fencing would be required.  The majority would be on the boundary of the 

forestry block with the surrounding land. A short length (0.35km) would be unavoidable on the 

common and a similar length would be required either on the common or on the adjacent land 

should the landowner be willing to consider this.  

Access points 

2.7 There are seven access points which would require provision. Two of these are footpaths which 

would require pedestrian gates only. Three access points are on restricted byways on tracks, and 

would probably require cattle grids and bypasses (see section 3.6). Further investigation with the 

SCC rights of way manager of the relevant legislation will be needed before the most suitable 

course of action is identified.  Two additional access points, one on a bridle way and one on a forest 

track would require field gates and potentially pedestrian gates. There is also a forest track running 

north-south outside the eastern boundary on Blaxhall Common – field gates would possibly be 

needed for these.  The rights of way on Blaxhall do not necessarily correspond with the current 

paths and tracks on the ground, and again further investigation of these will be required to ensure 

that both legal requirements and sites users requirements are met.  

Car parks 

2.8 There are currently two areas used as car parks along the B1069. Given that the two car parks are 

very close one area could be selected as a formal car park and the other fenced into the grazing 

unit.  The retained car park should be fenced out of the grazing unit so that there is no risk of a gate 

onto the road being left open when cars leave.   

Public use 

2.9 Visitors to Blaxhall heath are primarily, though not exclusively, dog walkers.  It is therefore 

particularly important to consider measures that will minimise conflict between dog walkers and 
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livestock.  The majority of visitors (83.3%) also arrive by car. It will be important to ensure that 

adequate and suitable car parking is provided.    

Constraints 

2.10  Two lengths of fencing would be required on common land, which would require consent of the 

Planning Inspectorate (PI) under Section 38 of the Commons Act 2006. 0.34km along the B1069, 

and 0.47km around the square of common which protrudes from the main block in the north east 

corner near Blaxhall village.  There is the potential for the surrounding farmland to be fenced out 

here, rather than the fence put on the common, should the landowners be willing to consider it.  

The stretch along the B1069 is perhaps the most visible section of the boundary, and public 

opposition to fencing this may be expected, as it would alter the character of the heath which is 

currently unfenced on both sides of the road.  

Other considerations 

2.11 Of the three options in this area, Option A would entail the least amount of work and consultation, 

although commons fencing and cattle grid installation would still be an issue.  Creating a larger 

grazing unit around the heathland would have the advantage of avoiding fencing on the majority of 

the common (but not along the B1029, one of the most visible parts of the boundary).   

2.12 The installation of cattle grids can be costly (a commuted sum to provide for future maintenance is 

usually required), particularly where a high specification is required for a busy/fast road.  Such grids 

would probably not be necessary for this Option, as the B1069 would be fenced out.  However, two 

restricted byways (E-141-042 and E-141-042) converge on the site, and it is likely that cattle grids 

and bypasses would be required where these cross the boundary fence. Consultation is also 

necessary, and an application for cattle grids can take longer than that for common land fencing.  

2.13 It is suggested that fencing along the B1069 should be set back from the road for landscape 

reasons.  However, the wider area is traditionally used by travelling communities, and measures 

would be needed to ensure that vehicles could not park on the common outside of the fenceline 

(e.g. dragons teeth or a bund and ditch). An application for this work would need to be made to the 

Planning Inspectorate under Section 38 of the Commons Act (2006). 

2.14 Heathland monitoring plots would need to be on common land, for which consent from the 

Secretary of State would be required. Monitoring exclosures in the forested areas are also 

recommended.  

2.15 Blaxhall Common is currently managed by SWT for Blaxhall Parish Council, who therefore may be 

open to the idea of extensive grazing across the site.  
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Map 3. Option A showing the proposed grazing unit in stippled green.  Common land is shown in blue (horizontal 
lines) and heathland in pink (vertical lines).  Fencing required on common land is indicated in red.  Access points: 
with dots, green dot  = pedestrian gate, blue dot = field gate and pedestrian/horse gate, red star = cattle grid. © 
Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007.  

Option B Blaxhall and Tunstall commons and connecting forest 

Description 

2.16  Option B would include the southern half of Blaxhall Common and the Blaxhall/Tunstall Link (which 

is currently fenced and grazed) plus a substantial area of forestry to the east, totalling 141ha. There 

would be potential for extension of this grazing unit into Tunstall Common. The area west of the 

Link could be included within the option specifically as a dedicated dog walking area, which would 

not be included within the grazing unit. 

Heathland 

2.17 About 13ha of heathland would be included in Option B.  Small heathland patches totalling some 

2ha in the forest west of the Link, plus the Link itself (10ha open ) would be added to the main 

heathland block of south Blaxhall Common.  A further 12ha of planned clearfell could be restored 

as heathland. 

FC land 

2.18  Option B would include 96ha of forest to the west of Blaxhall Common and the Link, extending 

slightly to the south to include an area of planned clearfell adjacent to Tunstall Common.     
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Fencing 

2.19  An estimated 6.6km of fencing would be necessary.  The majority would be on the boundary of the 

forestry block either with the surrounding land, or with other forestry blocks.  It would be 

necessary to fence a stretch of common on the northern boundary of south Blaxhall Common with 

the B1069. Ideally this would be set back from the road to reduce its potential obtrusiveness.   

Access points 

2.20 There are four access points which would require field and pedestrian gates, once of which is on a 

bridleway and would require a horse gate. The remaining three access points are on footpaths.  

Car parks 

2.21 One car park on the B1078 running past Tunstall would be within the grazing unit.  

Public opinion 

2.22  The visitor intensity map (see Map 12) shows a similar intensity of used between the northern and 

southern sections of Blaxhall.  Visitor surveys at the car park south of Sandgalls plantation (near the 

Link) suggest that a high proportion of visitors are dog walkers at this location, which is used at 

about the same intensity as Blaxhall. Creating a dedicated dog walking area here could both reduce 

pressure on Blaxhall, and encourage local support of the scheme.  Should both Option A and B be 

implemented, alternating grazing between the two areas would be useful for dog walkers and 

horse riders.  

Cattle grids 

2.23 Option B would require the installation of two cattle grids on the Iken Road. 

Constraints 

2.24 Fencing would be required on common land, which would require consent of the Planning 

Inspectorate (PI) under Section 38 of the Commons Act 2006. This would comprise 3.3km between 

the B1069 and the southern section of Blaxhall Common. As with Option A, measures would be 

needed to ensure that vehicles could not park on the common outside of the fenceline (e.g. 

dragons teeth or a bund and ditch). An application for this work would need to be made to the 

Planning Inspectorate under Section 38 of the Commons Act (2006). 

