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Horse Close Wood Management Plan 2015 

Dave Dawson1 

Introduction 

Horse Close Wood (Figure 1) lies at the northern edge of Wimbledon Park. It has been the 
subject of two previous management plans, each being written in response to a need for 
early decisions on proposed work there2,3.  

This revised plan was prepared for the owners and managers, the London Borough of 
Merton in conjunction with the Friends of Wimbledon Park. The author undertook the work 
voluntarily. He has made observations in the wood for 31 years, with his earlier work4 
incorporated in both of the previous plans. In the first section, we examine the history of 
the wood, its present state and likely future trends. Then the objectives and actions for its 
management and enhancement in the future are given in the context of its history and 
current state and the results of a public consultation undertaken in April 2015. To avoid 
cluttering the plan with detailed documentation, much of the information is in appendices, a 
separate paper has been prepared documenting more fully its history5 and I have made 
extensive use of endnotes. 

 

 

Figure 1. Horse Close Wood lies at the northern edge of Wimbledon Park. The lines 
give its present-day outline. The centre of the wood is National Grid Reference 
TQ24677285 and its area is approximately 1.6 ha. 
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History 

The wood is at least 300 years old. The first record of it is from a plan of around 1740, 
when it was at the southern edge of Downe and Dunsford Manor, Wandsworth. In the 18th 
century, there were several other woods nearby, which were incorporated, with Horse 
Close Wood, into an enlarged Wimbledon Park in the 1750s. Some were included, 
unchanged, into the newly landscaped Park by Capability Brown in the 1760s. This 
landscaping increased the amount of woodland in the area. Horse Close Wood then came 
to be at the edge between the grazed open Park to the south and west and the enclosed 
arable and meadow fields to the north and east. In 1846 the park was sold for 
development. At some time before 1865 a small part of the wood was lost, when the 
buildings of “Lake Farm” were constructed in the area of the present-day car park. In 1889, 
the District Railway line was constructed just east of the wood, stimulating piecemeal 
suburban development of the surrounding area, much of which was completed by 1905. 
The wood was largely unaffected by this development, but a small further part of Horse 
Close Wood was lost to the rear gardens of houses in Wimbledon Park Road in the early 
20th century and there was a small gain at the eastern end of the wood beside the District 
Line railway, but the wood today is essentially the same size and shape as it was in 1740. 
In contrast, Brown’s landscape woods and all but one of the other 18th century woods 
nearby are lost. The exception was Ashen Grove Wood6, which was greatly reduced in 
size, leaving Horse Close Wood distant from the nearest other woodlands of the same size 
or larger. 

Figure 2. Horse Close Wood path network in the early 1990s. The thick line is the main 
path constructed in 1990. See text below for the other features. 

 

Recent events 

In the last 50 years the wood has changed in six ways.  

1. The onset of the more virulent strain of Dutch Elm Disease in the 1970s killed 
several trees. These were replaced by natural suckering from the surviving roots to 
give stands of suckering Elm, where each stem grew for about 20 years before 
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succumbing in turn to the disease. These stands now have young suckers in the 
third wave of regeneration (see Figure 4 below). Elm is discussed in Appendix 2. 

2. Trees were planted, paths created and glades managed. In 1983, when I first saw 
the wood, there were several young planted trees7, perhaps a response to the loss 
of the large Elms in the previous decade. A contract to improve the glades and 
paths of the wood and to enhance its trees and shrubs was undertaken around 
1990. Two glades (Figure 2 “A” and “B”) and the disused playground (“D”) were 
retained and kept clear of invading Bramble in the 1990s. The constructed8 main 
path and some formalised existing paths (including that through glade “A”) were 
maintained. Since then, some parts of the main path, and most other paths, have 
succumbed to under-use through obstruction, only to be replaced by other, informal 
“desire-line”9, paths (Figure 3). Only the western half of the main east-west path still 
retains the 1990 design. Also, young Oak, Ash, Hornbeam, Hawthorn, Hazel, 
Wayfaring Tree and Blackthorn were planted in 1990, mainly around the car park 
and the northern and western perimeters of the wood. Most of this planting failed 
over the following ten years, but some survives today. 

3. Areas of woodland were destroyed. In the winter of 2006/7, the eastern end of the 
wood was recovering from being used as a dump during reconstruction of the 
railway security fence in early 1995 (stippled area on Figure 2), when a larger area 
there was totally cleared by contractors reconstructing a National Grid underground 
cable facility (Figure 2). Glade “A” and its path were lost and a new path (“C”) 
constructed further west (Figure 2). In January 2007 a large amount of clay was 
dumped at the west end of the wood by those constructing a swimming pool in the 
garden of an adjacent property10. Some of this damage was partially restored by 
planting11, but not according a management plan and it has not been wholly 
successful. The regenerating woodland of the playground was cleared in early 
2014. 

4. Following regular inspections of the wood, tree safety work has been carried out. 
This has thinned the woodland canopy, especially near the western and northern 
perimeters of the wood, allowing light to reach the woodland floor and stimulating 
abundant growth of Ash seedlings and Bramble. Areas that were glades in 1983 
(including the playground) were invaded by shrubs, young trees and bramble. 

5. In 2006 the Wimbledon Park Heritage Group planted a very large number of “native 
Bluebells” in a rectangular area near the main path in the centre of the wood12. For 
some unknown reason this was unsuccessful, and trampling by park users keeps 
the rectangular “Bluebell patch” bare compressed earth today (Figure 3). 

6. Throughout this time there has been a car park adjacent to the south-west of the 
wood, the eastern end of which has been used for the storage of wood chips, sand, 
rubble and soil. Although the 1991 Management Plan2 claimed that this activity had 
been re-located elsewhere, in fact this did not happen and the use continues. In 
2016 two bays were constructed to contain such material.  
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Figure 3. The topography and path network of Horse Close Wood in March 2015. The 
planted, but now bare, Bluebell rectangle is seen at the end of an informal path adjoining 
the main path in the centre of the wood.  

