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Abstract

This dissertation explores the application of¢bacept that nature is a
“profoundly human construction” (Cronon 1996 p.&b}he recent paradigm shift in
conservation biology (Taylor 2005); that is, thevr@onstructions of nature involved
within rewilding. Foucault argued all “knowledgerelative” (Darier 1999 p.10),
therefore, as we look at nature, we do not seeiitia (Castree 2005). Instead we
construct nature through our cultural lenses. BRaliexplored how discourses are
productive as the inherent power within them disegs our actions (Darier 1999).
Thus conservation does not preserve true naturtdéciuture, rather, it constructs a
future nature based on the current discoursesmithimservation biology. Therefore
gaining a full understanding of the implicationstloé current paradigm shift within
conservation biology is vital. Essentially thissgrtation fills that gap: questioning
the tangled web of the discourse of rewilding, btghdealised dream and its reality
in practice, and the limits of the discourse, hbimteracts with other constructions
and the past paradigm within conservation.

Rewilding has been pioneered by Frans Vera iNgt@erlands on the
Oostvaardersplassen. It is based on Vera’s hypisthigat the European pre-human
landscape was not a closed highforest but a wostiygadriven by megafaunal
herbivores which encouraged biodiversity (Vera 200this theory of dynamic
nature, sustained by natural processes on lard¢gsssabecoming the vogue in
conservation biology (Taylor 2005). Radical conaéipnists are beginning to rewild
by removing all human traces from the land, inti@dg large herbivores and
undertaking minimal management. One example, Ki@agile Estate’s Wildland
Project, was selected as the focus of the resedtobpp is a 3 500 acre estate south
of Horsham, West Sussex, where rewilding has begaldped in 4 phases since
2001 (Feasibility Study 2007).

A critical discourse analysis was undertaken bagpeth Rose’s (2001 p.135-
186) discussion of visual methodologies. Over 2kgeat Knepp, interviews,
discussions and tours were undertaken with théeestener Sir Charles Burrell and

his staff. All relevant emails, documents and raedports concerning the project



were examined. Outside the project, in additigrei@mination of rewilding in
scientific discussion and the media, 6 conservaisn5 locals and a representative
from the County Council were interviewed. Finatly,gain a sense of full scale
rewilding and the source of the discourse, a tb@Wastvaardersplassen was given by
Frans Vera. This resulted in a range of textssaatéments of rewilding which were
interrogated for their common themes, contradi&j@ontext, power relations,
meanings and structure to reveal the web of disasuinvolved in rewilding. This
information was gathered to reveal the vision @filding at Knepp and its practical
outplaying, how the discourse interacts with thestauctions of the local area and
how the discourse interacts with the past conservgaradigm in conservation
organisations and the government.

The vision of rewilding at Knepp was found to be®f a big nature and a
radical, innovative project which would make aata¢nt on the landscape. The plan
is that once herbivores are introduced, the commsra the natural system are in
place so nature can regenerate and restore lisielfjing the land back to life. It is an
Arcadian dream of a utopian wilderness uncorruptechan created through the
emancipation of nature. The reality falls shortraf dream with limited devolution of
power to nature. Burrell maintains his controhature, only allowing it to operate
within his selected limits, with the intention thhts will bring landscape
enhancement and allow his economic plans to exghleihatural resources. In reality
this is not a surrender to nature, but a chanexperiment and learn from nature with
the aim of working increasingly with nature’s rhyth, rather than dictating them.

The local constructions of nature, expressed bgllopinion, revealed that
whilst there is sympathy towards Burrell's schenegyilding is not practical in the
area. Burrell’'s new construction conflicts greatligh those locals wish to reinforce.
Firstly, local people struggle with the mixed meeys of the term ‘wild’ and the
perceived danger associated with it. Secondly; went the estate to be the focus of
a traditional, rural countryside, a scenic parklamlaesthetically pleasing and
ordered landscape. This construction of the laoah has developed over centuries
and is of great significance to local people. Bnahe locals believe this is an area
of agricultural land at the peak of its productvifTo not use it as such is a great
disappointment and translates simply as neglectiendgard in their eyes. Each of
these constructions is highly important to locaild greatly conflicts the new nature

rewilding is constructing.



The ability for traditional conservation groupsicorporate and
accommodate ideas of rewilding was found to be dyix@epending upon the ethos
and discourse of individual institutions. Therefathe RSPB’s target orientation
towards specific species on small sites prevertsifitake of rewilding’s ideas.
Conversely, Sussex Wildlife Trust’s remit to sugpal nature across a large area
lends itself to rewilding. The government’s franwelwis fixed to facilitate projects
which conform to the traditional conservation pagadwhich leaves organisations,
such as Natural England, currently having to fitidraative ways to progress
rewilding at these early stages. As the powehe$¢ discourses continues to grow it
will forge its own framework of institutions to aits growth and replication.

Rewilding is an interesting discourse becaussutface belief in allowing
self-determination for nature suggests that it pidduce a truer nature in the future:
a new nature not constructed by humans. Howehwisrdissertation concludes this is
not the case. At Knepp there is no such submidsioature; instead a complex web
of ideals, practicalities, targets, scientific ‘kmiedge’ and biases constructs a new
human controlled nature. In addition, as the diss® of rewilding negotiates with
those of local people and past paradigms of coasierv(as fixed in conservation
institutions) the future landscape will not be é&derness but a mosaic expressing the

results of these multifaceted tensions.



Acknowledgments

Many thanks to Charlie and Jason at Knepp Castlthér welcome,
generosity and time. The project could not haygkaed without their openness,
enthusiasm and honesty. Special thanks also tesRfara for the tour of the
Oostvaardersplassen. It was a simply amazing exqger. Thanks also to Kathy
Willis for pushing me to go there, and for guidacoacerning the RSPB. | am also
grateful to all those | interviewed, for their cpevation and time. Finally, thank you

to my supervisor and parents for continued patiemcesupport.



Contents

Figure List

1. Introduction

1.1. Discourses of Nature

1.2. Paradigm Shifts in Conservation Biology
1.3. The Knepp Castle Estate

1.4. Statement of Intent

. Site and Situation of Knepp Castle Estate

2.1. Knepp Castle and Surroundings.

2.2. Rewilding at Knepp: ‘The Wildland Project’
. Methodology

3.1. Critical Discourse Analysis

3.2. Reflexivity and Positionality

. The Knepp Vision

4.1. The Dream

4.2. The Reality of the Light of Day

. The Locals

5.1. The Fear of the Wildwood

5.2. ‘Negative’ Landscape Changes

5.3. The Conflict of Landuse: ‘This is Agriculturiaand’

. Traditional Conservation

7. The Government

. Conclusion

Bibliography

Appendix 1
Appendix 2
Appendix 3

10
10
13
15
15
17
22
23
26
29
33
37
40

43

49

51
53



Figure List

Figure 1: Location of Knepp Castle Estate

Figure 2: Vision and aims of Knepp’s Wildland Pije

Figure 3: Four Phase Map of the Wildland Projed{rapp

Figure 4: Table of Interviewee details

Figure 5: Website photographs of views of the ed@ten by

David Norton.

Figure 6: Website photos of Longhorn Cattle

Figure 7: Website photo of Tamworth pigs asleefhésun.

Figure 8: W. Grinstead Church and Knepp Castle by
S.H. Grimm, 1789

Figure 9: Knepp Castle, etched by Charles Smitim faodrawing
by Lady Burrell 1830

Figure 10: Water-colour of Knepp Mill pond by LaBwrrell ¢.1820

Figure 11: RSPB logo and slogan.

Figure 12: Sussex Wildlife Trust logo and slogan.

12

18

24

25

28

28

28

35

35



1. Introduction

1.1. Discourses of Nature

“As we gaze into the mirror it holds up for us, t@e easily imagine that what
we behold is Nature when in fact we see the refiaaif our own unexamined

longings and desires.” (Cronon 1995 p.7)

Nature is no longer an “irreducible positivist igél(Darier 1999 p.3), rather,
it is a complex, contested web of understandinye. do not see nature as a crystal
reality but we construct it through the lens of oultural knowledges (Demeritt
2002). Castree (2005 p.xviii) explains “Knowledgenature is not the same as the
‘natural world’ it purports to represent”. Our werdtandings, knowledges and
perceptions construct different ideals of whatatunal and imbue natural landscapes
with different meanings (Nabhan 1995). Conseqyentture is a “profoundly
human construction” (Cronon 1996 p.25). The pdfsation of nature or the
construction of ‘true’ nature as ‘out there’ prozisimple examples (Massey & Allen
1984).

Foucault examines how humans create knowledgeiraytjoat “knowledge is
relative” (Darier 1999 p.10). Knowledge is notaatfto be discovered but a social
product emerging from the layers of cultural higt@idarier 1999). Perceptions,
understandings and institutions combine to creatalactive knowledge or a regime
of truth. These statements produce a way “thednsrinderstood and how things are
done in it” (Rose 2001 p.136). Foucault saw dissesi as powerful because they
normalise a set of ideas, whether true or not, tm, influence how we act (Rose
2001). Our psychological constructions of whatasural, therefore, produce an
analogous environment.

The BBC production ‘Britain From Above: ManmadetBim’ (2008), exposes
the common misconception of what is natural. Asglane flys over East Anglia
with its “reassuringly British” patchwork, agricuhal landscape Andrew Marr gives
the viewer a “shock for those of us who thoughthef British countryside as natural:
this country has been man made not natural for 6060 years” (Britain From
Above: Manmade Britain 2008). Discourses havenadited anthropogenically
produced and maintained landscapes such as napiaria and the countryside

(Carver & Samson 2004). This is not to say thatimatloes not exist, merely we
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cannot view it objectively and the ways in which wew it shape the future
landscape. The result is “nature in th& 2&ntury will be what we make it” (Botkin

1990 cited in Lorimer forthcoming).