2.25 The installation of cattle grids and associated by-passes would need to be made to the Highways 

Agency under section 84(2) and Schedule 10 of the Highways Act 1980. This can be a protracted 

procedure, depending on the attitude of the count council highways staff, and the numerous 

stages mean it can take longer than a fencing application.  

Other considerations   

2.26 The creation of a dedicated dog walking area immediately to the east of the grazing unit could be 

an effective way of decreasing the pressure from dog walkers within Options A and B.  Fencing 

would provide a secure area where dogs could be let off the lead away from roads and livestock.  

Some felling would increase the attractiveness of the site to dog walkers. The area proposed is 

currently an isolated forestry block, and would therefore be a relatively suitable location from the 

point of view of forestry operations. The adjacent car park is already much used by dog walkers.  
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2.27 It would be possible to connect Option B to Option A to create a larger grazing unit spanning the 

B1069.  However, this road is relatively busy, and the installation of cattle grids would be 

correspondingly more problematic and costly. Traffic calming measures would be required.  A 

higher specification of grid is needed for busier situations, and in such situations the County 

Council may require substantial commuted sums (e.g. £ 10,000s) for grid maintenance.  Although 

there are advantages to larger grazing units, the presence of a separate unit could be useful for 

example in allowing stock to be alternated between units and providing one unit free of stock at 

any one time.  This would help address the needs of site users such as dog walkers and horse riders 

who often prefer sites free from livestock, a consideration which might increase the likelihood of a 

fencing application being successful.  

2.28 Managers of Tunstall Common are not as open to conservation grazing as Blaxhall Parish Council, 

and would need to be persuaded of the merits of grazing Tunstall Common. It is possible that an 

existing grazing unit adjacent to Tunstall Common might increase their interest in grazing Tunstall 

Common, and would make it relatively straightforward. 

2.29 Option B would mean the creation of a grazing unit within close proximity to areas currently being 

considered for grazing by RSPB under an HLS agreement.  This would enable a larger grazing unit to 

be considered in the future (see Option C). Such a scheme would make more sense from the point 

of view of management logistics.   

2.30 The requirement for permission from the Highways Agency to install cattle grids on the Iken road 

could mean that Option B would take considerably longer to implement than Option A. 

2.31 Heathland monitoring plots could be located within the Link, avoiding the necessity to seek 

permission to erect these on common land.  
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Map 4 Option B showing the proposed grazing unit in stippled green.  Common land is shown in blue (horizontal 

lines) and heathland in pink (vertical lines).  Fencing required on common land is indicated in red.  Access points are 

marked with dots (blue – field and pedestrian/horse gates, green – pedestrian gates ). Cattle grids are marked with 

red stars. © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007. 
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Option C Extended Blaxhall- Tunstall grazing unit 

Description 

2.32  Option C would include all of Option B plus a significant block of forestry to the east, connecting 

three existing and three proposed open areas to the Tunstall/Blaxhall commons.   This would 

encompass c430ha, of which about 118 ha are currently lowland heathland.  Option C would 

incorporate 17 heathland patches (this figure includes both commons and the Link). 

Heathland 

2.33  The 41ha of heathland in Option C would be connected in management terms with 17 small 

dispersed open heathy area in the forest, adding a further 49ha of heathland (including the Link). 

FC land 

2.34  The addition of a substantial block of forest east of Tunstall would connect the Tunstall- Link-

Blaxhall block of heathland  with the currently isolated heathland patches around and south of 

Heath Cottages and those around Bracken Farm.  Some clearfelling is already planned to connect 

this, and additional planned clearfell (see Map 5) offers potential for heathland re-creation.  

Fencing 

2.35  An estimated 10.8km of fencing would be required, not substantially greater than that required for 

Option B. The majority would be on the boundary of the forestry block with the surrounding land, 

or other forestry blocks.  No further commons boundaries would need fencing beyond those 

already discussed in B, which would still be required.  

Access points 

2.36  There are nine access points which would require gates. Five of these are on tracks, one of which is 

a bridleway; the remainder are footpaths.   

Car parks 

2.37  An additional car park on the B1078 running past Tunstall would be within the grazing unit.  

Public opinion 

2.38 See Option B.  A high proportion of the visitors using the eastern B1078 car park are dog walkers.  A 

lower proportion of the visitors interviewed roaming in Tunstall Forest were dog walkers.  Visitor 

pressure is lower away from the area where Tunstall Common abuts the B1038 (see Map 12). 

Cattle grids 

2.39  As for Option B, with the eastern B1078 grid positioned 0.6 further south east.  

Constraints 

2.40 Two lengths of fencing would be required on common land, which would require consent of the 

Planning Inspectorate (PI) under Section 38 of the Commons Act 2006. These comprise 3.3km 

between the B1069 and the southern section of Blaxhall Common and c0.7km on the western 

boundary of Tunstall Common, which runs adjacent to farmland and then the Butley Road.  There is 

potential for the surrounding farmland to be fenced out along the western boundary of Tunstall 

Common, rather than the fence put on the common, but the small (150m) stretch along the Butley 
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road would need to be on the common, ideally set back from the road, as would the stretch along 

the B1069.   

2.41 The current managers on Tunstall Common are not as open to conservation grazing as Blaxhall 

Parish Council, and would need persuading of the merits of including the site within the grazing 

unit.  

Other considerations   

2.42 Option C would create a large grazing unit with benefits of scale in terms of cost and grazing 

management. There would be no further requirements for commons fencing or cattle grid 

installation beyond those needed for Option B.  

2.43 Careful planning of infrastructure would be needed (handling facilities, water supplies etc.) to 

ensure grazing management was straightforward. 

2.44 RSPB are currently planning to graze areas within Option C.  Grazing regimes will need to be 

planned with this in mind and good liaison will be essential.   