 

Description 

Substrate 

The wood lies at about 21 m above sea level13 on silty “Head Deposits” derived from the 
hill slopes east of Wimbledon Common and Putney Heath14. The land slopes gently down 
to the south-east of the wood across the grassland of the park to the Wimbledon Park 
Brook, but within the wood the slope is down from the car park to the north-east. There is a 
low area within the northern part of the wood (see Figure 3)15. There’s no known artificial 
drainage and most of the woodland soil seems undisturbed. 

Biota 

The woody species 

The woodland canopy (Figure 4) is made up very largely of Pedunculate Oak16, Ash and 
suckering English Elm, with a very few canopy trees of Sycamore, Horse Chestnut, Crack 
Willow, Hybrid Poplars17, Wild Cherry, Norway Maple, Apple, Sweet Chestnut and Lime. 
Many of the trees are clad in climbing Ivy. Beneath the canopy, there is much Bramble, 
Hawthorn and Elder, with some Blackthorn, Field Maple, Holly, Bay and Evergreen Oak18. 
There is just one Hybrid Hawthorn and one old Hazel19. In canopy gaps there are dense 
stands of Bramble. The Pedunculate Oaks are found predominantly in the centre and 
along the southern edge of the wood, the Ash trees nearer to the western, northern and 
eastern boundaries and the suckering elm predominantly in the south-east sector of the 
wood, with one small outlier in the west. 
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Figure 4. The approximate distribution of the canopy trees of Horse Close Wood in 
early 2015.  

 

Doubtless there were full-grown Elms in these areas that succumbed to Dutch Elm 
Disease in the 1970s20. Figure 4 also indicates individual trees: the three oldest 
Pedunculate Oaks (around 200 years old), and the sole individuals of Crack Willow and 
Hybrid Hawthorn. Oak “1”, (Figure 4) is heavily clad in ivy21. As is typical of old oaks, it has 
lost some of its higher branches and assumed a stocky shape. The tallest trees are the 
Crack Willow and an oak just south of the main path (“2” in Figure 4) both about 25 m tall. 
Most of the other oaks are around 120 years old. The older Oaks have single trunks and 
spreading branches, suggesting that they originated as standard trees in a wood that was 
predominantly coppiced, but there is no other evidence of coppice management. 

There are very few younger oaks in the wood22, reflecting the “regeneration gap” that is 
typical of woods where coppice management has long ceased. This gap is largely a 
consequence of the failure of young oaks to survive under a dense woodland canopy23. 
The line of oaks immediately north of the car park was planted in 1990 and another line in 
the middle of the southern edge of the wood was planted a little later. Like the majority of 
the old oaks, the Crack Willow and the oldest Ash trees date back about 120 years. In 
contrast to the oaks, there is no regeneration gap of Ash, as there are many seedlings, 
saplings and trees younger than 100 years in the wood. Until it fell in early 2006, the tallest 
tree was an Ash of about 30 m high that stood alone near the eastern edge of the largest 
Elm patch. Its remains can still be seen there today. Doubtless it grew tall in competition 
with the mature Elm trees that once grew there.  
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Figure 5. The predominant ground cover of Horse Close Wood in early 2015. The 
small patch of Dog’s Mercury is beside the northern edge of the car park. 

Appendix 1 is a list of higher plant species seen in the wood. 

 

Ground cover 

The predominant ground cover of the wood (Figure 5) is an intimate mix of Ivy, Bramble 
and Cow Parsley, with smaller amounts of Nettle. Although each of these predominates in 
parts of the wood, the first three species are found virtually throughout and the boundaries 
between areas where each is in the majority were difficult to delineate (Figure 5). 

A very large number of other species has been recorded in the ground cover of the wood, 
but most of them are not at all abundant and many of them are more characteristic of 
disturbed areas or woodland edge than of the insides of woodland. Native Bluebells24, 
however, are scattered throughout, most abundantly in the centre of the wood towards the 
east (Figure 5). There is also a small patch of another ancient woodland indicator herb, 
Dog’s Mercury (Figure 5)25. Seasonally damp areas support an early spring display of 
Lesser Celandine. Lords-and-Ladies and Pendulous Sedge are scattered throughout. 
Damp-loving species, such as Yellow Iris and Gypsywort came up in the north-east 
glade26. There’s a single Male Fern near the middle of the southern boundary. What the 
species composition tells us about the wood’s history is considered below. 

The wood in context 

Plant community. 

The wood has plant community “W8d”27. This is typical of woodlands in the south-east of 
England on base-rich, fertile soils and with a long history of canopy closure. Oliver 
Rackham stated that this type rarely has Oak underwood28. It fits Peterken’s description of 
woodlands developed on former arable land29, suggesting, together with the map evidence 
and the lack of a southern boundary enclosure, a planted origin in the early 18th century, or 
earlier. However, it supports several species typical of ancient woodland (Pendulous 
Sedge, Hybrid Hawthorn, Bluebell, Holly, Stinking Iris, Wild Cherry and Sweet Violet)30. If 
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the wood is ancient, its greatest value would reside in the structure and seed bank of its 
undisturbed soils31. Although Oak-Ash woods can be rich in species27, Horse Close Wood 
is not. If it is ancient, this paucity may reflect disturbance in the past, such as heavy 
grazing, but it’s more likely that it’s a small, old secondary wood that has been isolated 
from nearby sources of woodland colonists throughout its history and it has long lacked 
coppice management32. Nowadays, the next nearest woodland of this plant community is 
the much smaller surviving fragment of Ashen Grove Wood 500 m to the south and the 
nearest larger woods of this type lie some three kilometres away on the western slopes of 
Wimbledon Common near the Beverley Brook. There’s nothing comparable across a wide 
area to the north and east33, making the wood unique in a large area of suburban London. 
It’s the public access to this locally rare wood that makes it special; on a national 
perspective, the wood is not special. 

Birds and mammals 

The birds using the wood are well-documented, but the mammals less so. The birds have 
been counted monthly for some 35 years34 and Appendix 3 is a list of the species seen 
and their status. Most of these are commonplace in the greener suburban gardens nearby, 
but some are uncommon there through their requirement for woodland habitat, especially 
for breeding: Blackcap, Chaffinch, Great-spotted woodpecker, Chiffchaff, Stock dove, 
Nuthatch, Tree creeper and previously, the Bullfinch and Redpoll. Others feed out on the 
grassland of the Park from the shelter of the wood, for example, the thrushes. The wood is 
too small to support more than one or two breeding pairs of most of these species, but 
nevertheless is the only accessible site in a wide area north and east where this list of 
species may readily be seen. 