1.2. Paradigm Shifts in Conservation Biology

Conservation can be examined through the lenssebdises of nature. The
terms ‘conservation’ and ‘preservation’ constrine belief that these approaches will
maintain ‘true’ nature into the future. Howeveg wan never preserve nature “in-
itself” or “for-itself” (Hintz 2007 p.181). Diffegnt discourses of conservation
produce different environmental management teclasquhich produce a range of
natures. Current ideas and trends in conservaipressed ideologically and
methodologically in conservation biology, will steapur future natural landscape.

Consequently, the recent paradigm shift in consemvdiology is significant
as we consider future nature. Conservation biols@y a turning point “caught in the
middle of a paradigm shift in value, with scierttithinking, hitherto focused largely
upon species and diversity, now encompassing tperiance of natural processes of
landscape change” (Taylor 2005 p.1). Traditiomailservation stemmed from
constructions of stewardship: “looking after nattather than allowing nature to look
after itself” (Whitbread & Jenman 1995 p.84). Frtma end of the fcentury, the
proliferation of small organisations, such as tlaidhal Trust, used protectionist
policies to preserve biodiversity situ(Soulé & Noss 1998, Robertson & Minter
1995, Adams 2004, Taylor 2004). The unusual osifga were protected in small
pockets “where something exceptional is taking gllgévhitbread & Jenman 1995
p.86). The result was high level management, tangentation and a static nature
(Jeeves 2006, Appelquist et al 2001). This coradEm discourse controlled and
specified a future nature.

The paradigm shift towards the end of th& 26ntury was triggered by the
realisation that conservation, based on specicigg protection through high control
at small fragmented reserves, was not working @a3005). It was asked “How
have we lost so much while we have protected sdh@iug-oreman 1995 p.10), and
nature’s “precipitous decline” (Foreman 1995 p.42Yl “biological meltdown
(Foreman 1999 p.537) were discussed. To combsg te@blems a new discourse

emerged from conservation biology’s latest reseatarimer (forthcoming p.32)
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summarises : “These new temporalities are more-epeed and process-orientated,
focused less on the preservation of extant speoressity than on the conservation of
the processes that secure future difference”. fotws is shifting to protection of
holistic systems. This involves ideals of big matan big scales, connectivity and
wilderness. Herbivores, rather than humans, aweed as the drivers of the system,
producing a nature that controls itself (Forema@9)9 The nature resulting from this
discourse is dynamic, transient and unpredictable.

This discourse is most evident within rewildinggarating from the work of

Frans Vera on the Oostvaardersplassen in the Naldest resulting in his hypothesis:

“The natural vegetation [of Europe] consists of @saic of large and small
grasslands, scrub, solitary trees and groups tire@g)ich the indigenous
fauna of large herbivores is essential for the megagion... The wood-pasture

can be seen as the closest modern analogy fdatidscape.” (Vera 2000 p.9)

Previously it was believed the past European laqusevas a “great wild wood, an
almost unbroken canopy” (Britain From Above: Manmd&titain 2008, Birks 2005).
However after observing greylag geese preventiegession to a wildwood on the
Oostvaardersplassen, Vera questioned whether magfaunal herbivores had a
similar role. Were herbivores vital drivers andedtiminants of natural systems,
creating “the living conditions for the Europeandiversity” (Vera, 2000, p.xv)?
Vera concluded this was the case and “the origiagétation in the lowlands of
Europe is a park-like landscape where the sucaessispecies of trees is determined
by large herbivore mammals and birds” (Vera 200876).

If Vera is correct, and traditional approachesiinagt and degrade
biodiversity, whilst, unmanaged, dynamic systenngetr by herbivores on large
spatial scales sustain and promote biodiversign tithe highest priority must be to
allow wilderness to develop once again” (Vera, 9000his belief in nature’s self-
determination is encapsulated in rewilding (Fisk@d6, Smith 2007). This
conservation method was pioneered on the Oostuagpidesen, where 14 000 acres
was fenced, all traces of human existence werevechand present day analogues
for past megafaunal herbivores were introducedfi{P2006).

This new discourse challenges past ideas. Asuliseshapes new
interactions with the land, via conservation tegaess, a new nature will be produced.



There is a need, therefore, to study this discoamskits production of nature, its aims
and its realities. | intend to explore this usihg case study of the ‘Wildland Project’
at Knepp Castle Estate (Knepp hereatfter), Weste&usBhis turning point will shape
our future landscape, thus it is vital its currentl potential future production of

nature is explored.

1.3. The Knepp Castle Estate

Knepp is a 3500 acre, "I tentury estate, south of Horsham, West Sussex,
figure 1 (Feasibility Assessment 2007). Locatednrfintensely settled and farmed”
(Short 2006 p.38) area, there is high pressuramduse and expectations of a
traditional rural lifestyle. The agricultural foewf the estate has fluctuated alongside
farming trends associated with economic cycled wedently. After inspiration from
a trip to the Oostvaardersplassen, Sir CharleseB{Burrell hereafter), the
charismatic estate owner with a passion for wigdlémbarked on his own rewilding
with Knepp’s ‘Wildland project’.

Knepp was selected as the site of study for a tyapviereasons. The owner
was open and enthusiastic. The project was indjbyehe Oostvaardersplassen and
is advised by Vera, in addition to, other high peoftonservationists. In addition, a
range of discourses will be expressed becausésthi a case of changing wasteland
but of transforming a traditional, agriculturalastin a crowded area of Britain.
Finally, this is a project in progress and therefibrere is potential for the study to be

useful in its future.

& LOCATION PLAN
Crawley NOT TO SCALE

savils  unt 1 :

Figure 1: Location of Knepp Castle Estate (Feais}bﬂssesment 2007 p.10)
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1.4. Statement of Intent

There have been a range of studies of rewildingpeEments have explored
the processes Vera proposes, such as associatisisgance, the role of trophic levels
in ecosystems (Bakker et al 2004, Smit et al 22086, Duffy 2003), woodland
succession as driven by herbivores (Kirby 2004) taedaeloecological evidence for
wood-pasture as opposed to highforest (Birks 200%baddition, a number of studies
have described rewilding projects. In Britain, @ydes include the Carrifran
Wildwood Project (Ashmore & Chalmers 2004), Enn&dBrowning & Yanik
2004) and Allandale (Sidaway 2006). Discussiongtaso developed into a debate
of the possibility of Pleistocene rewilding in NerAmerica (Caro 2007, Chapron
2005, Dinerstein & Irvin 2005, Donlan et al 2008ht&epfer 2005, Shay 2005). In
the public sphere, there has been controversiatdatmncerning the reintroduction
of predators (Reinhardt & Kluth 2004, Rauer 200dn\Arx & Breitenmoser 2004).

Rewilding, however, has not been considered ingesfithe current
“proliferation of discourses about the environmegi@arier 1999 p.2). This
introduction has acknowledged that human discowmsefcreasingly defining the
future landscape we conserve. Rewilding must la¢yaed in these terms,
considering conservations paradigmatic shift amdctallenges it poses as landuses
change and as humans release their grip on nétutee past we have carefully
created our future nature through conservatioretargnd management. Letting go
and allowing nature to go wild is a discourse tttallenges core perceptions of

‘nature’ and what is ‘natural’.

“The truth is that nature conservation is as mutidaa as anything else and
ideas have changed over time...We look after whdikee..wild land, or
wilderness, is certainly an idea everyone will haweopinion on” (Jeeves
2006 p.16)

This study intends to use Knepp to explore, firdthe tangled web of the
idealised discourse of rewilding and how it tratetanto practice. Then, secondly,
whether the resulting landscape is the future eattg want.



2. Site and Situation of the Knepp Castle Estate

2.1. Knepp Castle and surroundings.

Knepp is a 3500 acre estate located south of HorsWest Sussex (figure 1,
3). Southeast England has a varied landscapepieasd (1589) description of the
area as having “infinite riches in a little roontitéd in Short 2006 p.197) still holds
true. The geomorphology surrounding Knepp, the [d/aad the South Downs,
create stunning natural vistas (Brandon 2003).

“Few falil to be seized with an uplifting spirit tee beauty and wonder of
some 30 or more miles of England at its most glegicome into view from
the crest of one of the bordering hill ranges efWeald... the North and
South Downs are for the most part near the horaamte and frame a huge

bowl of exquisitely modulated space.” (Brandon 200B

However, this is not natural but “beautifully mamade” (Brandon 2003 p.5).
In 1086 it was the largest forest remaining in angl since then, it is “one of the
longest-running and best recorded examples ofihenitting labour of generations
of farmers to clear and settle a great expansaldfoguntry” (Brandon 2003 p.2).
The southern face of the South Downs is a patchwbékable fields, whilst the north
face has chalk heath, grassland and scrub (Sho&) 20 he Weald, where Knepp is
situated, is “a dense mosaic of small fields surdma by shaws, broken up by sunken
lanes, roadside verges, ponds and ancient senmahatoodland” (Short 2006 p.52).
This is a crowed agricultural landscape. Londba,“gateway to the world” (Short
2006 p.17), is accessible by the M23 and the areavered by a network of A-roads.
Knepp is flanked by the A24 and divided by the AZF8asibility Assessment 2007).
The increasing trend of counterurbanisation, tleecdefor “environmental quality”
and “rural living” (Short 2006 p.103) has seen gigople immigrate to the villages
around Knepp. This landscape is shaped by socpesgic trends as economic
fluctuations leave a “profound imprint” (Short 2004.24).