2.45 A more ambitious project would involve fencing in the forest between heath cottage and the 

eastern forest boundary.  Grazing of widened rides and any clearfell in this additional area would 

increase habitat for nightjar and woodlark which are current absent from this patch.  It would be 

possible to use temporary fencing within this area to protect replanted areas as needed.  
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Map 5 Option C showing the proposed grazing unit in stippled green.  Common land is shown in blue (horizontal 

lines). Access points are marked with dots (green = pedestrian, blue = field gate and pedestrian/horse gate). Cattle 

grids are marked with red stars. Currently open areas where RSPB grazing is planned are outlined in blue.  © Crown 

Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007. 
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Option D North Rendlesham 

Description 

2.47  Option D would encompass an area within the heart of Rendlesham Forest which already includes 

open heathy areas.  There are no public rights of way and no forest tracks, making this one of the 

least disturbed areas of the forest (see Map 12).  Grazing this area could contribute towards 

creating optimum habitat for ground-nesting heathland birds, and in addition there are fewer 

challenges grazing areas with low visitor pressure.  

Heathland 

2.48  Two patches of open vegetation are located within the proposed grazing unit, totalling some 19ha.  

FC land 

2.49  The grazing option is situated entirely within forestry land. There are 14ha of clearfell planned.  

Fencing 

2.50  An estimated 4.8km of fencing would be required.  

Access points 

2.51  There are no public rights of way or other access points which would require gates or grids.  The 

north-western corner is suggested as a suitable location for an access point into the proposed 

grazing unit. 

Public opinion 

2.52 Daisy’s Walk, a popular area with dog-walkers and other users is situated to the east of this area, 

helping draw visitors away.  This option is probably likely to be the least contentious of the options 

described.  

Constraints 

2.53 A smaller unit encompassing the northern open area, the two planned clearfells and part of the 

southern clearfell could be created if the amount of forestry involved was considered a constraint.  

The fenceline could run south west from then northern clearfell to meet the eastern end of the 

southern clearfell, excluding c27ha of forestry and the majority of the southern open area.  This 

area could also be fenced in but would provide an awkward management unit with high fencing 

costs relative to area 

Other considerations   

2.54 The close proximity of this option to a network of open heathy patches to the north, and notably to 

the disused airfield to the south, means that it would be well placed to facilitate grazing these 

areas should this become an option in the future.  

2.55 A possible extension to the east encompassing a further 18ha of forestry would include 3.8ha of 

open habitat and 4.5ha of planned clearfell, creating a link with open areas to the east.  A further 

2km of fencing would be required plus two further field gates allowing access along a forest track.  

A bottleneck at the western end of the extension would mean that  grazing management might 

need to encourage the livestock to use the full extent of the grazing unit (e.g. through placement of 
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water troughs, or vegetation management (see (Lake and Underhill-Day 2004). 

  

 

Map 6 Option D showing the proposed North Rendlesham grazing unit in stippled green. © Crown Copyright. All 

rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007. 

 

Option E Upper Hollesley and extension 

Description 

2.56 Option E would include the existing grazing unit at Upper Hollesley, plus an additional 27ha area of 

forest to the east.  This would encompass a total of 158ha. 

Heathland 

2.57  Option E would include about 59 of lowland heathland comprising the main patches on Upper 

Hollesley, plus patches of open land in the forest, mostly along wide rides.  

FC land 

2.58 About 27ha of forest is included in the grazing unit.  

Fencing 

2.59 An estimated 6.9km of fencing would be required, but much of this is already in place around 

Upper Hollesley.  About 1.5km of new fencing would be required, and 0.5km of the current grazing 

unit fencing removed.     
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Access points 

2.60  One new access point would be required on the track running east-west along the southern 

boundary of the extension (unless this were fenced out, which would reduce the amount of open 

land alongside the ride that could be included within the unit).  

Public opinion 

2.61 Tangham is likely to remain a focal point for visitors - this unit is located south of the main area of 

activity, and separated from the main visitor route south from the Tangham centre by the Tang 

Valley.  Upper Hollesley Common is used predominantly by dog walkers, however, total numbers 

are much lower than for many other locations within the project area.  

Constraints 

2.62  The success of the option in creating suitable habitat for key bird species in the longer term will 

depend upon the availability for grazing of the land designated for clearfell after 2017.  

Other considerations 

2.63 Option E would provide a means of managing some of the open rides east of the grazing unit, and 

in time connect these with an area of proposed clear-fell.  The Tang valley has been excluded from 

the unit as no clear benefits from grazing were identified.  However, interest in opening up this 

area for landscape reasons have been expressed, and grazing could possibly contribute to this in 

the longer term. 

 

Map 7 Option E  showing the proposed extended Upper Hollesley grazing unit in stippled green.  Common land is 

shown in blue (horizontal lines). New access points are marked with dots. The current grazing unit is outlined in 

bright green. © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007. ADD D & F to this map
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Option F Tangham temporary enclosures 

Description 

2.64 Option F would involve the creation of two temporary electric-fenced enclosures within 

Rendlesham forest just south-east of the Rendlesham Centre at Tangham. The northern patch 

(10ha)  is already open and supports relatively high numbers of nightjars and woodlarks.  The 

southern area (7ha) is due to be clear-felled in the near future (2012-2061).  

FC land 

2.65 The option includes about 17ha of forest.  

Fencing 

2.66 An estimated 8.6km of temporary electric fencing would be required to create the two units.  

However, it would be possible to graze them sequentially.  

Access points 

2.67  The area is bisected north-south by a public right of way, therefore the option should include two 

grazing units, one either side of the right of way, and sufficiently set  back.  It is also bisected east-

west by a forest track, for which a diversion should be put in place while the fences are erected.  

Public opinion 

2.68 Tangham is likely to remain a focal point for visitors. While grazing animals (particularly ponies) 

may prove an attraction in themselves, care must be taken to manage possible conflicts (see 

section 2.69) 

Constraints 

2.69  The option is located within close proximity to one of the most heavily used areas of the forest 

(see Appendix 1);  it is therefore recommended that only ponies should be used to graze the 

exclosures.  Measures should be taken to inform members the public about the presence about the 

grazing exclosure when in place, and its purpose. 

Other considerations 

2.70 Option F would provide a strategic first step in opening up the Tangham area to more extensive 

grazing  in an area with relatively high numbers of nightjars and woodlarks.  Once clear-felled, the 

southern patch could potentially significantly increase the area of habitat available to these species 

in the area, and grazing should help to maintain this habitat. 
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Map 8 showing the proposed temporary grazing units at Tangham in stippled green.  © Crown Copyright. All rights 

reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007.  

 

Option G Sutton 

Description 

2.71 A stand alone option to link the existing grazing enclosures at Sutton Common and Sutton Heath, 

incorporating a substantial area of currently ungrazed heath which is part of the Broxtead Estate. 