The wood supports Foxes and Hedgehogs, but probably not Badgers or Rabbits35, and 
must also have the commoner terrestrial small mammals, but no study has been done of 
these. Grey Squirrels are present here (and elsewhere in the Park) and have probably 
been in the area for around 100 years36. They may have an adverse influence on the 
regeneration of Hazel37 and can strip bark, especially of maples (including Sycamore), 
sometimes killing branches and deforming them, but rarely killing the tree. The bats of the 
Park are well documented. Eight species have been found, including Common Pipistrelles, 
Pipistrellus pipistrellus, Leisler’s Bat, Nyctalus leisleri and a Brown Long-eared Bat, 
Plecotus auritus, within Horse Close Wood itself38. More exhaustive survey might reveal 
further species. The three species can use buildings for roosts but also tree holes. This 
shows that the wood is an important bat habitat39 at the edge of a wide area of London 
north and east of here without such habitat40. The presence of bats adds to the amenity 
value of the public park, but it also means that tree works and any clearance of climbing 
ivy should follow recommended procedures41.  

Domestic cats visiting the wood from surrounding properties are seen remarkably 
infrequently, but they doubtless are significant predators there, especially as their numbers 
are maintained artificially by the food and shelter given them by their owners. There’s little, 
however, that can be done to alleviate this pressure42.  

Dogs are the mammals most often seen in the wood43. 

Deer44 

There are no records of deer from the wood, and it seems unlikely that any (except 
perhaps the odd dog-harassed Muntjac) could occur in such a small, isolated and heavily-
used wood. This gives the wood an advantage over most UK woodlands, where both the 
species composition and the lower layers of vegetation are seriously compromised by 
burgeoning deer populations45. Horse Close Wood thus presents an opportunity to 
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conserve traditional woodland plant species, many of which are reduced to nothing by 
heavy browsing elsewhere. Oak, Ash, Hazel, Rowan, Holly, Dogwood, Honeysuckle and 
willows are likely to benefit in this way, but the “thugs”, Ivy and Bramble, are also palatable 
species thriving in the wood in the absence of browsing. 

Invasive problems and weeds 

A tiny minority of species, both native46 and alien, can change the character of a biotope 
by predation, disease47, or competition, but the “threat” posed to natural values by 
competitive invasive species is grossly over-hyped48. Among the few species that can act 
as ecological engineers in this wood are Dutch Elm Disease, Ash Dieback and Oak 
Processionary Moth, and these are discussed in Appendix 2. Of course, other species 
could arrive, and Rackham feared particularly the Emerald Ash Borer. Routine 
management of the wood has eliminated the invasive Japanese Knotweed49 and greatly 
reduced Sycamore and Norway Maple, but not Horse Chestnut50. The Ring-necked 
Parakeet arrived as a breeding species in 2004 and has increased rapidly, but not 
apparently had an adverse effect on the population of other hole-nesting species51. 

The wood has three weeds classified as injurious under the Weeds Act 1959, the two 
thistles and Broad-leaved Dock52, but these do not present a local problem and there is no 
need to control them where, as here, they do not risk livestock or agriculture.  

Statutory development planning 

On account of its importance on a Borough-wide scale, the wood was included in a Site of 
Borough Importance for 
nature conservation, Grade I 
in the handbook Nature 
Conservation in Merton53. 
As a consequence, the 
wood is protected under the 
policies of the Unitary 
Development Plan of the 
London Borough of 
Wandsworth54, where it is 
also included within 
Metropolitan Open Land, 
Historic Park and 
Conservation Area, so 
recognising its open space, 
historic and design value. 

 

Figure 8. Horse Close Wood in context.  

The wood is circled in the middle of the map, together with the remaining remnants 
of the historic Wimbledon Park (A). Other Historic Parks are Cannizaro Park (B), Putney 
Vale Cemetery (C) and Springfield Hospital (D). The remnants of the Historic Park are also 
Metropolitan Open Land, and are the only open space in the vicinity identified as a 
Conservation Area. The Wood, Lake and Golf Course are also identified as a Site of 
Borough Importance for nature conservation, as are some nearby railsides (R) and the 
River Wandle (W). Wimbledon Common and Putney Heath (WCPH) is a Site of 
Metropolitan Importance for nature conservation. 
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Use 

Use of the woodland by visitors to the Park has not been studied. However, visitors have 
been noted on monthly visits over the last 35 years and several responses to the 
consultation reported regular use. The majority use has been by dog walkers, almost all 
the dogs off the leash and my impression is that this use has more than doubled over that 
time. Other walkers come second, but very few joggers and cyclists go through the wood. 
Third would be young people seeking outdoor play, with or without parental supervision. In 
season there is some use by Blackberry pickers. Bird-watchers and other naturalists are 
less common. Anti-social uses are remarkably uncommon55. Given that the main perimeter 
path of the Park runs beside the wood, it’s clear that those who walk in the wood are not 
doing so for access to places beyond, but rather because it’s a desirable, natural 
landscape. As an accessible natural open space, the wood helps to fulfil the Mayor of 
London’s policies on access to nature56. 