In keeping with these trends, Knepp has undergamie@range of landuse
innovations since its creation as a defensiveisitee 11" century, including its use
as a lodge with associated deer park until the I6fleentury, with iron workings
from the 18 century (Feasibility Assessment 2007). The Bufashily has owned
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the estate for over 200 years; as Burrell took tlverSoutheast’s landscape shifted.
As agriculture boomed, Knepp followed the pattermtensification and
diversification. Fields were extended, ice cregoghurt and milk were
manufactured (Feasibility Assessment 2007) untihfag’s decline forced the sale of
the factory and turning over of land to contractrfeng. As farmers increasingly set
aside land and began environmentally sensitiversekdShort 2006) Burrell entered
land surrounding the mansion into parkland resimmainder the Countryside
Stewardship Scheme (CSS). This CSS was to bededeand developed into the
Wildland Project (described below). Currently,rajside the Wildland Project,
Knepp consists of a mansion with grade Il listetklgad, 80 residential properties,
commercial properties, in-hand and let land, snvalbded areas and a polo club
(Feasibility Assessment 2007).

Knepp has always been a site of change, yet, #tushHanges have been
common with those across the agricultural landscdje Southeast is renowned for
natural, emotive views and traditional agriculturdhe large population, many of
whom left the city to grasp this dream, love thgdlid, rural lifestyle. When viewed
in context, Knepp’s Wildland Project is not jusb#mer innovation but a landscape

transformation.

2.2. Rewilding at Knepp: ‘The Wildland Project’

The project is best considered in 4 temporal phaseh incorporating a
specific spatial area (figure 3). Phase 1 beg&®01 when 500 acres was entered
into parkland restoration. Inspired by visiting tBostvaardersplassen, Burrell
dreamed of restoring the estate to its pre-agticailroots by rewilding. He saw this
as a way to maintain economic viability and tackigironmental decline (figure 2).
As a result, phase 2 (2004) extended the parkiaitd togical spatial boundaries and
saw further herbivore introductions. As the proj@oved towards rewilding
restrictions had to, and still have to, be adhéoedblie to the terms of the CSS.
Currently, 50 English Longhorn Cattle, 300 falloeed, 17 Exmoor ponies, 20
Tamworth pigs and 300 000 rabbits graze here. éPBags also initiated in 2004 as
the area north of the A272 was set aside. Hunamesrwere removed and a fence
erected. 50 English Longhorns graze this areawiithroe deer and rabbits. Phase 4

included the southern block, which Burrell hopesetace to introduce grazers.



Progress here has been halted due to lack of fgndmthe future, in addition to
having a more complete set of grazers and perhdgernanalogues, the estate hopes
to connect the areas and cater for visitors. By02@e Wildland Project should
include 3600 acres and act as a flagship projegiiimg others (based on interview
with Burrell, Feasibility Assessment 2007 and wwwegp.co.ufAccessed

10/12/08]).

Vision

“An Estate where natural processes predominatécagdterm financial
stability is achieved outside a conventional adgtical framework”

Aims

long-term retention of the core estate;

financial stability;

to increase the diversity and value of the proppdrgfolio over time;

to increase biodiversity and ecological interesbss the estate through
environmental stewardship.

Figure 2: Vision and aims of Knepp’s Wildland Pdij@-easibility Assessment 2007
p.5).

The Wildland Project is driven by the passions pesonality of its creator,
Charlie Burrell. Burrell is popular in the locaromunity. | was told “everybody
loves Charlie” (D) and “he’s open, you can laughhwiim...he’s a good guy”
(Kampf). Burrell has an overwhelming love of naturAt school he was ‘Bug
Burrell’ and his knowledge of natural systems isnemse. He is also a businessman
who makes careful, detailed calculations but vaile risks where potential gains are
great. There is always a buzz when Burrell is adpte is friendly, generous, bold,
charismatic and a complete optimist, full of belrehimself and Vera’s hypothesis.
Burrell wants to do something significant with lasd, something big and exciting,
which he, and others, will be proud of. | was tataturately by a local this project
“frankly is emotional” (A). It is only with drivend honest passion that Burrell has

achieved so much.
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3. Methodology

3.1. Critical Discourse Analysis

Through an appropriate methodology this dissemadions, as Foucault did,
“to constantly challenge the limits as defined g various discourses and practices”
(Darier 1999 p.16). Rose (2001 p.2) explains “Dtesfhe huge amount of academic
work currently being published on things visuakrdhare remarkably few guides to
possible methods of interpretation and even fewpla@ations of how to do those
methods.” Rose (2001 p.135-186) discusses howtbegtproach, analyse and
interpret visual materials. He outlines two typéanalysis. ‘Type I' focuses on
reading the language of discourses. This not iomglves the analysis of verbal
accounts but the range of texts, such as photqgss arad literature, through which we
construct our world. ‘Type II’ refers to the powdiscourses have to control our
actions through institutions, regimes, practices mechnologies. The following
methodology is based upon Rose (2001).

A discourse is defined as “groups of statemergsgtructure the way a thing
is thought, and the way we act on the basis ofttliaking” (Rose 2001 p.136).
Statements will include the language, rules, cotigas, institutions and subjects and
the visual or verbal images, texts and practices¢R2001). Each of these are the
outplaying of the discourse as it dictates humdioas. Such actions continually
create and reinforce the discourse. Thus, thediep is to examine “the vast
heterogeneous webs of social practices criss-atdsseelations of power” (Darier
1999 p.15).

| submersed myself for 2 weeks at the site; ua#teryy extended interviews,
discussions and tours of the estate with the owndrhis staff. | examined all
documents, e-mails, letters, newspaper articlelép grogrammes and reports
concerning the project. In addition to my selfdpd reading, | read the literature
Burrell felt necessary to understand their projéResearch outside the site included
interviewing 6 conservationists, 5 locals and aesentative from the County Council
(see table below), visiting the Netherlands wheeea\gave me a tour of the
Oostvaardersplassen and exploring representatiaesvidding in the media

(newspapers, magazines, radio, TV documentary).
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These statements were analysed discovering hownctrestruct the social
world and how they normalise the discourse reptasgiis claims as natural, real
and truthful. Rose (2001 p.4) states “succesatelpretation depends on a
passionate engagement with what you see”; persase&ragour and examination of
detail are vital. After becoming familiar with thexts, it is important to approach
them systematically without any preconceptionse ithages must be coded and how
they create meaning considered. Trudgill (200&¢uses specific, value-ladened,
rhetorical terms conservationists use. Darier 911991) also emphasises the using
written or spoken phrases, stating one must exfitbeemeaning and significance of
linguistic signs”. The meaning, structure (espicia terms of intertexuality),
complexity, contradiction, visibility, invisibilityand context of the material must be
considered (Rose 2001). The power relations egpdethrough apparatus, such as
architecture, laws and morals, and technologigsaxtical techniques, must be
explored. Throughout this process it is importaottto fabricate connections or
meanings as Foucault (1972) warns “we must shotitlleg [the connections] do not
come about by themselves, but are always the rekaltonstruction” (cited in Rose
2001 p.150).

Figure 4 outlines my interviews and the codes useadfer to them throughout
the dissertation. For those I interviewed, whetevant, details of their position
within the Knepp project are described (detailsttedito preserve anonymity).
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Code of

Interviewee Details
Reference
Charles Burrell| Estate Owne Burrell
Jason Emrich Estate Emrich
Manger
Knepp's :
Research Séergﬂng RC
Coordinator P
Frans Vera V|S|or_1ar_y of Vera
Rewilding
Natural
. . England, .
Keith Kirby Stgering Kirby
Group.
Minister for
Nature,
Hans Kampf | Netherlands, Kampf
Steering
Group
Director of
Sussex
Ton Wildlife .
Whitbread Trust, Whitbread
Steering
Group.
Sussex
Conservationist  Wildlife Conservationist
Trust
Couqty Councillor
Councillor
At
Pulborough
RSPB . Brooks 195 RSPB
Representativg . )
minutes drive
from Knepp.
Local A
Local B
Local C
Local D
Local Farmer E

Figure 4: Table of Interviewee details
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3.2. Reflexivity and Positionality

This dissertation discusses the production of kedges, thus, the fact that it
is in itself a produced knowledge must be consulerEhe very nature of the project
forces the admission that there is no object stibgationship, no universality,
because “the sort of knowledge made depends onte/htakers are” (Rose 1997
p.307). The solution proposed to this is “transpareflexivity” (Rose 1997 p.311).
The research must make visible their positionalitytwo levels. Firstly, the
researcher must look inside considering their pEatype in approaching the project.
Secondly, they must look outside considering bbé#irtinformant’s position within
the research and the effect of their relation wh#hinformant (Rose 1997). The need
to acknowledge my position became dauntingly evidean interview as my

informant exposed both my approach and our diffegen

“What is so good about that project? Well tell p@y’ve got an interest.
Perhaps you could... how could people answer yoanitd&now...Well
you're a student, I'm a pilot, ****'s a housewiféWWhat's a conservationist?

Do you see where I'm coming from here?” (A)

| am a white, middle class student from a renownadersity. Whilst trying to
remain neutral and open, my research will have laffected by my belief in
conservation and desire to explore rewilding. urfd it easier to connect and
understand those who shared this view, having ti Wwarder, asking more questions,
of those who did not. The researcher must consiepower relations this creates
(Valentine 2005). In one sense | held all the safddowever, the majority of those |
spoke with were of similar age and situation topayents with children similar to
me. Whilst we could therefore empathise, thisueficed the power balance. In
addition | found everyone | spoke to had reasonpéaticipating. The Estate look
forward to an Oxford student’s account for theitbgige. The conservationists
wanted to encourage a student and have theirBag.locals want the estate to hear
their opinions and reservations, with one informsuggesting | was becoming “pig in
the middle” (C).