Given the current extent of public use of this site, and the need to obtain permissions for both 

common land fencing and the installation of cattle grids, it is suggested that the option is only 

considered if measures to provide an alternative dog-walking area prove successful in diminishing 

the dog-walking pressure on the site.  

FC land 

2.72 N/A 

Fencing 

2.73 The perimeter fence would be 8.8km.  Of this, 4.4km of existing fencing could remain in place if in 

adequate condition.  It would be necessary to remove 1.4km of existing fencing.  A length of 0.5 km 

of fencing on common land would be required (most of the common land boundaries are already 

fenced), which would require consent of the Planning Inspectorate (PI) under Section 38 of the 

Commons Act 2006. 
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Access points 

2.74  The area has numerous public rights of way entering the site.  Within the currently unfenced area, 

two rights of way are public byways open to all traffic, one a public road used as a path ( assumed 

to have been reclassified under the  Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 as a restricted byway) 

one a bridleway, and one a footpath. Cattle grids with bypass gates would be needed for the public 

byways and road (see section 3.6) where these cross the proposed new boundary. Further 

investigation with the SCC rights of way manager of the relevant legislation will be needed before 

the most suitable course of action is identified.  The precise number of grids and gates will depend 

upon the exact location of the fencelines relative to the rights of way.  

Public opinion 

2.75 Sutton Heath is particularly popular with dog walkers, and appropriate measures would be needed 

to minimise conflicts of interest. An additional dog-walking location nearby should be promoted to 

allow dog walkers to choose an area without grazing livestock.  Opposition to additional fencing on 

common land at Sutton Heath may be expected. The area is popular with horse riders and carriage 

drivers from the nearby riding school, whose views on changes to byways will need to be taken into 

account.  

Constraints 

2.76  The option is located within one of the most heavily used areas in the vicinity, and particularly by 

dog walkers.  This greatly reduces the suitability of sheep for grazing the unit, and ponies are 

recommended. Temporary enclosures could be created using electric fencing in localised areas 

where sheep grazing was felt to be particularly desirable, but public awareness measures would be 

need together with a higher than usual staff presence to reduce the likelihood of dog mauling 

livestock.  This should not be attempted until the success of providing an additional dog-walking 

area has been established.  

2.77 Given the likely public interest in an extended grazing unit at Sutton, it is recommended that a 

careful public consultation is carried out.  Consultation will in any case be required for the common 

land fencing and installation of cattle grids (for which permission may take a considerable period of 

time to obtain). 

Other considerations 

2.78 Part of the area is owned by the Broxted Estate, who would need to be willing to participate in the 

project for it to proceed.  

2.79 Monitoring plots could be established in the heathland areas outside of the common land, meaning 

permission would not have to be sought to fence these.  
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Map 9 Option C showing the proposed grazing unit in stippled green.  Common land is shown in blue (horizontal 

lines). Access points are marked with points (red star = cattle grid +bypass gate, blue dot = field gate and 

pedestrian/horse gate). Existing grazing units are outlined in lime green.  © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. 

Licence Number 100023395 2007.  

 

Option H 

Description 

2.80 A temporary enclosure intended facilitate pony grazing in an area of open vegetation with records 

of breeding nightjars, with woodlarks close by. It is located within the Bromeswell block of forestry 

next to Woodbridge Golf Course.  The enclosure is surrounded by an area that it is suggested 

should be promoted as a dog-walking area (Liley et al. 2010). Appropriate measures would be 

needed to ensure the compatibility of the two objectives.  

FC land 

2.81 Option H comprises 12. 8ha of forestry land, almost all of which is currently open.  

Fencing 

2.82 A total of 1.6km of electric fencing would be required 

Access points 

2.83 No public rights of way or forest tracks cross the enclosure boundary 
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Public opinion 

2.84 If the surrounding area is promoted for dog-walkers, it would be important for ponies to be used 

rather than sheep, even though the livestock will be enclosed by an electric fence.  Dogs have been 

observed to breech electric fences in the areas (pers. obs.).  

2.85 The presence of electric fencing may put some dog-walkers off, and appropriate screening is 

recommended (see also 2.87). 

Constraints 

2.86 N/A 

Other considerations 

2.87 A forest track runs along the northern and western sides of the proposed enclosure, which could 

experience significant use by dog-walkers.  This is not ideal in terms of providing undisturbed open 

habitat for ground nesting birds.  As part of measures to make the area attractive to dog-walkers, it 

is recommended that alternative routes should be provided within the dog walking area to 

encourage walkers away from the fenceline.  Appropriate screening could also help prevent 

walkers and dogs near the boundary from flushing birds from the nest.  

 

Map 10 Option H showing the proposed grazing unit in stippled green.  A proposed dog-walking area is shown in 

stippled yellow.  © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007.  
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Table 1 Summarising Grazing Options A-H.  

Description Option A 

N. Blaxhall 

Option B  

S. Blaxhall & 

Link 

Option C 

S.Blaxhall, Link 

& Tunstall 

Option D 

N. Rendlesham 

Option E 

Upper 

Hollesley 

Option F 

Tangham 

Option G 

Sutton 

Option H 

Bromeswell 

Total area 78ha 141ha 355ha 94ha 158ha 17ha 178ha 12.8 

Current heathland area1 22ha 13ha 41ha 0ha 59ha 0 113ha (33ha 

new) 

0 

Current forestry area 

involved 
 
(currently 

open) 

55ha (1ha) 96ha 

(12ha+13ha 

planned 

clearfell) 

275ha (50ha) 94ha (19ha) 27ha 

(3ha+14ha 

planned 

clearfell) 

17ha (10 + 7 

planned 

clearfell) 

N/A 12.8 (12ha) 

No. of heathy patches 

linked 

2 9 19 2  2
2
 1 3 1 

Total fenceline 4.3km 6.6km 10.8 4.9km 6.9km (2.1km 

new) 

2.7km 8.8km (4.4km 

new) 

1.6km 

Fenceline on common 

land 

Up to 0.8km 0.3km Up to 2km N/A N/A N/A 0.5km 0 

Field gates+pedestrian/ 

horse rider gate 

2 - 4 3 5 1 1 new N/A 4 N/A 

Pedestrian gates 2 2 4 N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A 

Cattle grids+bypass gates 3 2 4 N/A N/A N/A Up to 8 N/A 

1Heathland area excludes secondary woodland/scrub. 
2 Includes rides
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Option F  

Vision for the future 

2.88  A large grazing unit (c590ha) connecting the heathlands of Upper and Lower Hollesley Commons, 

Sutton Common and Sutton heath.  This would require renting privately owned and MoD land to 

link the heathland blocks, fencing the boundary of Lower Hollesley Common (already partly deer-

fenced) and installing cattle grids on the relatively busy and fast Sutton Road – aspirational ideas 

and not necessarily relevant to the current condition and management of the sites.  It would need 

considerable community support.  