 

Consultation 

A separate report describes the 56 replies to the consultation on options for the future of 
the wood, which was undertaken in late March and April 2015. The options that were 
clearly preferred, usually by a substantial majority of responses, are listed here: 
1. Inspect trees regularly and remedy only genuine hazards 
2. Maintain main path as is, and few other paths 
3. Promote the regeneration of Oaks and other trees in clearings 
4. Use pesticides solely where necessary to control injurious or invasive species 
5. Cut back bramble to maintain agreed access, open space and wildflowers only 
6. Retain climbing Ivy, except where a threat to trees or for safety inspections and, in a few 
places, for amenity 
7. Leave Elm to the natural cycle of death and regeneration 
8. Do not coppice the wood 
9. Leave the Bay to natural processes 
10. Plant locally native species only 
11. Replace lost trees. 
12. Plant trees to enhance the car park edges 
13. Screen the car park with a hedgerow on its south edge 
14. Plant trees and shrubs to enhance the southern edge of the wood. 
15. Plant native woodland wildflowers suited to the growing conditions 
16. Erect a range of sizes of bird nesting boxes 
17. Erect appropriate bat boxes 
18. Educational users should work within existing constraints 
19. Construct one or more Stag Beetle loggeries 
20. Have signs requesting dogs be kept on a lead and faeces collected 
21. Clear litter from the whole wood several times a year 
22. Avoid using heavy machinery 

In preparing the objectives for the future of the wood, these preferences were taken into 
account alongside the other background information above. 

 



Version 0.9  10 Printed: 27/03/2019 

Objectives57 

To maintain and enhance the natural, landscape and amenity value of the wood, 
both for its own sake and in the context of the heritage value of the surrounds. 

To promote public safety, educational use, quiet enjoyment and access to the wood. 

 

Policies 

The policies for the future of the wood are listed below. As they generally accord with a 
substantial majority view of those responding to the consultation, the consultation 
response is discussed only where this was not so. All actions in the wood should now 
follow these policies. The policies are subject to review as circumstances change, and 
changes should be made after consultation, but we expect the present policies to remain 
current for at least five years. 

 

Safety 

The wood should be inspected at least annually to determine what work is needed to keep 
it safe, especially in those parts near to paths. Climbing Ivy may need to be removed to 
enable inspection. Safety work on the trees should remove only genuine hazards and 
follow the guidelines of English Heritage58:  
 
A. Standing dead trees should be left as they are, or as ‘monoliths’ with their branches 

removed for safety or aesthetics.  
B. Retain any dead stumps as habitat, leaving them as high as possible.  
C. Fallen dead wood should be left in situ. The larger the pieces, both in terms of 

length and diameter, the greater the habitat offered.  
D. If deadwood must be removed, move to an adjacent area, ideally in dappled shade 

and close to other sections of decayed wood. 
 
An additional consideration is that consultation responses from neighbouring properties 
showed greater concern over tree safety, so the annual inspection should pay particular 
regard to trees near to neighbouring properties. The requirements of protected species 
(see below) also should be taken into account when planning this work. 
 
Pesticide use  
The existing policy is to use pesticides solely where necessary to control injurious or 
invasive species59, as is consistent with the criteria for a Green Flag Award: pesticide use 
should be minimised and justified60. Safe use of pesticides requires proper storage and 
containment and operatives with appropriate training, as outlined in Government’s National 
Action Plan for the Sustainable Use of Pesticides. The policy is to use solely where 
necessary to control injurious or invasive species. 
 
Heavy machinery  
The existing management plan precludes the use of heavy machinery in the wood. This is 
to avoid harm to the trees and other vegetation either directly or through ground 
compaction. Harm has been caused in the past when such machinery was used for path 
construction, on the National Grid wayleave61 and for work at the rear of neighbouring 
properties. The policy is to avoid using heavy machinery.  
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Litter removal  
Currently, rubbish is removed mainly along the main path. Much litter along the minor 
paths can remain for months or years, as can litter discarded over the fence of neighbours. 
Litter detracts from the enjoyment of the wood and the appearance of neglect can deter 
use and attract further littering. Some neighbours believe, mistakenly, that garden waste 
will not harm the wood. The policy is to go beyond present practice and clear the whole 
wood several times a year. Community action could assist with this. 

Access 
Paths provide access to enable enjoyment of the wood. However, trampling kills woodland 
wildflowers and paths enable access for dogs, resulting in further trampling and significant 
disturbance of birds that nest on or near the ground, notably warblers, Dunnock and Wren. 
For paths to survive they need to be kept clear of obstruction, largely from the growth of 
Bramble (see below), fallen dead trees and branches. The policy is to maintain the main 
path as is, and few other paths. Maintaining these requires removing fallen trees and 
branches where and when causing obstructions, and cutting back encroaching growth two 
or three times a year. 
 
Dogs  
The main use of the wood is by people walking their dogs, giving many people a valued 
experience of the natural environment. As major users, dog walkers provide informal 
surveillance. However, dogs can be a problem62. They can harm bird species that nest low 
down; cause alarm to other users, especially small children; prevent the growth of 
wildflowers by trampling the soil; and faeces not picked up are unpleasant to come across 
and increase soil fertility, so harming wildflowers. Faeces are also a minor health risk. 
Although a majority of consultation responses preferred signs requesting that dogs be kept 
on a lead and faeces collected, about 20% would take no special measures and another 
20% wanted the wood to be fenced as a dog-free area. There’s clearly no strong 
consensus, but the policy is for the middle position: the erection of suitable notices. 

Maintaining the trees, shrubs and wildflowers 
Responses to the consultation generally welcomed the existing natural character of the 
wood in contrast to its manicured surroundings and as an enjoyable and peaceful place to 
walk. Unlike other vegetation types, the maintenance of woodland in lowland Britain does 
not require management; woodland will remain if nothing is done. Nevertheless, 
management is needed to contain and direct change where this is desired.  

Young Oaks do not survive under the heavy shade of a woodland canopy. Oaks are long-
lived and so few replacements are needed. These can be established where a glade is 
large enough to allow in light. The policy is to attempt this in the large glade beside the 
main path in the north-east of the wood, and otherwise around the edges of the wood.  

Bramble occurs naturally in the wood. It thrives where shade is not too heavy, which is 
especially in glades and where safety work has thinned the woodland canopy. It provides 
valuable habitat, especially for birds and insects, in the form of cover, fruit and nectar. It 
impedes access, which helps reduce disturbance of nesting birds by dogs. The shade cast 
by Bramble may impede the establishment or maintenance of woodland wildflowers. When 
cleared, Bramble grows back vigorously, so it is expensive to keep large areas clear of it. 
The policy is to cut back to maintain agreed access, open space and wildflowers only. 