Yet, simply highlighting and considering thesduehces is inadequate.
Crang & Cook (2007) state self knowledge is anietudream. | cannot claim to

have fully understood all the nuances of their nmegs1 As the informant questioned,
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could | see where he was coming from? To clainvensial, objective understanding
of these subjectivities would be “nothing more tlaagoddess-trick uncomfortably
similar to the god-trick.” (Rose 1997 p.311). Qya Cook (2007 p.14) suggest
instead researchers must ensure work is “theoligteampled, saturated and
adequate”. That is, selecting a sample that wiftray the spectrum of positionalities,
continuing interviews until you gain no new infortioa and reading to ensure your
conclusions fit with those of others. | have #dvo achieve these aims. Rose
(1997) suggests we must develop the idea of reflgxi Applying Foucault’s

theories, Rose (1997 p.315) views research asardige formation: “constitutive ...
both of the researcher and of the others involuetié research process”. Research is
a text produced through the negotiation of the eoragions involved. Researchers
must accept “we make our own knowledge, and thatpitocess is complex,
uncertain and incomplete.” (Rose 1997 p.316). &loee, | am not “representing
[myself]...as an expert in their lives” (Valentine@Dp.114). Those | spoke with and
the material | examined have constituted and shapeuieas on this journey and
subsequently are embedded alongside my bias agwpiiatation within this project.
This dissertation offers a perspective on rewildmagt a universal one but
nevertheless a valid representation of conversa@oil negotiations through which |

acted the weighted medium.
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4 The Knepp Vision

4.1. The Dream

Rewilding is a vision of big nature. It is abowtimg something innovative
that will make a statement. On the Oostvaardesspla the plains stretch to the
horizon, grazed by wild Heck Cattle, Konik Poniesl &ed Deer (Harris 2006). The

Knepp dream has grown from this vision; it is adhgrand plan for a full-size nature:

“[Burrell] sees that you need a bigger pictureanrs of nature conversation
and although he is still one individual, a hugevidilal, he's looking at the
rewilding and putting back what wants to be theré ereating this big load of
biodiversity and then once he's done that he witkédo connect it by land
bridges and to the river and all that sort of stsdf you're looking wider”

(Conservationist).

Burrell's love for nature and belief in Vera’s hypesis is the source of the dream.
He is also a business man willing to take highsik potentially large economic and
environmental gains. Burrell is eager to makerhisrint on the landscape and
challenge people’s preconceptions. As Burrell droe around the estate, the
pinnacle of the tour was a southern field set ad@0 years. We admired the large
anthills, patches of grass, trees and undergrowtien Burrell asked me to imagine
this wilderness across the entire estate. Hen@dhere could be no such thing as too
wild and he accepted parts of the estate wouldrhbedmpenetrable. This huge
vision of a mixed wood-pasture landscape is thealisation of Burrell’s dream of
the future landscape. It is big, exciting and cadi

Integral to the vision of wild is that the area ghlibbe “removed from human
dominion” (McCloskey 1999 p.380). It is a drearm@himal human management as
control is sacrificed to nature. Burrell told nned, wild nature is where humans feel

like a visitor. The opening page of the Knepp vitebstates:

“2001 we shifted our focus entirely and embarked @eries of regeneration
and restoration projects aimed primarily at nateservation.” (Available

www.knepp.co.ukAccessed 10/12/08)
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Integral to Knepp, ‘regeneration’ and ‘restoratiané key terms within conservation
biology terminology. Hall (2001 p.586) cites Wiftss declaration that this is “the era
of restoration ecology”. Agriculture has degradleel landscape and, by stepping
back man, will allow nature to regenerate and restself to its pre-human glory.
Tied within this emancipation of nature is the bkthat self-determination for nature
will produce better quality, healthier nature. the BBC documentary Moose In the

Glen states :

“it needs to have back the animals that were liviege hundreds of years ago

to really make the place come alive” (Moose in@ilen 2008)

The natural environment will only be truly alivedafulfil its potential with all the

elements of the ecosystem in place. A local Sussesspaper article reinforces this:

“Mother Nature has been left to run wild instead goodness; the old girl is
having a ball” (Mitchell 2007).

In this sense the rewilding dream demands rethghitie traditional ‘man over
nature’ relationship. Taylor (2005 p.4) suggelstd thumility and respect” for nature
must replace “ denial and control”. As such thagut has no fixed aims or quotas
and does not focus on specific ‘valuable’ or rgrecses. Instead, the conservationists
spoke of emergent properties, nature’s surpriseshakould be revealed once nature
was no longer forced to produce fixed outcomes.

Within Knepp’s dream there is also a deep nostateards pre-human

landscapes untainted by man, an arcadia, as adoesd report suggested:

“Get the wild beasts in, not only does it feel gdnd it is good. The land will
breathe an Arcadian sigh of relief and biodiversitly soar” (Marren 2007)

Burrell told me fondly of how anthills, scrub, paidges and hares thrived when the
estate was abandoned during the 1920s. Thersesse of harmony in this simpler,
unintensive, pastoral vision. The picture is @fruous, utopian wilderness
uncorrupted by humans. As rewilding sets natwmfthe oppression of man it will
restore, regenerate and become wholesome:
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“Boundaries between field hedgerows and woods baweed completely.

All are one. Wilderness has returned” (MitchelDZ)

Wilderness and freedom for nature is giving Knegemse of unity. Whilst all those
involved recognise the past, idealised nature earembe regained, there is a sense

this is a journey of spiritual healing for the land

4.2. The Reality of the Light of Day.

“The vision is really exciting, it's that wild visn... but there is a reality you
have to turn that vision into practice.” (Open Cioyr2008)

The reality of this dream must be recovered. Beyihe surface rhetoric the
reality is a series of complex tensions and conttimehs which realise the full
discourse at Knepp. The extent to which Burreillytrelinquishes power to nature
can be questioned. Revisiting the discussion aldowis to the extent power is
devolved are evident. The website talks of ‘emivaykon regeneration and
restoration ‘projects’. Such language implies thanans are undertaking the
regeneration and restoration. Ultimately, natsreding used as a tool in a human
designed framework for the desired results of hisnan

The reference to ‘Mother Nature’ is also of intéreshis personification of
nature reveals a reluctance to hand power to sangetlutside the human realm.
Personifying nature helps negotiate this tensiObservations showed Burrell is very
much in control of the site. This was evidentis diriving of his buggy anywhere on
the land even through the densest scrub whereeosuitiace nature seems to have full
control. This statement of authority reveals Bliltas chosen to devolve some, but
not all, of his power.

The assertion that nature is in charge should rtiezre are no set targets.
Indeed, this is what the literature continuallyteetes as a visitor reminded Burrell.

“There is clearly a vision of how the Estate shdoluk like in the end, which
is in conflict with actually letting nature take ihatural course” (Letter 2005)

Whilst on one level this is true, Burrell told nfeat, for him, it is not a problem for
bracken to invade an entire field if that is whature wants. Yet, contradictions
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underlie this statement. Emrich, the estate manégd me the experiment could go
wrong and a ‘bad nature’ could be produced. Othpoke of disappointments with
the nature emerging. There is a target naturejtaiboadly defined. As thé"™
objective states:

“to increase biodiversity and ecological interegibas the estate” (Feasibility
Assessment 2007 p.8)

Increasing biodiversity is a clear aim of the pebjas it is an assumed result of the
Vera hypothesis. If the hypothesis is incorreet¢hwill be a sense that the project
has not fully achieved what it set out to. In aiddi, there is a target for how the

estate is expected to look visually, as the Busiftan states it is expected:
“To deliver landscape enhancement” (Business BPO&T p.3)

The project grew from a parkland restoration. Emtbld me of their goal to
improve the vistas of the estate. Knepp celebitgesultural, traditional aesthetic
parkland landscape and implicitly the project atmenhance this. The website is full

of pictures that supporting this:

Figure 5: Website photographs of views of the edtaiten by David Norton.
(Available www.knepp.co.ulccessed 10/12/08)

Views of natural beauty where areas of grasslaril isolated trees are grazed

represent an idyllic deer park landscape. An assest was carried out to see how
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the shift towards rewilding could endanger the padtoration. It states the rewilding

approach will bring:

“wilderness similar in structure and appearanca deer park” (Appendix 1:
Comparison of CSS and Wilderness Approaches appendequestionnaire

Knepp undertook.)

Vera’s hypothesis believes the wilderness thataellelop when grazers drive the
system resembles a parkland. Knepp continuallyhasipes this through reports,
media and on the website. They expect the paskdheaiming for to develop
through natural processes.

In case it becomes clear that the aims of increbs®liversity and landscape
enhancement are not going to be met, the projectfeguarded by ‘limits of
acceptable change’:

“based on the identification of attributes thatsitonsidered, should be kept
within certain limits, deciding what the limits alid be and then

recommending action should limits be approachezkoeeded” (Appendix 2:
Suggestion of limits of acceptable change appendadjuestionnaire Knepp

undertook)

The devolution of power is limited because if cheangoves beyond the prescribed
limits, classified as unacceptable, so nature’sqras/irevoked and action taken. For
example if forest cover exceeds a set percentageing pressure would be increased.
In addition, there are limits to the degree of Amiéss’ to which Burrell will, and can

currently, go.

“rewilding is not as an end point but a directionouylook at the options and

you take whichever option is slightly wilder” (Kiyb

Burrell explained it is spectrum from intensive bpeduction to totally wild beef;
placing himself 3/3he way along. It depends on the extent to whalhare prepared
to push the rules. Currently, predators are ndheragenda and the herbivores
selected are docile. However, Burrell suggestgueaple become more aware

perhaps they will be able to get ‘wilder’, introdug Heck lines for example. Animal
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welfare legislation plays a restrictive role hdyet again as opinion changes gradually
they can move along the spectrum.