 

Map 11 Option F Long-term vision for an extensive grazing unit for the Hollesley heaths, Sutton Common, Sutton 

Heath and parts of Rendlesham Forest. © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007.  
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3. Solving barriers to progress 

3.1 There are a number of issues surrounding extensive grazing, particularly where this involves 

common land, that need to be addressed to ensure conservation, landscape and amenity 

objectives are met.  Here we consider infrastructure (including required consents for works), 

livestock (including welfare) and wider involvement (including public relations), and suggest ways 

in which challenges can be met or circumvented.  

Infrastructure 

Fencing 

3.2 Options A-C and G include fencing on common land, for which consent of the Planning Inspectorate 

(PI) under Section 38 of the Commons Act 2006 will be needed (see Commons factsheet no.4, 

(Footprint Ecology 2010a) for further information). Before making an application, it will be 

necessary to consult all those who might have an interest in the proposals (see Footprint Ecology 

2010 and A common purpose- A guide to community engagement for those contemplating 

management on common land, (Short et al. 2005). Should the application be contested (and it 

often is) a public inquiry may be held, and therefore it would be wise to carry out public 

consultation at an early stage in planning for grazing on common land. Commons factsheet no. 13 

Works and consents  (Footprint Ecology 2010a) gives further information on who to consult etc., 

and there is now a considerable body of experience within the nature conservation community of 

fencing commons which can be drawn upon.   

3.3 Wherever possible, fencing on common land should be made as unobtrusive as possible.  This 

could include setting fences back from the road, or concealing the fence line behind gorse. Care 

should be taken to prevent vehicles from parking on the common land along the roadside where 

fences are set back.   

3.4 Temporary fencing for the purpose of grazing of up to 10ha or 10% of any register unit (see 

Commons Factsheet no. 01 What is a common? (Footprint Ecology 2010b) - whichever is the less - 

for up to six months is exempted from the need to obtain consent under the Commons Act. It can 

be a single or several enclosures (for more information see (Footprint Ecology 2010a). It is also 

possible to enclose up to1% of the register unit for up to one year to carry out work which benefits 

the common (e.g.to experiment on the effects of different management). There is a similar 

exemption for the owner to fence 1% by area under an agreement with the Secretary of State or 

Natural England for five years under special circumstances.  Such exemptions would allow 

temporary electric-fenced exclosures for sheep grazing (and has already been carried out on 

Blaxhall Common). 

3.5 The fencing system currently used by SWT comprises standard stock netting with a line wire along 

the top and bottom for extra strength, but without a top wire.  A gap of six-eight inches is left at 

the bottom to allow muntjac deer underneath, and a separate top wire omitted to prevent deer 

jumping the fence from becoming caught up or injured.  This system is recommended for the 

permanently fenced options. 
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Access points on rights of way 

3.6 All proposed grazing units except Option D are crossed by public rights of way. The Highways Act 

1980 (s147) gives powers to the Highway Authority (in this case Suffolk County Council) to 

authorise 'stiles, gates or other works' for the control of livestock on footpaths and bridleways on 

land that is used for agriculture.  The landowner/occupier needs to apply to SCC for permission, 

which includes various terms and conditions such as compliance with the British Standard for gates 

and stiles.  

3.7  Most of the rights of way are footpaths, and therefore standard pedestrian gates will be adequate. 

However, Blaxhall Common is crossed by two restricted byways. A category of right of way created 

under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, a restricted byway allows a right of way on 

foot, on horseback or leading a horse, cycling and for any vehicles other than mechanically 

propelled vehicles.  There is apparently no provision in law that allows for installing gates (which 

would be viewed as an obstruction) on a restricted byway, but the law on cattle grids (Highways 

Act 1980 s82) includes restricted byways and so a cattle grid plus bypass would be possible 

(Annette Robinson, pers. comm.). However, the land on which the bypass is situated would 

probably need to be designated as a right of way. There is a whole section of the Highways Act 

devoted to this subject and it is recommended that further investigation is carried out should 

Option A be implemented. There is a growing body of experience within the conservation 

community relating to installing cattle grids, and this can also be called upon.  

3.8 Option B and C potentially include installing cattle grids on the B1078 and the Iken road.  An 

application for cattle grids and associated by-passes needs to be made to the Highways Agency 

(SCC) under section 84(2) and Schedule 10 of the Highways Act 1980. The best way forward is to 

talk to SCC and the police first. The decision will be up to SCC who will take the advice of the police.  

SCC have expressed willingness to consider options for cattle grids on roads, but have to date had 

limited need to consider the installation of cattle grids to facilitate conservation grazing.  

3.9 In general, cattle grids on main highways (A and some B roads) are usually not acceptable. If grids 

are agreed in principle, the HA can ask for a traffic census (for which they may expect the applicant 

to pay).  Even if they then agree that it is expedient to provide a grid, they may decide to carry out 

a public consultation. They will wish to determine the precise location for the grid and carry out a 

Health and Safety assessment. If the grid is agreed, they must then advertise in a local paper and 

put a notice up in the place the grid is proposed. If there are objections, the proposal will be 

forwarded to the Secretary of State (SOS), who may determine the matter, appoint an Inspector to 

hold an informal hearing or decide to hold a more formal public inquiry. If approved by the SOS, no 

further consents are necessary under section 38 even though some of the works (the by-pass for 

example) may be on the common. The cost of the providing and installing the cattle grid is usually 

borne by the applicant and the HA may also ask for a substantial commuted sum towards 

maintenance, as it will be its responsibility once installed. Again the process may take months if not 

years, so forward planning is required. 

3.10 Where gates are necessary, it is sensible to consult with users about the type of gate to be 

installed.  For example, special arrangements may be needed for horse riders, like trombone 

catches accessible from horseback. However, sprung gates and catches can spook or injure horses. 

Therefore consultation will be necessary with local with horseriders’ groups (e.g. via local stables 
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and the British Horse Society) to ensure that the style used is supported by users, safe and fit for 

purpose. On tracks which are bridleways, it may be preferred to install cattle grids.  Recent 

experience in Dorset shows that a cattle grid on the definitive line of a footpath or bridleway can 

be consented under S147 (the application needs to include provision for a bypass gate alongside 

the grid to maintain access for users of the right of way), and contacts and information on this have 

been passed on to the East Area Rights of Way Manager for Suffolk.  Small cattle grids can be 

installed relatively easily and cheaply, and could be used for cycle routes should any routes crossing 

the grazing options be proposed.  