Ivy, too, occurs naturally in the wood. Unlike Bramble, it can stand heavy shade, but it only 
flowers and fruits where it can climb a tree and gain access to more light. It provides 
excellent wildlife habitat, both flowering and fruiting when little else is available, and 
provides valuable cover, especially in winter. The popular prejudice that Ivy harms the 
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trees it climbs is largely incorrect, but it obscures the bark of trees of landscape value63. 
Some Ivy may need to be removed to enable safety inspections. The policy is to retain 
climbing Ivy, except where it is a threat to trees or for safety inspections and, in a few 
places, for amenity. Some of the larger trees along the main path are free of Ivy and 
should be maintained this way for landscape reasons. 

The Elms in the wood are just as susceptible to Dutch Elm Disease as were the original 
trees in the 1960s. The above ground parts of Elms die synchronously from the disease at 
about 20 years of age. But many roots survive and suckers grow, only to die in turn 20 
years later. There have been three periods when synchronous death has allowed light to 
reach the woodland floor, resulting in a flush of Bluebell flowering. We are now in the third 
flush of bluebell flowering. It would be difficult to replace Elms with other trees. The future 
of Bluebell flowering is uncertain, as the deaths of the Elm suckers will become less 
synchronous and Elm re-growth may suffer if other tree species grow to cast heavy shade 
on the regeneration. The policy is to leave Elm to the natural cycle of death and 
regeneration.  

Bay is a culinary herb native to the Mediterranean. Many young Bay trees have appeared 
in the wood in the last 15 years. This is a new trend. Were it not for expected climate 
change, the Bays would be removed. However, in the long-term, our climate is predicted to 
resemble that of Mediterranean mountains, the homeland of Bay. So, Bay might help with 
climate change adaptation. Studying the success of Bay would be an interesting project. If 
Bay should become problem, it could be removed readily. The policy is to leave Bay to 
natural processes. 

Bluebells occur naturally in the wood although they do not thrive in soils as alkaline as 
here, and the scattered plants away from the Elm stands do not flower well in the dense 
shade. It’s possible that Bluebells have been declining ever since cessation of coppicing 
well over 100 years ago. These local circumstances mean that it is unlikely that we can 
reproduce here the carpets of Bluebells that occur in woodlands with more acid soils and 
that have been coppiced more recently. The policy is to leave Bluebells to natural 
processes. 

 
Dog’s Mercury was once more widespread than now in the western end of the wood, but is 
now confined to one small patch near the edge of the car park. The reason for its current 
scarcity is not clear, as it can stand both heavy shade and wet conditions. The policy is to 
“garden” around this patch to reduce competition from Ivy and other more common 
species. It is a candidate for planting elsewhere in the wood, see below. 
 
Enhancing the flora, trees, shrubs and wildflowers, and enlarging the wood 
The traditional management of the wood until over 150 years ago was probably for Oak 
standard trees over a coppice of Ash and Hazel, but there is no evidence, nor memory, of 
that. Restoration of coppice management in this small wood would entail the phased felling 
of most of the canopy trees, with the stumps left to re-grow on a 7 to 15 year rotation64. 
This would change the appearance of the wood radically. In the “light phase” of a coppiced 
wood the ground flora may flower profusely65 but, apart from Bluebells, Lords-and Ladies, 
Dog’s Mercury and Lesser Celandine, we are not sure that the wood has such wild 
flowers, even in the seed bank. Bramble would also benefit greatly from the increased 
light, possibly impeding any flowering of other plants. An investigation to see whether 
there’s an appropriate seed bank is a prerequisite to coppicing. Meanwhile, the policy is 
not to coppice. 
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Trees can be lost naturally, or through work to make them safe. Despite a single 
consultation response to the contrary, the wood has sufficient seedlings and saplings to 
sustain a natural woodland canopy. However, should Ash Dieback or some other disease 
become significant, lost tree canopy may need replacing. Native species such as Field 
Maple, Beech, Hornbeam and Hazel are recommended replacements. The policy is to 
replace lost trees.  
 
Planting could also increase the size of the wood. The policy is to plant a wide hedgerow 
screen on the south edge of the car park (A). Woodland edge planting to increase the size 
of the wood is proposed on the 
southern edge (C & D), and to 
replace the untidy depot at the 
north-eastern corner of the car 
park, and the adjacent area that 
was once a playground (B). One 
consultation response urged 
woodland planting across the 
whole car park. This idea could be 
fed into the Masterplan for the 
whole park. The composition of 
Horse Close Wood allows us to 
predict with confidence species 
that would thrive on its soils and in today’s climate. Appendix 2 looks at this in detail, but 
the policy is to plant locally native species only. Once established, these areas would be 
managed as in the previous section. 
 
The wood lacks some native wildflowers typical of such places, for example Native 
Daffodil, Primrose and Wood Anemone, and there is a long list of other species that might 
improve the wood in Appendix 2. However, new species would be difficult to establish in 
the face of trampling of the ground, shade and competition from established plants. Even if 
successful, most flowering would be in the brief period in early spring before the woodland 
canopy shades the ground. For these reasons, any new planting would need careful 
preparation and aftercare, something that could be a community project. The southern 
edge of the wood is sunny and so there’s a wider range of species that might flower there 
and for a longer season, for example Red Campion. The policy is to use native species 
suited to the growing conditions as a community project. 
 
Enhancing the animals, birds, bats and Stag Beetles 
The number of mature trees in the wood means that there will be holes and crevices for 
birds, such as the Great Tit, Blue Tit, Great Spotted Woodpecker, Green Woodpecker, 
Starling, Ring-necked Parakeet and Stock Dove, all of which have nested there, and those 
that might, such as the Coal Tit, Kestrel, Tawny Owl and Nuthatch. Natural nest sites can 
be lost as trees are made safe, and artificial sites can be more productive66. People enjoy 
making and erecting nest boxes67. Birds nesting in boxes are readily studied68. The 
provision of nest boxes could be a community project. There are four tree-dwelling species 
of bats known from the park69 and so it’s likely that similar considerations apply to them as 
to birds (above)70. Because all bat species are specially protected there are limitations on 
studying them71. The policy is that boxes should be provided as a community project and 
according to the guidance of the RSPB and Bat Conservation Trust. 
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An earlier management plan advocated the construction of special habitat features 
(loggeries) for Stag Beetle larvae. This is needed only where there is a shortage of such 
dead wood72. By a narrow margin the consultation responses favoured this, so the priority 
is less than that for other policies. The policy is to construct one or more loggeries. 
 
