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ITEM 6 - BATTLEMEAD COMMON UPDATE REPORT

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT

To inform the Forum on continuing progress concerning the priorities and
management of Battlemead Common.

2. SUPPORTING INFORMATION – Friends of Battlemead Common Meetings
and Consultation

2.1 The Friends of Battlemead Common meeting of the 4th May 2020 had to be
postponed due to the Covid-19 restrictions, however, the situation has not stood
still. A consultation was carried out with the Friends group during May to receive
comments on the following documents:
 Wintering bird survey: report completed by Austin Foot Ecology.

 Ecological Management Plan: report prepared by Austin Foot Ecology, in
collaboration with RBWM officers.

As a result of feedback received from this consultation, plans for the site are now
under review with an outcome due sometime in July 2020.

2.2 Feedback received during the consultation included:
“A Way Forward” – Friends of Battlemead Proposal dated 27/05/2020 along with
representations from the following groups and individuals:

These representations are available in this document pack for your information.

2.3 Dog Walking Access - a new representative for dog walkers has been asked to join
the Accessibility Sub Group.
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2.4 People and Dog Walking Survey – volunteers and member of the Friends group
have been collecting evidence of how the site is used by dog walkers over a 5 week
period in May. Some points from the survey are:

Monitoring period: 5 weeks, 23 April to May 28
6 observers filed in total 16 observations; 6 morning, 6
early afternoon, 4 late afternoons

Ratio Bikers on bikes (cycling) 70%

Ratio Dogs on lead 38%

Ratio Dogs on path 89%

Average dog numbers per visit 4

Average biker number per visit 0.6

2.5 Data is also being gathered via the Community Warden visiting the site about dog
walkers’ behaviour and observance of the rules stated on the signage. New larger
more robust signage was erected in early May stating “Dogs must be on lead,
wildlife sensitive area and community wardens patrolling”.

2.6 No Cycling Signs have also be erected at the access points to the site.

2.7 Benches at 6 locations were installed in March 2020– see photos
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2.8 Field Names – historic names of fields provided as per Battlemead Common Historic
Landscape Analysis by Sarah Rutherford were discussed and agreed at the FoB
Comms & Information Sub group.
A plan showing these is available in this document pack for your information.

2.9 LAF Response/Recommendations – Comments from members on this item can
be forwarded via the LAF representatives on the Friends of Battlemead group, Lisa
Hughes and Dom Lethbridge.
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Battlemead: a Way Forward

This is a third version of the document submitted by the independent group of Friends to the January

2020 Friends meeting. It has been modified to take on board some, though not all, of the comments

submitted to them before or after that meeting. The authors stress that compromise will be needed if

the Friends are to have a useful on-going role and it is hoped that common ground can be achieved at

the RBWM review in May. The authors have taken note of the Terms of Reference for the Friends and

believe that their proposals are fully in line with the Terms.

This version of the document is the agreed consensus of the authors, and is presented to the Council as

such. The authors are Mike Copland, Ann Darracott, Martin Woolner, Steve Gillions, Ian Rose and Ian

Caird.

________

1. Overview

The Friends

1.1. accept the Royal Borough’s view that public ownership of Battlemead Common will ensure

future generations of people and wildlife can continue to enjoy the area as a natural outdoor

space (with possible future educational value) and will also allow the completion of a missing

link in the Millennium Walk

1.2. confirm that the future plans for Battlemead should embody the need for an appropriate

balance between the biodiversity and access considerations

1.3. agree that biodiversity in both terrestrial and aquatic habitats should be protected and

enhanced. This can take as its starting point the proposals presented by Austin Foot in their

EMMP dated June 2019 and in other reports.

1.4. agree there should be managed public pedestrian access, including disabled access

1.5. agree that a circular walk encompassing the Thames towpath should be available if this is

supported by ecology and related investigations

1.6. agree the general principle that visitors to the site will be encouraged to keep to designated

paths through the use of maps, signage, fencing, hedges or management regimes (e.g. mowing)

1.7. agree that the White Brook will need to be managed on an on-going basis and monitored but

that its route and size will not be significantly altered

1.8. recognise that the White Brook and parts of Battlemead Common form a critical route for the

drainage of flood water from the south of Cookham. All management and maintenance

decisions should at least maintain and if possible improve the overall flood flows across the site

1.9. recognise that there should be a clear policy on dog access and dogs should be excluded from

certain areas.