In addition, nature has not been emancipated lsedé project aims to
exploit the natural processes through the prodnaifqrime, organic meats.
Arguably nature has become the new, low budget gemant tool. The extensive
Business Plan (2007) and Feasibility Assessme@7(2@longside the objectives, 2 of
which are economic, reveal this. Despite the serfgppearance of freeing the land
Burrell told me:

“you can't just do nothing with land” (Burrell)

Underlying these surface ideals is a deeper diseonirnature and land. They are
resources and they exist for us to use them. rés@onsible estate owner, Burrell
must utilise his resources cost-effectively. Wiilis love for nature is genuine,
Burrell has another equal motivation: retaining éisenomic viability of the estate by
making a profit from his natural resources. Whemr8ll was asked humanity’s role
within nature his immediate response, subsequeseniged, was a steward. Knepp is
not an example of the emancipation of nature, tawardship of an owner
encouraging nature within set limits because hees this will produce his desired
outcome.

When the rhetoric is cleared away, a contradiasaievealed between the
desire to create a big, wild nature and what isalst occurring in practice. Only the
relatively small area in phase 1 and 2 have a&nigje of grazers and this area is
governed by restrictions of parkland restorati®mnase 3 only has 50 cattle and phase
4 is yet to be fenced. Local E, the farmer, pardat that there was little difference
between his grazing cattle and Burrell’'s. Seelmgg®@ostvaardersplassen, with its
wilder lines, vast space and lack of economic itigerputs rewilding at Knepp into
perspective. The Wildland Project is merely onéhefmany things discussed on the
website and is only briefly acknowledged as a sesfeconservation projects within
the history of Knepp in the Schools Pack. Onellpoated out that whilst the
neighbouring village’s magazine discusses the @ait Knepp there is no explicit
statement concerning the Wildland Project. Rheatlyi the project is a big, exciting

natural revolution, whilst, in reality the projastonly dipping its toe in the water of
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rewilding. This does not devalue the projectirnt@y reveals a discourse where a

facade of grandeur conceals a process of slow mewentowards the wild.

On the surface the vision is one of wildernessyeher, in reality, it is about
replacing a system and creating a space to allewea & do its work. It is about
natural processes and systems operating as thaldsathout humans driving or
limiting them. Looking across the fields | sawalection of species, but Burrell saw

the wonders of the natural system operating:

“I'm sort of gobsmacked just to see what the angaaie actually doing
here..behind me here there is a great, big patch ofi¢sistnd when | look at
the thistles every flower head has been eatidat. really makes me quite

excited because | think what's doing it?” (Burr@n Your Farm 2007)

For Burrell this project is a chance to enjoy, @gte and, most importantly, deepen
his scientific understanding of nature. Burredg#s great emphasis on understanding
the environment, as Whitbread remarked on his adtioreto the ways the land works

and the interactions across it.

“as we were going round with some people, thereamaig) patch of thistle,
‘Oh a big patch of thistles, how terrible,” and[Bairrell] said “Yeah that’s
where the fallow deer laid up last year in ordehawve their foals.”
(Whitbread)

Taylor (2005) desires to regain our spiritual cartima with nature and the land. The
Native American Indians had a deeper sense of mgamd understanding of their
environment. They understood how nature workedveoréked with it. Burrell is on

a similar journey, as Marren (2007) discusses iaréinle about Knepp:

“We need to reconnect with that sense of wilderress only to get a better
understanding of nature and how to conserve itjrbtérms of the

imagination and the human spirit” (Marren 2007)

Burrell is not sacrificing all power to nature taiitiving towards mutual respect. As
his understanding of the functioning of the systgows, so his stewardship can be

increasingly in tune with nature’s wilder rhythms.
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5. The Locals

There is little support for the project in thedbarea. This is not because the
local people are ignorant and have no respect ildiif®, very much the opposite is

true:

“I love wildlife, I love the countryside, | love tgo somewhere and see
butterflies and moths and hedgehogs...I'm not salimgnt that all wiped
away.” (C)

Local people enjoy and appreciate wildlife, espécthat encouraged within the rural
landscape. The locals enjoy outdoor recreatioth sis horse riding and walking, and
they are also aware of different methods of coreg@n. | was told not to eat
strawberries at Christmas, to buy local food, faaning can encourage wildlife
through increasing hedgerow depth, greater fieldgma and fallow land and to read
the Game Conservancy’s methods. The locals aqgostine of conservation and
rewilding projects, yet, they see a number of pcatproblems with rewilding at

Knepp:

“I don't believe in this scheme, not in the Soutteat England...If this
experiment...fails, what guarantee does Knepp Cgstiethat the land after
that won't be..sold to developers what guarantee will DEFRA or Natural
England..give that those grants will be forthcoming yearyear...In 2017,
2018..the grant aid will come to an end possibly and ti@& scheme cannot
support itself...once the herds have reached a ndexagl the horses won't be
able to pass through...how can you have wild birdbshahen you've got
ponies and deer and piglhe feasibility study says that a possible visitor
centre’s planned for New Barn Farm, which is cuttyerun as a livery
stables. local people keep their horses there; all thabiagyto have to come

to an end...the costs of this are huge...it's justuwle.” (C)

After consideration of these practical challendeslocals simply cannot support
Burrell's ambition. Placing these practical isstesne side, three ideological
challenges of the project can also be identifi€de locals’ perception of what it
means to be wild, what an ideal natural landscaykis area would look like and
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what the purpose of this land is, conflict with tiream of rewilding at Knepp. Each

of these challenges stems from the discourses atetegiithin the local area.

5.1. The Fear of the Wildwood.

Throughout this discourse visions of wild continyaurface. Terms such as
‘rewilding’, “The Wildland Project’, wilderness’ and thewildwood’ reinforce the fact
such projects aim to bring back the wild. Whilgeeyone interviewed defined wild
as a nature without humans, this statement has iotlagjinaries associated with it.
Literature has painted a picture of the wild angl¢heatures that inhabit it as a
dangerous and foreboding. Local A asked if | heatlrSword in the Stone’, ‘Hansel
and Gretel’, ‘Red Riding Hood’ or ‘Wind in the Wolvs’, did | really know what the
wild was like? In the Wind in the Willows, Mole @&rerwhelmed and terrified by the

wildwood:

“The whole wood seemed running now, running hauhting, chasing,
closing in round something or —somebody. In pamchegan to run too,
aimlessly, he knew not whither. He ran up agdimsigs, he fell over things
and into things...At last he took refuge in a hollovs he lay there panting
and trembling, and listened to the whistling arel plattering outside, he knew
it at last, in all its fullness, that dread thingiah other little dwellers in field
and hedgerow had encountered here, and known iasi#inkest moment...the
Terror of the Wild Wood!” (Grahame 1987 p.26)

Throughout myths, legends and fairytales the prathesd is a menacing, sinister,
forbidding place. Whilst, locals are fully awarech stories are not true, such
statements build a negative discourse of the valdavage. Burrell, and other

proponents of rewilding, are aware they need tiotfigese myths:

“It is essential, in order to gain and maintain lpubupport, to differentiate
‘wild’ in the sense of ‘untamed’ but not ‘wild’ ithe sense of ‘savage”
(Business Plan 2007)

Wild is a complex discourse in itself with multipieeanings. For the Knepp project
they are not rebuilding the wildwood in the senselévexperiences it. Rather, they
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wish to let nature grow untamed. However, evesdhdeas of uncontrolled, feral
nature are part of a discourse of fear. Parte@fidnger of the wild comes from a
sense of darkness and unknown, because uncontvalds unpredictable and
illogical. In the Lion the Witch and the Wardroties is evident:

“‘One day you'll see him [Aslan] and another yoonit. He doesn’t like
being tied down...He’s wild you know. Not liket@melion’ ” (Lewis 1959
p.165-166).

Aslan is not tame, he does not bow to anotherts, e is not weak or docile. Instead
he is strong-willed, following only his instinctise is a powerful and unreadable.
Even though Aslan is a good character, traditicheds of wild as unknowable are
subtly reinforced. Humans have worked to rati@eind understand the landscape,
ordering nature into gardens and agriculture, nonrdl wishes to unleash the self-
willed unpredictable, irrational wild.

Such ideas are continually combated by statenwdritee reality of the safety

of the wild. During the Moose in the Glen docunaewntt is stated outright that:

“You don’t hear stories of people being eaten byve®in Europe, it's just
nonsense, and it's about time that people wokeupdt fact, it's about time
that stories like Little Red Riding Hood were putiol context” (Moose in the
Glen 2008)

Such statements juxtapose proven truth with thiefabe contrast exposes such
stories as ridiculous. The Knepp website uses @nagbtly to express the projects

safety. This is clear in the discussion of thedloorn Cattle:

Figure 6: Website photos of Loh'ghorn Cattle
(Available www.knepp.co.ulkccessed 11/12/08)
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Alongside a description of the history of the Looghin the UK and at Knepp, the
website discussion states that the cows are chetdigdand vaccinated. There is a
photo of a parent Longhorn caring for its calf, @estrating that calves stay, as is
natural, with their mothers. The photo of the Lbbaigh which could be seen as
intimidating is placed next to a photo of an Afnidaonghorn so its horns are placed
in perspective. The Longhorns are not represesdediild but as docile, caring and as
normal farm livestock.

The Tamworth Pigs are similarly represented stegepi the sun by the castle

on the website and in the education pack a phaiwshhree women stroking one.