Information boards  
There is an information board in the grass strip between the main perimeter path and the 
southern edge of the wood, but those entering the wood from the car park or its south-
eastern end may not see this. A better welcome might be provided by information boards 
in those two places. Additionally, a number of points of interest could be marked within the 
wood. However, such boards would detract from the natural aspect of the wood. 
Consultation responses were evenly divided between those wanting no more and those 
who wished to see additional boards at each main entrance. The policy is for no more 
boards. 
 
Bird feeding station  
Appropriate bird feeders could attract a range of the bird species that use the wood without 
also attracting Grey Squirrels and Ring-necked Parakeets. Feeders could be sited on the 
south boundary of the wood, near seating and the main perimeter path of the park, to 
enhance the experience of park users. By a narrow margin, consultation responses 
approved the provision of bird feeders as a community project. 
 
Educational use  
The wood has opportunities for “citizen science”73 and for educational field studies, youth 
group, Duke of Edinburgh Award74 or Forest School75 use, providing a natural environment 
for learning from adventure play, activities and the study of ecology under the supervision 
of qualified educational staff. Unfortunately, the wood is so small, and the requirements of 
the bye-laws such that some of the possible activities may be precluded: for example, 
camp fires, construction of shelters and the use of tools. Also, there are no toilets close by 
and often dogs off the leash. The policy is to encourage educational use, working within 
existing constraints. 
 
Monitoring biotic change 
The wood may change in future with the spread of new pests and diseases, such as Ash 
dieback and Oak Processionary Moth. It is also being invaded by exotic species such as 
Horse Chestnut, Evergreen (Holm) Oak, Bay, Sycamore, Norway Maple, Buddleja and 
Hybrid Bluebell. The status of existing species, such as Pedunculate Oak, Elm, Bluebells, 
Dog’s Mercury, Lords-and-Ladies and Lesser Celandine may change. Any new plantings 
should be monitored against the aims of the planting. The description in this plan should 
act as a baseline against which to measure obvious, major trends. Dave Dawson’s work 
on plants and birds gives a more rigorous baseline and a few other methods are 
available76. 

1 Dave is a professional ecologist. He worked on many woodland questions when advising Local and 
Regional London Government, including the “London Woodland Action Plan” and “Tree and Woodland 
Framework”, a joint project of the Forestry Commission and the Mayor of London, completed in 2005 
(http://www.forestry.gov.uk/ltwf). 

2 First, was to guide a contract for work on the woody vegetation and paths in the late 1980s, for which David 
Lofthouse of Merton Greenspaces prepared a plan in 1989, revised after consultation in 1991: Lofthouse, D. 
1991. London Borough of Merton, Wimbledon Park Woodlands Management Plan, revised February 1991. 

                                            



Version 0.9  15 Printed: 27/03/2019 

                                                                                                                                                 
3 Second, was in 2009, following damage to part of the wood by National Grid works in 2009, prepared by 
Alan Scott, which has not been subject to consultation: Scott, A. 2009. Management Plan for Horse Close 
Wood. A report for London Borough of Merton. By Complete Ecology Limited, working on behalf of London 
Conservation Services Limited. I saw this plan in draft, but was never asked to comment and I was not aware 
that it was completed until I saw a copy in December 2014. 

4 Dawson, D.G. 1991. Nature Conservation in Lake Farm Wood, Wimbledon Park, Southfields. 
Typescript.13pp. 

5 See, Dawson, D.G. 2015. History of Horse Close Wood, Wimbledon Park, which gives the evidence base 
for this. 

6 Ashen Grove Wood lay on the slope of Vineyard Hill, but most of it was lost to housing development last 
century. The remnant lies east of the Golf Clubhouse and spans the boundary between the public park and 
golf course some 600 m south of Horse Close Wood. 

7 Mainly Balm of Gilead (a hybrid poplar), Hybrid Black-poplar, Horse Chestnut, Lime, Field Maple, 
Sycamore and Norway Maple. 

8 With a “Terram” membrane beneath and a woodchip surface. 

9 A jargon term for paths created by users without an official plan. In this case a mixture of dog walkers 
finding ways off the main paths, youngsters making their way into cover for secluded gatherings and people 
gaining access for blackberrying. 

10 The northern-most property adjoining the western boundary of the wood, 367 Wimbledon Park Road. 

11 London Conservation Services planted around the edges of the area damaged by National Grid: Hazel 25, 
Hawthorn 50, Spindle 10, Wild Privet 20, Blackthorn 10, Dog Rose 20, Goat Willow 17, Guelder Rose 10, 
Pedunculate Oak 25, Grey Willow 20 and small numbers of Crab apple, Field Maple and Rowan, almost all 
of which failed. A small number of garden shrubs, mostly of species unsuited to the wood, have been planted 
by other neighbours to replace damage, but, fortunately, these have failed to thrive. 

12 Whilst I advised that there was no need to introduce Bluebells to the wood as they were already numerous 
there, the group wished to proceed. I advised on the location, clearance of bramble and ivy and the planting. 
For some unknown reason very few, or none, of the bulbs grew. The most likely explanation is that the 
majority of the bulbs were not viable. Subsequent trampling of the cleared area has, to date, prevented the 
re-colonisation by Bramble and Ivy. In retrospect, this outcome might be positive, as the provenance of the 
bulbs was not certified, so there’s no assurance that they were typical of the genetic makeup of local native 
Bluebells. 

13 The 1:10,000 Ordnance Survey map shows the 25 m contour a few metres west of the wood, the 20 m 
contour crossing the wood about 50 m into it from the eastern edge, and the 15 m contour about Heythorpe 
Street, across the railway line to the east. It’s estimated that the range within the wood is 18 to 24 m above 
sea level. 