3.11 It is noted that in some areas (notably Blaxhall and Tunstall Commons) designated rights of way do 

not necessarily correspond exactly with routes on the ground.  In some cases existing routes may 

need to be altered to ensure access points are in the correct place.  

Handling facilities 

3.12 Further thought will need to be given to the provision of handling facilities.  Permanent handling 

facilities, while not absolutely necessarily, make routine husbandry activities substantially easier.  

The locations of handling facilities will depend on the option(s) taken forward, and would ideally be 

positioned to remain appropriate should extension of the grazing option become possible in the 

future. As for fencing, consent will need to be obtained to erect permanent structures.  GAP 

Information Leaflet Equine Handling Facilities (GAP 2007a) provides useful information. 

Monitoring 

3.13 It is highly recommended that exclosures are included within the fencing plan. This will allow the 

effects of extensive grazing to be monitored against a control area which is not grazed. Suitable 

exclosures could  be achieved through fencing less than 1% of the area of any register unit of the  

common unit for up to five years (with consent from Natural England or the Secretary of state,  not 

requiring consent from the Planning Inspectorate under Section 38 of the Common Act). However, 

if an application is to be made for boundary fencing, it would make sense to include monitoring 

plots to enable optimal size and location and longer term monitoring. A monitoring review is 

recommended to ensure a suitable number, distribution and size of plots and monitoring protocol. 

Livestock considerations 

Livestock type 

3.14 For conservation objectives to be met, appropriate livestock must be used.  Factors to consider 

include species, breed, age, gender and background.  Suffolk Wildlife Trust already has 

considerable experience in grazing sites near and included within the grazing options, and it is 

recommended that this is drawn upon.  

3.15  It is known that sheep were generally grazed on the drier grassier heaths of East Anglia (e.g. 

Crompton & Sheail, 1975; Chadwick, 1982). However, sheep grazing on sites with public access 

regularly used by dog walkers is problematic, and there have been serious incidences of mauling by 

dogs at Sutton Heath. It is suggested that sheep grazing is limited to temporarily fenced areas 

within the grazing options to specifically target birch regeneration.  
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3.16  Ponies are recommended for year round grazing at low densities.   Further information is given on 

both sheep and ponies and how they might behave in an extensive grazing situation in the text box 

below. Optimal density will depend on the particular vegetation characteristics of the option(s) 

taken up, and other vegetation management planned.  As a general guideline, an overall stocking 

density of around  0.1LU/ha/yr could be used as a starting point from which to establish suitable 

levels, with targeted sheep grazing in addition to this.  However, consideration needs to be given to 

the populations of wild grazers (notable rabbits and fallow deer) which are already having a readily 

observable impact on heathland areas, and livestock numbers may need to be lower than this.  The 

difficulty of managing population sizes of wild herbivores means it will be particularly important to 

have a flexible system whereby livestock numbers can be readily adapted to forage availability.   

3.17 Hebridean sheep are recommended, in particular for their potential contribution to birch control.  

In addition, SWT already run a “flying flock” of Hebridean sheep, which will greatly facilitate their 

use. Hebrideans are an extremely hardy breed, able to cope with extremes of weather conditions 

and make do on poor quality vegetation (Tolhurst and M. (eds.) Oates 2001). Their small size makes 

for easier handling than larger commercial breeds, and they are less prone to foot-rot than other 

breeds. Unlike most sheep breeds they are browsers, and so are particularly useful for controlling 

woody regrowth.  The husbandry regime adopted by SWT will to some extent dictate the type of 

animal used.  However, animals with previous experience of grazing on dry heath will be ideal, 

preferably a mix of ages so that younger animals can learn from older, more experienced ones.  

3.18 Of the suitable native pony breeds, Exmoor ponies are suggested.  They are a hardy breed, thrifty 

and able to do well on poor forage, although supplementary feeding may be necessary in poor 

weather.  In addition, they have the ability to maintain condition over winter (unlike breeds such as 

the New Forest, which tend to look very thin in the winter).  This is an important consideration in 

an area with a strong horse-riding community.  Exmoors are also considered an intelligent breed 

particularly well suited to semi-natural conditions, for example they are able to break ice on 

freezing drinking water (Tolhurst and Oates 2001).  Again, Exmoor ponies are already used by SWT 

on some land within the study area.  Geldings are likely to be most suitable, ideally those that have 

already become accustomed to grazing dry heathland.  Stallions should be avoided. 

Livestock movements 

3.19 If sheep are moved onto a grazing unit, a six day standstill must be observed (i.e. livestock cannot 

be removed from the holding, unless under special exemptions1, for that period).  Use of a sole 

occupancy authority, which links holdings on different premises under the same management 

together) avoids the need for a six day standstill.  However, a movement of sheep onto any of the 

SOA premises from outside the SOA grouping prevents animals from moving off any of the SOA 

premises to a destination outside that SOA grouping for six days. Close liaison with other graziers 

potentially using the site (e.g. RSPB) would therefore be necessary.   

  

                                                             

1http://www.somerset.gov.uk/irj/go/km/docs/CouncilDocuments/SCC/Documents/Environment/Trading%20Standa
rds/20090723AHstandstill.pdf 
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. 

(M. Oates 1994), (J.R. Ekins 1989)(Tyler 1972)(Pollock 1980)(C.R. Tubbs 1991)(J. Buttenschøn and R.M. Buttenschøn 1982)(S.A. Grant et al. 

1987)(J.A. Milne and S.A. Grant 1987) (Bartolome et al. 2000)(D.J. Bullock 1985)(Braithwaite 1994)(Wilkinson 2000)(Lawrence and Wood-Rush 

1988)(M.R. Oates and D.J. Bullock 1997) 

Ponies 

Ponies will preferentially select grassland communities on heathland sites (Pratt et al., 

1985; Gordon, 1989). As non-ruminants they have a greater throughput of forage than 

cattle, and are more likely to eat poor quality (e.g. dead) forage. Tubbs (1991) suggests 

that one pony may be the equivalent of at least two cattle in terms of forage intake. In 

enclosed areas of grassland they are likely to produce a mosaic of long and short patches 

through avoidance of latrine areas. When forage becomes limited in winter ponies will 

make extensive use of woodland and gorse if available (Gates, 1982; Pratt et al, 1985). 