Figure 7: Website photo of Tamworth pigs asleethésun.
(Available www.knepp.co.ulkccessed 11/12/08)

Despite this effort to help people understand Krepild as safe, the previous
discourse is too strong. Vera explained to meithdte Oostvaardersplassen only
horses and deer are allowed in the visitor acckesarea because cattle are deemed
too dangerous. In reality, we observed the catdevery shy and moved away from
us, whereas the inquisitive horses seemed to ptaydgnother’s footsteps. The
scientific reality is horses pose far more of agéanyet, because of the strength of
our perception of wild cattle as large, unpredilgtand frightening, the rules govern
otherwise. Knepp faces a similar problem, thellpeaple simply do not trust the
wild. Their ideas of the wild are too deeply inged from their childhood. This
tension is summed up by Burrell as he talks onrdde:
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“these Tamworths, they are a little bit too frigndlsometimes you see people
on the footpath thinking ‘this thing is coming towda me, oh no, what am |
going to do’, in fact all you have to do is scratbbm in between the ears”
(On Your Farm 2007).

5.2. ‘Negative’ Landscape Changes

Local people have particular expectations of hioavdstate and surrounding
area should look. These are embedded within geggonal experience and the
history of the estate. Traditionally Knepp hasrbassite of cultural beauty and
landscape. These ideas date back as far as 1#3vtivh particulars of the castle

were outlined for an auction stating it was an ligigce to build a Mansion as it is an:

“Elevated and beautiful spot...which would commanahterrupted views
over the whole Estate, and the adjacent counttigeoSouth Downs”
(Available _http://www.knepp.co.uk/pages/history/ésthistory2.asp
accessed 11/12/08)

Emrich told me that vista and view is what the eestsabout. The Mansion itself was
designed to frame different views (http://www.kneqapuk/pages/history/
estate history3.ashl/12/08). The paintings (figures 9 and 10) fertenhance this

idea, depicting a parkland landscape, an idylke land the grand Mansion. Figure 8
shows an earlier view of a traditional rural larefse. The local people expect the
estate to be the focal point of an “orderly cousitig” (D) and to consist either of
agricultural or parkland. For them it is thesemgehat are attractive and enhance the

lifestyle of the area:

“Where you have got the deer running around andtalhite, it is a lovely
sight” (E).

The initial parkland restoration was focused avned] these romantic ideals of the
estate’s landscape and this was a dream sharectlvyhe estate and the locals. E

told me the parkland which has been restored arthendastle is:

“more normal, it's more liveable” (E)
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The common idea of nature in this area is not dnv@lderness but of a manicured,

traditional, aesthetically pleasing view. Farmest&ed:
“it’'s not the real world, it's not the physical wad” (E)

Burrell is striving to allow the recreation of negtbut for some the wild vision is just
not natural in this area. For local people rewigdiuins the agricultural vision and

produces different results:
“it's turning into quite a mess ...a fair old mesallg’ (E)

Every local interviewed described the area of thiElMhd Project, outside of the
parkland restoration, as a mess. People gestcutatd encouraged me to look out of
the window at the overgrown field. For them tl@isdscape is unacceptable. They
cannot comprehend why Burrell would want to transfbis estate in such a way. As
B was left exasperated trying to compare the lasmgse@emerging to Burrell’'s aims for

a wildland:

“It's not even a wild mess, you just don't see itméan I've been all over the
world and you get jungle and you get different ¢jsitout actually this is
completely different because you don't feel it dddae here” (B)

On one level this is not the ‘natural’ place favidderness, yet, on a deeper level this
informant was beginning to question whether thesekpments were the wild mess
Burrell was hoping for. The Vera hypothesis tadkparkland and the
Oostvaardersplassen is characterised by strikimg$With herds grazing and patches
of forest. Whilst this takes time to develop anid too soon to say if such an
acceptable wild mess will develop at Knepp, cutyemin a visual level, fields are

becoming overgrown and appearing abandoned andanptke
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Figure 8: W. Grinstead Church and Knepp Castle.bly Grimm 1789
(Available http://www.knepp.co.uk/pages/historyétst history2.asp Accessed
11/12/09

Figure 9: Knepp Castle, etched by Charles Smitimfaodrawing by Lady Burrell
1830(Available http://www.knepp.co.uk/pages/history&st history2.aspccessed
11/12/08)

Figure 10: Water-colour of Knepp Mill pond by LaBwrrell c1820 (Available
http://www.knepp.co.uk/pages/history/estate histagpAccessed 11/12/08)
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5.3. The Conflict of Landuse: This is Agricultutand.

Underlying much of the conflict is the issue ofdase. Locals believe the
estate’s land has agricultural potential and liagg wasted. Agriculture is a clear
statement of man’s domination of nature, a hisébtattle dating from the Neolithic
forest clearance. Since then man has been pragyessproving the efficiency with
which they exploit the land. Such ideas of humagpession of agriculture are

important to the locals:

“I think that, you know, for hundreds of years pkojpave tried to improve
agriculture ... various ideas came up, crop rotaiod all the rest of it, to get
the optimum amount of production from a patch ofilaAnd that’s the peak
that we've reached now, and it seems to me thatdwilding scheme is

taking us right back to the very beginning agasalmost prehistoric age.”
(A)

Agriculture is about increasing production so thature will reach its full productive
potential and we have reached the climax. Thia ideso ingrained within locals that
one assumed the only valuable aim for the projextlevbe for it to further our

techniques of production:

“Where’s the profit in knowing? Will we find oubme wonderful new
method of actually getting more production outhef tand?” (A)

If we are not continuing on the quest to produentihat is the point? Local people
cannot understand why Burrell would wish to reverin a landscape we have finally
mastered. Rewilding suggests agriculture doesmoiv a steady progression of
improvement to nature and land but the graduardesbn of it. These two polar
viewpoints result in contrasting beliefs as to Hand should be used. For Burrell the
greatest benefit comes from rewilding, whilst I@chélieve the land is best used for

agriculture:

“It's not like it's scrap land, it's not scrap lanand yet he’s turning it into this

wilderness.” (C)
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“Most of them [farmer friends of E] were quite atdibe honest. Yes. A lot of
them cannot believe that he’s got all these thadsahacres and he’s done
what he’s done with it...to see this perfectly goodumd, just being
abandoned basically ” (E)

“To my mind your ex arable land hurt my sensitektl (Letter 2007)

The land was continually described as ‘abandoreedlace once used but now left
and no longer cared for. D explained the disagpeent in the community as they
saw good land poorly managed and neglected. Dnelthe countryside needs
managing and Burrell is failing to fulfil his roldde knows Burrell’'s arguments but
said firmly he just cannot escape his assumptianttie estate is agricultural land
with all the implications that has. Such fundanaéintdifferent ideals of man’s
position with nature polarise opinions.

These viewpoints are illustrated by the debateeonng weeds at Knepp.
Weeds are defined by perception as “a wild plaotgng where it is not wanted”
(Soanes & Hawker 2006 p.1177). The discourseraiifay has entrenched a number
of species as serious weeds through the 1959 itnjs\Weeds Act’. For Burrell
weeds cannot exist because all nature, if prodbgethtural processes, is welcome.
This approach clashes with clearly defined, logaicalltural concepts of injurious

weeds:

“they’ve been told a lot about noxious weeds folsw...they've been told
that all this ragwort kills hundreds of animals gvgear and if you let it grow
across, then you're actually being a bad farmeryandneed to stop it and
bring it under control...I think people have beerctsfed a diet of how bad
weeds are” (Whitbread)

For D the ragwort and thistle covering the estai ‘idisaster” (D) and a “great

disappointment” (D). Kampf and Burrell share a ptetely different understanding:

“you will find thistles are extremely important fure butterflies...ragwort is

very specific for the, we call it the, St. John’etd’ (Kampf)

In line with the discourse of rewilding, Kampf sdhs role of thistles and ragwort

within an ecological system and believes they shbel allowed to flourish.
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The contention that this is agricultural land exke beyond the idea that it
must be utilised and productive, it must also besatered as agnulture The locals
wish to live in a traditional, agricultural, ruralltural landscape. Knepp’s new vision

threatens this:

“Shipley Parish reverberates with the past...And plaidicular Estate farmed
by this particular family has been a model estaté anly a few years ago. It

was the pride and joy of the Burrell family” (C)

Historically the inhabitants have looked towards éstate as the traditional
centrepiece of their rural idyll. It is surroundeyg small traditional villages where
inhabitants use the estate for horse riding, shols, functions and walking. The
feeling is spreading that the estate is “less opew’ (D) and that free roaming wild
animals will prevent traditional access in the fetuThe estate is threatening the rural

lifestyle beyond its boundaries:

“The publican at the corner was very concerned ath@udeer fencing...he’s
got a very nice pub garden and people love to gbere as they have done for
years, to sit in the Countryman garden and adrhegesiew...are they going to

come and look at a fence?” (C)

There is a fear that a way of life is slipping awdJany of those in the area have
immigrated from London to gain this lifestyle. &wtold of investment bankers who
have chosen to retreat to a simpler, luxurious! tifea The countryside is
constructed as a place where people relax away ¢ignstress and a place to stop

and observe nature:

“watching the harvest coming in two years ago,asweven more beautiful
looking at the fields of corn and barley growing there, watching the
tractors ploughing in the winter and sowing thedsaxed watching the green
shoots coming up in the spring, it's been a lovebautiful place to
live...we've got dead weeds growing there now...th@gard are not the same,
watching the woodland colours change from bronzsutumn and the leaves

falling and the spring colours coming up” (C)
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Local people have a genuine love and appreciationdture. They wish to see an
aesthetically pleasing, healing nature within akgetting. They do not want the
wild, free, unpredictable nature Burrell is rele@si The estate and its surroundings
have historically constructed a traditional, rudslll where nature thrives under

guardianship. The locals do not want to exchahgediscourse for rewilding.
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6. Traditional Conservation

Although conservation biology has undergone agigna shift, many of the
environmental agencies are still working within tié paradigm. As a product of the
past discourse, these agencies are strugglingtmeée the new ideas. The strength
and power of the past discourse within the ageraffests their reaction to rewilding.