14 Geological 1:50000 series, sheet 270, South London. The Head Deposits lie over the London Clay in the 
bottom of the valleys of the brooks that descend the steeper clay slopes to the west. They also extend more 
widely and across wider areas at the toe of those slopes, where the slope much less than further west and 
this is the situation of the wood. The junction between the clay and head deposits is mapped at the western 
edge of the wood, so the underlying clay is closest to the surface there. 

15 Although neither the Geological nor the Ordnance Survey map identifies this depression, it would seem to 
mark a minor brook that originated thereabouts and flowed east, perhaps to be confluent with Wimbledon 
Park Brook before its confluence with the Wandle. The 1740 map shows a lane along the northern boundary 
of the wood and it’s possible that the minor brook was canalised into a ditch beside the lane. 

16 Commonly, but misleadingly, called “English Oak”. Common names in this report are those of “The New 
Flora of the British Isles”, third edition 2010, by Clive Stace, Cambridge University Press. 

17 The largest was a Balm of Gilead situated at the western end of the car park which was some 80 years old 
when felled in 2015. 

18 The largest of these is some 7 m high and situated near the middle of the eastern boundary. 

19 In 1983 there were two Hazels in the wood. One was on the boundary with the rear garden of a house in 
Wimbledon Park Road (Number 367) and was lost when work was done on the boundary fence in the late 
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1980s. The survivor is against the northern boundary just north-west of the hybrid hawthorn (Figure 4). A 
number of younger hazels date from the planting of around 1990. 

20 Gibbs, J., Brasier, C. & Webber, J. 1994. Dutch Elm Disease in Britain. Forestry Commission Research 
Information Note 252. In 19914 I estimated that some 14 Elm trees were killed by the disease in the wood. 

21 As a result of which its girth was difficult to measure, introducing larger than usual uncertainty over its age. 

22 The Scott Management Plan listed Pedunculate oak regeneration, but there is very little of this evident 
today. 

23 Rackham, O. 2003. Ancient Woodland, its history, vegetation and uses in England. New Edition, 
Castlepoint Press. See pages 294 to 297 for a discussion of the causes of the Oak regeneration gap. The 
relative contribution of Oak mildew disease and of shade remains uncertain, but shade certainly plays a role. 

24 As Bluebells have a short flowering period and the amount of flowering depends upon the light regime, 
much of the time they are inconspicuous. There are also many Hybrid Bluebells, presumably of garden 
origin. 

25 There was a larger amount of Dog’s-mercury in the rear of a garden adjacent to the north-west corner of 
the wood (367 Wimbledon Park Road, which would have been part of the historic wood), but this has not 
been confirmed in recent years and there has been extensive landscaping work to the garden concerned. 

26 These were most numerous in the year or two after the disturbance there and are dwindling as tall-growing 
species take over. 

27 In the National Vegetation Classification, W8d is “Ash/Field Maple/Dog’s-mercury woodland, ivy sub-
community”. Horse Close Wood has two of the three typical canopy species (Oak and Ash), with the typical 
Hawthorn and Elder underneath.  The absence of Field Maple (except recently-planted) is allowed in the 
description of the sub-community. The main distinguishing features of the sub-community are the absence of 
Bracken and the abundance of Ivy as ground cover. The NVC supposes that the relative scarcity of Bluebells 
and Dog’s-mercury reflects a long period (over 20-50 years) of canopy closure. Rodwell, J.S. et al. 1991. 
British plant communities. Volume 1. Woodlands and scrub. Cambridge Univerisity Press. 

28 Rackham (2003) op. cit. pp 203- 215. Perhaps because Rackham is describing ancient woodlands, he 
doesn’t appear to recognise our particular sub-community of these woodlands. 

29 Peterken, G.F. 1081. Woodland Conservation and Management. Chapman & Hall: pp 92-95.  It includes 
several of those species which readily colonised in the past from nearby ancient woodlands (including the 
possible indicator of such woods, Sweet Violet) and also several of those “shade-bearing weeds” typical of 
hedgerows and waste ground, but not of ancient woodland. See also, Rackham (2003): 52. Nevertheless, 
the NVC cautions against deducing a detailed history from the plant community alone. 

30 I tentatively identified a tree near the car park as Large-leaved Lime; if my identification is confirmed it’s 
very likely of planted origin. The wood also has Field Maple, Hornbeam. Crab Apple, Rowan, Small-leaved 
Lime and Wayfaring Tree, but I think that these are recently planted (in 1990 and 2007, although I can find 
no record that Wayfaring Tree was planted) and so these should not be taken as indicative of the wood 
being ancient. See Rose, F. 1999. Indicators of ancient woodland, the use of vascular plants in evaluating 
ancient woods for nature conservation. British Wildlife April: 241-251. 

31 Peterken, G.F. 1081. Woodland Conservation and Management. Chapman & Hall: 5.1.1, page 81. We 
have no direct evidence of this here, however this is something that could be investigated by seeing what 
grows in samples of the woodland soil. 

32 Evidence of coppicing is slight. Very few of the old trees have the multiple stems typical of outgrown 
coppice stools and there were just the two old hazels in 1983. The growth form of the older Oaks does 
suggest that they originated as standards over a coppiced wood, however. So, it seems that any coppicing 
ceased well over 100 years ago. If there has been a closed canopy for such a long time, it’s likely that the 
variety of woodland wildflowers in the seed bank has been reduced. This could be tested by seeing what 
species grow from samples of the soil of the wood. 

33 Wooded railway embankments and cuttings to the north and east might belong to this sub-community, but 
most are so narrow as to lack full woodland shade. Also they have been subject to repeated disturbance and 
planting of exotic species. 

34 Dawson (2014) op. cit. & www.friendsofwimbledonpark.org.uk/2013/04/bird-survey/ 

35 I have seen no hedgehogs, but there are records within the last 7 years. The nearest active badger setts 
are found in the vicinity of St Mary’s Wimbledon, about a kilometre to the south. Squirrels were the mammal 
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most often seen on my monthly visits in the 13 year period 2002-2014, seen every year and on 25% of the 
visits. All other species were seen less than once a year on average (Domestic Cats 0.4, Fox 0.2, Brown rat 
0.1). Weasel and Wood Mouse have been seen elsewhere in the public park and doubtless occur in the 
wood. Sightings are no good guide to numbers, but the Grey Squirrel is clearly numerous. The sighting of a 
Fox cub in 2010 confirms breeding in the wood that year. 