However they may have less impact on dry heath communities, which they were found to 

use less than cattle in the New Forest (Pratt et al. 1985). Heather forms a limited 

component of their diet (< 4% in the New Forest, Putnam et al., 1987). Ponies are likely to 

play a limited role in managing scrub on heathlands, although Tubbs (1991) notes that 

ponies can kill gorse by grazing regeneration following burning, and they have been 

observed to kill coppiced birch Betula sp. by browsing the  re-growth (Rob McGibbon, pers. 

obs.). Gorse Ulex spp. and holly Ilex aquifolium may be selected in winter (Putman et al., 

1987). Oak Quercus spp. and willow Salix spp. may also be eaten but pine Pinus spp. and 

Rhododendron are thought to be avoided (Oates, 1994). Ponies may however help open 

scrub by pushing through it. Ponies will graze bracken in late summer (Putman et al, 1987; 

Oates, 1994) when its toxicity declines (Evans, 1976) and may trample heavily through 

bracken swards helping reduce their density. 

In the New Forest, ponies form widely dispersed small groups of two and threes (Tyler, 

1972; Pollock, 1980). This suggests they will have a more evenly distributed impact over a 

site than cattle. However, data from Dorset (Lake 2002) suggests that this may not always 

be the case and that, depending on breed, season and husbandry, ponies may move 

around the heath in much larger groups. Although ponies do not require as much water as 

cattle, Oates (1994) suggests that the location of water can influence grazing behaviour on 

a site. This was not observed in the New Forest (Ekins, 1989), but may occur on the Dorset 

heaths (Lake, 2002). Ponies are more likely to revert to wild behaviour than cattle, and 

unless initially ‘broken’ and subsequently handled regularly, can become problematic to 

handle. However they are also most likely to be offered (often inappropriate) food by 

visitors and may learn to congregate in areas where there is greatest public presence such 

as car parks, picnic areas and roadsides. This is can lead to an increased risk of road 

casualties where roads are not fenced. In addition, ponies may bite or kick if the expected 

food is not forthcoming. Ponies are generally robust in the face of harassment by dogs, and 

may fend them off. Stallions should be avoided in areas with regular horse-riders. 
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Welfare 

3.21 In addition to the obvious ethical reasons for maintaining excellent animal welfare, there are 

several practical ones. Firstly, healthy livestock will do a better job of grazing. It is also important 

that animals on a site with public access are in good health. The level of public scrutiny of the 

animals is likely to be high on sites used regularly by dog walkers and horse-riders.  Ensuring good 

welfare helps to ensure public support and reduces the likelihood of complaint and time taken in 

dealing with it.  The Farm Animal Welfare Council’s ‘Five Freedoms’ have been widely adopted as a 

measure of how livestock systems perform on welfare grounds, and are the basis for the livestock 

risk assessment recommended by the Grazing Advice Partnership2 (Grazing Animals Project 2001). 

In general terms, extensively grazing livestock have freedom to behave naturally and to take action 

in the face of limitation to other freedoms, e.g.  searching for food, water and shelter should these 

                                                             

2www.grazingadvicepartnership.org.uk 

Sheep 

Sheep are relatively selective grazers (e.g. Buttenschøn & Buttenschøn, 1982; Grant et al., 

1987) and have a more variable diet (Grant & Suckling, 1985). On grass communities within 

heathlands they tend to produce a short sward due to their ability to crop closely. On dry 

heath they can damage Calluna by selectively grazing growing tips in autumn, but are less 

likely to damage mature and degenerate Calluna through trampling. The amount of 

Calluna eaten will vary according to what alternative sources of forage are available (Milne 

& Grant, 1987; Bartolome, 2000), but is likely to increase in the winter (Grant et al., 1976; 

Bullock, 1985).  

 

Sheep are predominantly grazers, and most breeds will not preferentially select scrub. 

However, Hebridean sheep are known to be an exception (Braithwaite, 1994; Wilkinson, 

2000), and their browsing abilities have been effectively used on several lowland heathland 

site. Sheep herding behaviour in the uplands suggests they are more likely to be dispersed 

across a site than cattle, although they do maintain home ranges (Lawrence & Wood-Rush, 

1988). However it is not known at what size of site and stocking density hefting may occur 

on lowland heathland. In addition, hefting is a learned behaviour that may take 

generations to fully develop – again it is not known how long it might take to establish a 

heft from scratch. The relatively small size of sheep makes them easier to handle than 

cows and ponies. Most sheep breeds are relatively easy to manage with a sheepdog. Their 

size also makes them suitable for small sites that require short periods of grazing. Their 

water requirement is also much less than larger animals, which is an advantage where 

water supply is problematical (Tolhurst, 1997). However, they are often considered to be 

somewhat more disease prone than other livestock (e.g. Oates & Bullock, 1997). They are 

highly susceptible to harassment by dogs, and are inappropriate in most areas frequented 

by dog-walkers. 
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become limited.  However, livestock checks can be more difficult on semi-natural habitats 

(particularly in larger grazing units) due to access and visibility constraints, and planning for 

contingencies (such as unexpected scarcity of forage or water or disease outbreaks) must be 

rigorous to ensure that remedial action can be taken promptly.   

3.22 We recommend that a livestock risk assessment is carried out for each grazing option 

implemented.  This is a useful process to go through to ensure all relevant aspects have been 

considered and any appropriate actions taken or planned.  The assessment should be carried out 

before livestock are introduced. 

3.23 An animal health plan should be completed for the livestock that will be brought on to the site. 

Animal health plans are recommended under the code of recommendations for the welfare of 

livestock, and can be excellent management tools. They focus on using animal husbandry skills and 

good pasture management to prevent disease and reduce routine use of medicines. They are 

normally prepared by the registered keeper of the livestock, and should be agreed with their vet. 

Health plans should be flexible working documents that are monitored and updated as necessary.  

The health plans will help in carrying out the risk assessment, showing where husbandry actions 

have been taken or are planned to ensure the animals’ good health on sites.  See GAP’s information 

leaflet no. 6 Animal Health Plans (GAP 2005a) for further information. 

3.24 Other measures to ensure the welfare of animals on site will be identified through the livestock risk 

assessment, and may be covered by actions already undertaken or planned. In particular, an 

emergency plan will be needed to ensure that contingencies can be dealt with.  For example, the 

fire plan for the sites in question should be updated to include information about the likely 

whereabouts of stock at different times of year, and emergency procedures worked out in case the 

stock need to be removed from the grazing unit.  Plans for providing supplementary feed in snowy 

weather conditions should also be made. If on designated land, these will need to be agreed in 

advance with Natural England. 