_______

Specific proposals for each of the main areas of Battlemead are:
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2. West Field

2.1. The field could be developed and managed as a mosaic of habitats comprising open grassland,

scattered new trees, the restoration of the two lines of mature trees - one of oak, one mainly

lime/horse chestnut (though the latter may not be sustainable) - and the creation of scrub

areas (probably a mix of planting and allowing growth of existing plants)

2.2. The marginal woodland should be allowed to drift out into the field to create a more graded

habitat suitable for a range of wildlife

2.3. The botany should be respected and given time to develop.

2.4. Agreement should be reached with the National Trust to prevent cattle encroaching from the

adjoining National Trust land onto the bank to the North of the field

2.5. The fencing can be retained and the Council should maintain the mowing policy already

adopted to encourage visitors to keep to the paths

2.6. The Northern Perimeter path can be an all-weather track similar to the track in the North Field

to allow service vehicle access

2.7. There can be a circular path around the perimeter of the field (far enough into the field to

prevent disturbance to the resident badgers), with wheelchair accessibility and benches as

resting places

2.8. The mown path across the field from the car park to the causeway should be retained to give a

short route across the field. However it is recommended that its precise route should be

flexible and take into account any future planting plan adopted and that there should be

adequate screening of any West Field activity from the wetlands areas in the East Field.

3. North Field (including the pond)

3.1. A plan for the future of the pond area should be developed, with consideration given both to

some clearance of the existing pond and its immediate surrounds and to the creation of new

ponds alongside the existing one to provide a variety of habitats that are at different stages of

succession, supporting different species. The Friends’ preference is for the current pond to be

managed, with some clearance (reeds and other vegetation, as well as over-hanging trees) and,

depending on further studies, the possibility of some de-silting.

3.2. Consideration should be given to the eventual siting of a hide by the pond (the precise location

to be determined based on further study and evidence that the wildlife there merits such a

development) and the provision of some basic facilities to allow study visits, including one or

more dipping areas. This will need serious consideration of the impact of such visits to avoid

any significant damage to the site, including the impact of access infrastructure. Such facilities

would need appropriate access, including wheelchair access

S ection4 isvoid

5. The Willow Wood
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5.1. The Friends consider that it is appropriate and feasible to provide a circular path around the

entire site if this can be done sensitively to avoid significant impact on the habitats and their

biodiversity. There is an acceptance that access to the East Field should be limited (and only be

accessible along a tightly defined route during the dry season) so an additional route is

suggested - through the Willow Wood. Whilst this is a habitat of special interest, it is felt that a

route can be defined through the Willow Wood, based on the existing (broken) bridge site or a

replacement nearby. To ensure that the impact of this is minimised it is suggested that such a

route would be over a boardwalk which would keep visitors to a defined path (and would also

provide wheelchair access). Such a path would take some of the pressure off the East Field at

certain times of the year. Routing would need to avoid disturbance to resident badgers and to

birds and other wildlife accessing areas of open water in East Field.

5.2. This path should be fully fenced so that dogs on leads may be allowed on it.

5.3. Funding will be a major consideration for this to go ahead and so it is unlikely to happen in the

very near future. In the short term, therefore, consideration could be given to a longer period

of summer opening for the East Field (see below) than might be needed if an additional route

can be created.

5.4. Trees should be removed as required at a minimal level and other work undertaken, drawing

on the Austin Foot proposals.