Pulborough Brooks, a RSPB site 15 minutes drigenfKnepp, reveals the
RSPB’s traditional conservation. The site is & SitSpecial Scientific Interest
(SSSI) and a Special Protection Area (SPA) andadtgs is a list of specific birds.
The site has objectives and a management repoREBR@&published) which outlines
the species and the direct management that sus@ms Whitbread suggested these
conservationists should be referred to as ‘impietgbf nature’. They want to control
and with sufficient funding they have the mecharsisnd tools to deliver a desired
target output. When discussing ideas of rewildgich would involve restoring the
river across the currently maintained wetland, \aitlepresentative, the assumption

was this would help specific species:

“There is, however, potential for re-connecting tiver to the
floodplain...which is likely to provide good feediogportunities for
wildfow!” (RSPB)

The power of the previous discourse is so stroagttie representative only considers
rewilding as a new technique to meet current airdgwever, rewilding poses a
fundamental challenge because it suggests managémné¢argets should be
eradicated. Rewilding allows nature to decide Wispecies survive and where. If
rewilding was to become the new approach at tlee without river restoration, the
area would become a dryland site. This would faansthe list of species that thrive
there and endanger the rare and threatened specigsich is it a haven. The

conservationist explained a similar conundrum:

“the river is tidal so it's got quite a heavy gafluence and the sub plane is
fresh water and that sub plane is a protected dtadmtit’'s SSSI and so
therefore we're not supposed to destroy it in aay wr damage it, but what
should be there is salt marsh which is equallyg®rtant if not more rare.

But then, you know, what happens to this and ehergtyou've got there.
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There's loads of red data beetle species there it'sSmwt just what's there
and is it rare, be that the species or the haltigtpkay what's there? Is it

rare? Should it actually be there?” (Conservatipnis

If an important area is protected but as a haditédrent to what it would naturally

be, should rewilding occur? You gain one environtirit lose another.

“I can understand that perspective of conservairganisations who don’t
adapt because they do have specific interestotodfier and once you have
that specific interest, you don’t want to risk that you’ve got high quality
existing nature reserves then it’'s actually a ba dsk to actually just say,

‘Well, we’'ll let it all go to nature’ ” (Whitbread)
At Pulborough Brooks | was told:

“species need specific habitats...we leave nothinghémce...as soon as you
take your foot off the gas everything reverts.” B3

The nature that thrives there, including a birdnfd@t only 2 other sites across the
Arun Valley, needs the RSPB. The RSPB view ithesr tresponsibility to continue
the necessary inputs to keep propelling the systeon.them, the risks of rewilding
are too high; they risk losing all they currentgvie. In one sense the RSPB are
doctors, their role is to use their medicine anovidedge to cure and sustain a static
nature. The RSPB must also consider their custam&s Emrich and | looked at the

pond Knepp have rewilded he told me:

“you can see why they [Pulborough Brooks] do itagime if you had so many
visitors coming who had paid, you can’t show thés +field, few rushes and
no birds!” (Emrich)

Without the target orientated approach there igusrantee a project will meet the
demands of the public.

Whilst the RSPB cannot incorporate and to an exdentot want to
incorporate rewilding into their agenda, SussexdWfé Trust (SWT), on the other

hand, are:
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“A lot of our nature reserves have specific intesesd we manage them in
the traditional way, and that's how we’re goingcaory on doing it, but

increasingly we are going over to rewilding in parkar places” (Whitbread)

Tony Whitbread, Director of SWT, was an early pnogat of rewilding in Britain
(Whitbread & Jenman 1995). His personal passigushing the rewilding agenda
but there are deeper reasons that SWT can comsidéding. These stem from the

fundamental ethos of the organisation, as thew kgd slogan reveal:

“a million voices for nature”
Figure 11: RSPB logo and slogan.
(Available http://www.rspb.org.uk/ Accessed 11/8)/0

wildlife
TRUSTS

“Taking care of Sussex”
Figure 12: Sussex Wildlife Trust logo and slogan.
(Available http:/www.sussexwt.org.uk/index.htm2ifault Accessed 11/12/08)

The RSPB is ‘the Royal Society for the ProtectibBiods’. The logo reveals
nature’s million voices are the songs of birdsndlamentally, the RSPB cares for
birds and not nature in a wider sense. Therefbcannot undertake a conservation
strategy which will encourage nature at the expehdérds. SWT has a wider remit
towards wildlife and the natural health and weltigeof Sussex. Their flagship
projects include creating a ‘living landscape’ (Wddlife Trusts 2006) across the
Southeast and the ‘West Weald Landscape Projediitpiéad, T. 2004). Rewilding
will not only aid SWT to reach a wider range ofdlife but, due to its visions of big
nature, it helps tackle the issue of caring fodiif¢ across the county. Unlike the
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RSPB, where rewilding cannot be assimilated ineodiscourse, SWT are “moving,
not loosing” (Whitbread). SWT have 2 sites, Thenkie and Ebernoe Common,
which, by chance, had no prior management so wiesia places to begin rewilding.
SWT are retaining their traditional conservation their wider spatial and ideological

remit allows them to test rewilding.
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7. The Government

The past conservation discourse is encouragedeglayt and reinforced by
government policy. The UK has a complex structirenvironmental governance

designed to meet specific preconceived needs.

“you’ve got the national government, and so DEFRAat's the department
that’s responsible for agriculture and environmeptdicy...at regional
government we’'ve got SERAthey produce the South East Plan...in West
Sussex we've got the County Council...responsiblénighways..waste and
minerals and...educationin.West Sussex we’ve got seven districts and
boroughs...responsible for plannindgNatural England and the Environment
Agency...they're branches of national governmeneytte what we call
Quangos... responsible for government policy andétvising government

and us on environmental issues.” (Councillor)

Particular problems are handled by set departmergigecified ways. The project at
Knepp is not conventional therefore | asked whq tlweuld liaise with to develop the

project:

“I don’t know the answer to that. Natural Englaare probably the people
that would, would they answer that? It's differbetause of the changes that
have happened with DEFRA. It would ultimatelygames under DEFRA”

(Councillor)

Who Knepp needs to interact with is complicatethe Tocal council were unaware of
Knepp and did not know who to refer me to. It moévmpossible to talk to an
informed person at DEFRA due to a high rate off stehover. Legislation fixes

discourse which inhibits Knepp as they attempt ¢okwvith the existing framework:

“Where you're trying something innovativeyau’ve got the forms to fill in
and the forms just don't fit what you're tryingdo...Because it's not the
normal run-of-the-mill type project, you know, tng to fitting it into the
policy is pretty difficult” (Councillor)
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The greatest challenge such confusion poses fopKisesecuring funding for the

future because Government schemes are target aastkpe orientated:

“So they've paid him to restore grassland whichasr becoming woodland
and they’re actually talking about whether or @yt can support him,
whether they need to actually ask for the monek loaavhere he fits because
he’s actually going towards forestry but he’s noit€ there because he’s not
planting woodland...So he’s kind of stuck at the ninlbetween two grant

schemes” (Conservationist)

Currently, the environment is handled commercidiipding pays for the production
of a specific, target defined landscape. Whilsiding is available to produce then
manage a static grassland or woodland, allowingesston towards non-specified
landscape does not meet requirements. The cutreicture is based on another
paradigm unaligned with Knepp’s vision.

The involvement of Natural England (NE) has beey & Knepp, although,
they face challenges as a ‘quango’.

“EN [Natural England] has so little available morad are rather ring fenced
at what they can do and be seen to do. As | sssteyday they are rather
more people involvement orientated at the momend.rert much into
working with landowners outside of the SSSIs” (H2802)

As a government body NE are embedded in the |emislaf other paradigms and
schemes: SSSI, biodiversity action plans, targetdangered species. | spoke to

Keith Kirby from NE about their involvement in reding.

“It INE] couldn’t be involved in a project going amst government policy if.
we’re doing something which really was creatingeade publicity then again
we should see it necessary to rein our input ihthA moment | don’t see that
as being a problem as far as rewilding is concerriecheans we have to be a
bit more careful about things like, for instande tolf...but we are, as you

know, we are not proposing to do it” (Kirby)

NE, like the RSPB, has to meet public needs. d@cussion Kirby was conscious

of the issues surrounding rewilding, the limitagpolashes with the public (access,
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weeds etc) and the extent to which you can ‘reddghgo within current
frameworks. Whilst this is not a problem with Kpeft could be in the future if

Burrell pushes the frontier beyond NE’s boundarid& must meet government aims:

“The main thing is will rewilding provide value fononey ... a lot of our

objectives are going to be better met through odlett management” (Kirby)

NE are excited by ideas of rewilding, however,¢heaent discourse has power over
what they can do. If there are “pots of cash abéd” (Whitbread) then they will be
directed towards Knepp, historically this has beetie form of research money.
Casting Knepp as an ecological experiment has daejpa funding. This focus of
NE is summed up in the statement on the revertigedBusiness Study and meeting

minutes:

“English Nature fully support the Knepp projectdaagerly awaits results of
the forthcoming research” (Statement on the revefshe Business Plan
2007)

“English Nature may not be the agency to fund ttogegt, they may be in a
position to fund the research/application” (Appen8li Minutes for the
Wilderness Meeting at Knepp 28/03/03)

The previous discourse of conservation has dis@plia government framework to
ensure its reproduction. Rewilding is challendinmig framework and slowly new

structures or ways around existing ones are beioduced.
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8. Conclusion

Since the Neolithic clearance of forests, manati@n to nature has dictated
its expression across the landscape. Increasthgtpurses of conservation are
selecting and producing our future nature, oftetienrthe guise of preserving a truly
‘natural’ environment. Within the current conteXtmass extinction and climate
change, understanding movement within conservagigaramount. Rewilding is of
specific interest not only as a new paradigm inseovation but because it involves
the surrender of human control to the governangeatifre. One can question
whether, with nature in charge, rewilding is thg k& producing a ‘more natural’
nature? Therefore the discourse of rewilding reenldefined, challenged and its
limits explored using the Knepp Wildland Projeciaasase study.