3.25 For each group of livestock used on the site, it must be ensured that back up land is potentially 

available should the animals need to be unexpectedly removed from the site. Additional back-up 

land will be needed in any case if the SWT’s flying flock is increased to graze any of the options. An 

overall grazing policy (see GAP information leaflet no. 8 Developing a grazing policy, (GAP 2005b), 

covering any of the grazing options implemented in addition to current grazing regimes will be a 

useful tool for SWT to ensure that all such considerations have been adequately addressed.  

3.26 Unfenced roads in grazing options B and C will present a risk to free-ranging livestock, particularly 

where roadsides are grassy and therefore attractive to livestock.  Speed reduction measures should 

be taken to reduce the risk of collisions.  This should be supplemented with vegetation 

management alongside roads to help increase visibility.  The use of high-visibility bands should be 

considered  - further information can be found in GAP information leaflet no. 7 Reducing stock 

casualties on roads (GAP 2007b). Livestock behaviour is also a key issue here.  More problems are 

likely when new stock are becoming familiar with the site.  It will therefore be beneficial to use the 

same individuals as far as is possible, as they will be familiar with where roads are and understand 

that there is traffic on them.   Livestock tend to use a site according to a daily routine, therefore it 

will be helpful to look at how the stock are using the site and whether this can be influenced to 
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reduce activity near roads.  For example, water, natural shelter and preferred forage (e.g.  grassy 

swards,  young heather) should be available on both sides of a road to reduce the frequency of 

animals crossing in search of these.  

3.27 Natural shelter is likely to be adequate for each of the grazing options. However, provision of water 

is a consideration.  Neither livestock type recommended (see section 3.14) is likely to need 

particularly plentiful supplies.  However, water must be supplied, and where mains water is not 

available, maintaining adequate water supplies can contribute significantly to the livestock 

managers workload.  SWT are already using a mobile water-collecting system (effectively a roof 

over a bowser capturing rainwater, connected to a drinking trough), and it is suggested that this 

approach should be taken. Contingency planning for cold weather  when the supply may freeze will 

however be necessary.  

3.28 Biosecurity (i.e. measures and protocols designed to prevent disease transmission and spread) 

should be addressed within the livestock health plan(s).  It is possible that livestock from different 

holdings may be used (e.g. Option C) and a written biosecurity policy may be useful to ensure 

responsibilities are met.  Guidelines include ensuring all equipment in contact with the animals on 

site is regularly cleaned and disinfected, that sick animals are isolated off-site, ideally back on the 

stock keeper’s holding, and water troughs are cleaned and disinfected regularly.   

3.29 An ongoing series of measures to involve the local community on sites where there is significant 

public usage is likely to be beneficial and should form part of the efforts to ensure the welfare of 

the livestock on site.  This is particularly important for dog walkers.  Should problems arise with 

dogs and livestock, GAP information leaflets no. 8 Dogs and Grazing (GAP 2007c) provides useful 

ideas of measures that can be taken to reduce encounters between dogs and livestock and help 

raise awareness of the issues with users of the site. 

Public relations 

3.30 Involvement from the wider community and other interested parties will be important if the 

grazing options (particularly those on sites with the most public access) are to be successful. The 

perceived level of animal welfare is very important on public access sites, therefore we recommend 

engagement with the RSPCA and possibly trading standards before livestock are brought on site.  

This will ensure they understand the aims of the grazing scheme, and can advise on welfare issues 

if needed.  RSPCA worked with the Grazing Animals Project (now Grazing Advice Partnership) on 

welfare recommendations for conservation grazing, and, at a national level, has a good 

understanding of the issues. If a positive relationship is developed with local RSPCA officers, should  

members of the public become concerned and approach the RSPCA, officers will already know the 

background to the project and will hopefully be able to allay fears.  It is also wise to encourage 

involvement from a local vet at an early stage.  A vet familiar with the conditions of the site and the 

livestock grazing it will be in a better position to both to contribute to Animal Health Plans and to 

treat animals should the need arise.  

3.31 Community engagement is particularly important. The consultation process necessary as part of 

seeking consent from the Secretary of State should mean that many local people will be aware of 

the grazing plans, and no doubt many may form firm opinion about them. Opportunities for site 
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users to learn more about the grazing are a useful way of encouraging positive engagement e.g. a 

“meet the livestock” event where the livestock might be temporarily penned to enable people to 

observe them at close quarters, with an invitation to dog walkers to bring their pets for a walk 

around the stock, with the stock keeper and site managers present to answer questions and advise 

on any difficulties. Needless to say, stock that are well used to people and dogs should be used for 

such an occasion, and the same experienced stock subsequently used. 

3.32  Volunteer training days are also a way to increase interest.  Dog walkers are one of the best groups 

to engage with, as dog walkers are likely to be the most frequent site visitors. Training dog walkers 

as volunteer lookers will both help in terms of stock checking, and increasing understanding of dog 

and livestock issues in the most relevant user group.  Other groups to engage with include local 

schools and clubs and societies. Further tips for community engagement can be found in Commons 

Factsheet No.04 Getting Started (Footprint Ecology 2010c) 

3.33 Risk assessments addressing risks to other site users should be carried out by the site managers.  It 

will be essential to erect signs alerting the public to the presence of livestock, and giving numbers 

of animals and dates when animals come on and are expected to go off a particular common, 

together with a politely worded and friendly request for the proper control of dogs to reduce stress 

to the grazing animals.  Signs should provide emergency contact numbers, and be erected at all 

public access points.  They should be removed when stock are not present. 

3.34 Horse riders are another user group it will be necessary to approach with regard to grazing plans, 

particularly for Blaxhall and Tunstall commons.  It may be possible to reach agreement over specific 

routes most suitable for horse-riding (as has been undertaken on Lower Hollesley Common).  

Options A-C have been designed such that at any one time one of the areas could be ungrazed, 

thus providing for users who are uncomfortable with the presence of livestock. 
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5. Appendix I. Comparative visitor pressure within Rendlesham and Tunstall 
Forests 

 

Map 12 Visitor pressure shown as the number of visitors per hour within 100m of each 25m square cell and access 

points. © Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100023395 2007 (Cruickshanks, Liley and Hoskin 

2010). 
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