6. East Field

6.1. The field should be closed to the public during the wet season to ensure no disturbance of

wildfowl/waders. The closed season dates should be decided following consideration of the over-

wintering bird surveys, also taking into account other proposals, including from Austin Foot, for

habitat development to encourage other wildlife into the field

6.2. During the dry season access across the causeway could be allowed with the following caveats:

6.3. Dogs not to be allowed

6.4. The route of the path to be defined to limit access across the field as a whole and made very

clear via mowing regime and other means to be agreed (e.g. hedge)

6.5. Additional scrapes to be considered (as per Austin Foot and also see Waterways Management

below)

6.6. Hides and/or screens to be considered giving views onto the wet areas.

7. Waterways Management

7.1. Consideration should be given to managing the White Brook to achieve a balance between

adequate flow and biodiversity. The Brook should be managed so as not to exacerbate flood

risk and, if possible, minimise it. Further decisions should follow the trial relating to the

wetland levels currently permitted by the Environment Agency on a stretch of the stream and

consideration should be given to keeping the central 2.5m of the brook clear of major

impediments such as fallen trees/branches, dense in-channel growth and silting. Following the

wetland levels trial consideration could be given to extending some form of clearance work to
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the length of the stream through Battlemead. However it is felt that there should be no major

widening of the waterway.

7.2. The banks should generally be restored, and stabilised, to address problems of poaching caused

by cattle but still allowing for seasonal flood-meadow. These banks can provide nesting sites.

Consideration to be given to the possibility of water voles returning and the related issue of

control of mink.

7.3. The Environment Agency should be asked to consider the creation of an additional winter

wetland area to the north of the East Field. The impact on the White Brook needs to be

considered.

8. Dog access

8.1. The Friends agree that control of dogs on site is needed, given the adverse impact they can

have on flora and fauna. Indeed, we feel the potential damage that could arise from a lack of

effective dog control may be greater than that from human visitors. The policy adopted needs

to be clear, to be pragmatic, and to achieve the desired result of a balanced management

approach.

8.2. We noted the following in coming to our view:

 There will be considerable pressure from dog walkers to use Battlemead

 Informal surveys on Battlemead and anecdotal evidence from elsewhere show that ‘dogs on

lead’ notices are observed by less than half of dog walkers

 Dogs present no significant risk to wildlife when they are in a contained environment such

as a fenced path

 Dog owners are less likely to enter areas clearly marked as ‘No Dogs Allowed’ if there are

areas where dogs can be walked

8.3. We do not consider uncontrolled dog access appropriate for any part of Battlemead. Two other

policy options remain: to ban dogs entirely; or to introduce a ‘dogs on lead’ policy. We do not

think either suitable for all of Battlemead, but rather that an appropriate policy be adopted for

each parcel of the site.

8.4. We therefore propose that a ‘dogs on lead’ policy be adopted for the West Field, the Northern

Perimeter path, and the proposed Willow Wood path; and that the East Field be designated a

‘no dogs allowed’ zone and clearly signed as such. We recognise that a ‘dogs on lead’ policy will

in practice have a limited effect and accordingly those areas where dogs are allowed should be

properly fenced in order to prevent escape.

8.5. Signage relating to the dogs policy should be very clearly displayed and the policy explained.

8.6. Consideration should be given to the use of Dog Control Orders.

9. Car park

9.1. This document does not address issues relating to the car park since this is currently subject to

a planning application.

10. Information
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10.1. There will be information boards at the main entrances to Battlemead. These will set

out the history as well as the ecology of the site.

10.2. There should be a prominent sign at each entrance making it clear that dogs are either

not allowed or that they must be kept on a lead at all times, depending on location. The sign to

detail which fields/areas on Battlemead dogs on leads are allowed.

10.3. People walking multiple dogs (whether professional dog walkers or groups of dog

owners bringing a significant number of dogs) need to be discouraged: research into how this is

handled elsewhere should be helpful. There should also be a ban on drones and model aircraft.

11. Resourcing

11.1. The viability of any plan for Battlemead, beyond basic maintenance, will require funding

not at present allocated. We are confident that an imaginative and well-prepared plan can

attract external funding and such a plan is needed urgently.

11.2. Consideration also needs to be given from the outset to the day to day management of

Battlemead in the medium to long term - both to ensure that the habitats are managed

effectively and to resource additional activities (educational, site visitors etc.). It is therefore

likely that, in addition to support from RBWM, local residents, through local interest groups,

must be able to demonstrate at an early stage that they have the membership, expertise and

enthusiasm to support such activities. The Volunteer sub-group of the Friends of Battlemead

should investigate this as a priority.

May 2020






































