The vision of rewilding at Knepp is of a new natua big nature, a wild
nature; a space where nature is emancipated anchhptocesses, not humans,
dictate. This vision emanates from the vibrantdpoature-obsessed estate owner Sir
Charles Burrell. His dream aims for an Arcadiaopia through nature’s self-healing
by restoration and regeneration. However, tensicmstradictions and negotiations
lie beneath this superficial rhetoric. Nature doeshave control. Burrell allows
nature to operate on his terms and within his mi&nimal welfare legislation, local
infrastructure, funding and tax policies also caaistthe fulfilment of the dream.
Burrell is exploiting the land for human benefitabgh low cost production of prime,
organic meats. Theoretically, with nature in cleatge dream of rewilding has no
targeted landscape, yet, Knepp has a range ofiachgling increased biodiversity
and a parkland appearance. Future nature at Kmipmot solely be the result and
expression of nature itself. Rather, it will be tilesult of the tension and interplay of
the power balance between humans and nature thidirey creates.

The discourse cannot be considered in isolattsrinmits must be challenged.
Research found local people have different constmg of nature and what is
natural. Firstly, they struggle with the multipteeanings within the term ‘wild’ and
the imagined level of danger this poses. Secottlgy dispute this new landuse.
Locals believe it is our responsibility to use stadricultural’ land to produce.
Thirdly, locals want the estate to reinforce, dsai$ in the past, their construction of a
traditional, agricultural landscape where an estatih associated parkland, is the
focus. Locals view the new nature as neglecteah@tned farmland. Locals believe
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the ‘wild’ Burrell was hoping for, has not develapeor is going to develop. In
reality the same landscape is imbued with completiéferent meanings stemming
from alternative constructions of nature. Suclsioéss limit the extent to which
rewilding will shape our future nature.

A similar negotiation of traditional paradigms wihis new discourse is
occurring within conservation organisations. Sons#itutions, such as RSPB and the
government, are trapped within the power of thepalchdigm where new ideas
cannot be incorporated however much individuals support them. NE is finding
alternative and unconventional ways to supportidiiag and SWT includes the
ideals of rewilding wherever possible. Past payadi have created an existing
framework of conservation institutions. Conseqlyemall incorporation of rewilding
the discourse will have to force change, creatim@wn reinforcing institutional
mechanisms. Yet, it remains to be seen whetlsithe power to overcome the
current fixed ideas and shape our future envirorimen

The characteristics of future nature will be theuteof the battle of discourse
within conservation biology. This dissertation Isa®wn that in practice rewilding
does not emancipate nature and that projects whale towards this encounter
resistance from other discourses. In the futurewllenot see one construction of
nature but a patchwork of productions emerging ftbennegotiations, tensions and
contradictions of the array of discourses of naturembarked upon this study with a
naive belief created by the discourse of a Geogrdpfgree. That is, as we look
forward we should want more nature, a truer natéerhaps rewilding could be the
solution to this dilemma. My dissertation has shdhis is not what everyone wants
nor will it be realised through rewilding. Rewihdj at Knepp is realising something
very different, something more interesting. AsBlirsteps back and observes,
appreciates and explores nature at work, his utatetisg of the land is deepening.
The secrets of nature and its surprises are diifusito him. He is gaining a spiritual
knowledge or a symbiosis with nature, an understgnand connection which will
allow his stewardship to be increasingly tunedatural rhythms. As locals
suggested, handing back power to nature, bringiagvild back to Southeast England
is not practical and not feasible. However, leagrfrom and carefully working with
nature is both practical and achievable.

There is scope for further study within rewildimgthe UK, however, it would

aslo be interesting to repeat this study at thev@asdersplassen. During my brief
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visit to the Netherlands | gathered the impres#ia the discourse of rewilding had
greater power. The Oostvaardersplassen seemsatucgrate nature to a greater
extent than Knepp, and the governmental approatitetenvironment is producing
ideas analogous to rewilding. How the challeng#srgdhow the discourse is
encouraged and is arguably more successful wooldge valuable information for
developing projects such as Knepp. It would berggting to compare how different
national cultures are conducive to the new nattirewilding. Kampf made many
interesting comments on the differences betweeniad, though fascinating they
were beyond the scope of this dissertation. Sookiderations would be relevant as
we consider the future global environment as aearigultures each representing
many discourses come together to tackle envirorsthehallenges. When such
conflicts exist on Knepp’s small scale how do sigigdas begin to play out on an

complex global stage?
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Appendix 1:

Comparison of CSS and Wilderness Approaches appendén a questionnaire
Knepp undertook.
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A§3§SQH§§X ia: Comparison of CSS objectives with the implications of a w

erness approeach

{CSS obiectives

impﬁcaﬁens of a Wi’ﬁes‘ﬂess appmﬁch

To take the park area out of intensive arable
production and lay out a new deer park in its place.

dper parh

To maintain the economic viability of the land by
entering the new deer park into a ten year
management agreement with run by DEFRA through
the Countryside Stewardship Scheme.

DEFRA support should retain  economic viability of
the approach.

To maintain and enhance the picturesque qualities of
the landscape as an appropriate setting for Nash's
castellated mansion, whist at the same time
respecting the historic and aesthetic basis for its
layout.

Similar in structure and appearance to a deer park
and may represent an older historical link to a
landscape prior to the construction of the mansion.

To conserve and restore, in accordance with
available archival and field evidence, historic
features which contribute to the historic and scenic
value of the site and which complement the use of
the site as a deer park.

Scenic qualities of wilderness similar but less

predictable than a dee; park, mav provide a greater

degree of vegetation d'versﬁv thh more ec01 g ical
and scenic inferest. T

To restore Knepp Mill Pond in order to re-establish
its role as the major feature within the setting of the
castle and to safeguard its future as an important site
of nature conservation interest.

Can adopt the same objective.

To improve the water quality, landscape and
ecological value of watercourses, ditches and ponds
through appropriate management.

Similar objective through naturalistic management.
This may mean utilising the activities of certain
animals to create a diversity of wetland habitats
rather than {or as well as) the direct manipulation of
vegetation and watercourses. The objective can be
retained but the method of implementing
management may be different.

To conserve surviving archaeological features which
provide evidence of the history of the site and its use

over the centuries and incorporate these into the
layout of the deer park

A wilderness approach can be designed that wili
aliow the conservation of these features.

To re-establish permanent grassland within the area
of the historic parkland and throughout the other
areas of the new deer park, maintain the parkland as
grazed pasture and actively manage it to improve its
ecological diversity.

A wilderness approach will achieve the same
objective either through direct creation of grasslands
as part of the establishment of a wilderness or
indirectly through the activities of naturalistic
grazing.

To reveal and enhance views and vistas across and
beyond the park whilst at the same time screening
out any intrusive views,

i allow natural dynamics with
ith km(r term variation in
lews can be retained
c* actmn wuh in a w d\,r

Most of the project will a
views opemno or demo wi

or closed t 1rough dir

natumﬂ\tf'ébp] oad1
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Appendix 2:

Suggestion of limits of acceptable change appendada questionnaire Knepp
undertook.
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Appendix IV

Limits of acceptable change

introduction

This will be based on the identification of attributes that, it is considered, should be kept within
certain limits, deciding what the limits should be and then recommending action should limits be
approached or exceeded.

(Vague suggestions only — needs discussion! — I'm not sure about any of these ideas, but [ am

trying to find a structure that will help issues to be identified and decisions to be made.)

Atiribute

Limiis

Action and comments

Woodland cover

>20%, <60%

Above limit — increase grazing and browsing,
Below limit — remove grazing pressure
Changes in grazing species mix?

Woodland flora

Use biuebeli cover as
indicator. Mo less than 80% of
current extent.

Preference order: :
Reduce overall grazing pressure.
Fence and restrict grazing access.

Parkiand cover

40-80%

Above limit reduce grazing pressure
Below limit — increase grazing pressure
Changes in grazing species mix?

Establishment of open
grown trees and groves of
trees

Canopy cover estimates?

Consider changes in grazing animal species
to alter regeneration potential

Veteran frees

identify significant trees and
ensure no lasting damage

Preference order:
Reduce overall grazing pressure
Fence to encourage scrub
regeneration around tree.
Close fence io protect individual free.

Noxious weeds <5% of estate Near or above limit (preference order):
Alter grazing pressure
Cut, roll or top
L ocalised herbicide
Restrict to limited acceptable Qutside these areas, cut and herbicide

Rhododendron

areas for landscaps.

Poaching of ground

<10% of area for < 3 months
per year (guesswork!!)

Above limit — preference order:
Reduce overall grazing pressur
Remove stock from effected area.

Dead animals

< 5 dead large mammals on
site.
> one dead animal on site
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Appendix 3:

Minutes for the Wilderness Meeting at Knepp 28/03/8.
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