36 See Dawson, D. 2010. Why we have plenty of squirrels in Wimbledon - but only one Red. Wimbledon 
Society Newsletter. December, p7. 

37 See Rackham 2014, The ash tree. Little Toller Monograph and Rackham, O. 2003. Ancient Woodland, its 
history, vegetation and uses in England. New Edition, Castlepoint Press. Hazel doesn’t survive nor 
regenerate well under a tree canopy nowadays. Rackham first emphasised the lethality of Honey Fungus on 
plants weakened under heavy shade, but always also stressed the heavy consumption of immature 
hazelnuts by Grey Squirrels. He now appears to emphasise the latter. I don’t necessarily agree, as squirrels 
cache many nuts, a few of which may be fertile, and do not always recover them, so squirrels act not only as 
seed predators but also as dispersal agents. More work is needed on this issue. 

38 Fure, A. 2017. Bat emergence and activity surveys, Heritage Wimbledon Park, Home Park Road, London 
SW19. Report for LB Merton, A report commissioned by the Friends of Wimbledon Park, 37pp 

39The Brown long-eared bat forages in and around woodland and close to its roost, so Horse Close Wood 
would be significant to it in this part of London. 
ttp://www.bio.bris.ac.uk/research/bats/britishbats/batpages/brownlongeared.htm  
http://www.bats.org.uk/pages/bat_roosts.html. Woodland Management for Bats. Forestry Commission. 2005. 
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/INFD-6K3CXY 

40 The map of its London distribution shows no records in a wide area east and north of the wood. 
Mickelburgh, S. 1987. Dirstribution and status of bats in the London area. London Naturalist. 66:41-91. 

41 See Alsop, J. et al. 2010.  Bat habitat assessment prior to arboricultural operations Guidance for Natural 
England’s National Nature Reserves. Natural England. The Scott management plan outlined the statutory 
protection afforded to bats. 

42 See Thomas, F.L. et al. 2012. Spatio-Temporal Variation in Predation by Urban Domestic Cats (Felis catus) 
and the Acceptability of Possible Management Actions in the UK. Plos1 7(11) 

43 Usually off the lead and rarely under any effective control by their owners. Whilst this reflects the majority 
public use of the wood and is welcome, in that it gives the dogs and their owners a quality experience of 
nature, it is not without its downsides. First, is that dogs are well known to have a serious effect on birds and 
mammals that breed on or near the ground (which would include several of the bird species that are found in 
the wood, such as the warblers, Dunnock and Wren). The dense cover of Bramble and Ivy in parts of the 
wood is therefore welcome as a deterrent to access by dogs. Despite this, it remains possible that such birds 
may be affected seriously. Second, dogs off the lead are a disincentive to others enjoying the wood, 
especially small children who can be distressed by the natural investigatory behaviour of dogs and who may 
not know how to react to this. The revised Dangerous Dogs Act (2014 www.gov.uk/control-dog-
public/overview) makes it an offence to have a dog dangerously out of control, not just for the dog to bite. 
Third, there are diseases that can be caught from dogs: Weill’s Diesese (Leptospirosis), Pasteurellosis and 
Toxocariasis 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/236983/pb13987-zoonoses-
report-2012.pdf). Finally, dog faeces and urine increase the fertility of the woodland soil, leading in places to 
a predominance of competitive species (such as Cow Parsley, Hogweed, Cleavers, Nettle and Hedge 
Woundwort) and a loss of species diversity. Although it’s against the bye-laws to leave dog faeces, many are 
left and I have never seen enforcement of the regulation in the Park.  

44 See Spence, L. & Wentworth, J. 2009. Wild deer. The Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, 
note #325. 

45 See Gill, R. 2000. The Impact of Deer on Woodland Biodiversity. Forestry Commission Information Note. 
46 See, for example, Marrs, R.H. et al. 2013.  Native dominants in British woodland – a potential cause of 
reduced species-richness? New Journal of Botany 3(3):156-168. 

 
47 See Rackham 2014, The ash tree. Little Toller Monograph, chapter 6 for a review of the major diseases 
and predators currently and potentially affecting British trees. 

48 For higher plants, see: www.bsbi.org.uk/alien_invaders_.html 
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49 There was a rapidly-expanding clump of Japanese Knotweed on the northern boundary of the wood some 
60 m west of Gartmoor Gardens which was controlled in 2010. 

50 The few larger Horse Chestnuts in the wood were planted, but a few smaller specimens appear to be self-
seeded. I could find nothing authoritative on the possible invasion of native woodland by Horse Chestnut. Its 
removal might be an appropriate precaution, especially as the recent great increase in the incidence of the 
disease “bleeding canker” might suggest a poor future for this species (hwww.forestry.gov.uk/fr/infd-6kybgv). 
Then again, it could be a species to consider for future climate? Should the species become a problem in 
future, it could be removed readily. 

51 My own data show no effect. Indeed some of the other hole-nesting bird species have increased. There is 
currently no good evidence that this species has an adverse effect on other hole-nesting bird species in the 
UK, see Newson, S. E. et al. 2011. Evaluating the population-level impact of an invasive species, Ring-
necked Parakeet Psittacula krameri, on native avifauna. Ibis 153:509-516. 

52 See Government guidance on “Wild plants: dangerous, invasive and protected species”  2014. 

53 Yarham, I., Dawson, D., Boyle, M. & Holliday, R. 1998. Nature conservation in Merton. London Ecology 
Unit, Ecology Handbook 29: pp 60-62. The criteria for selecting sites for this protection are given in the 
Mayor of London’s Biodiversity Strategy, Appendix 1, and include a comparison with all other candidate sites 
across the London Borough. The site actually lies outside Merton, in L.B. Wandsworth, and its importance 
was recognised later by that Borough Council (see the next note).  

54 “Wimbledon Park, WaBI10, A popular and attractive park lying across the Borough boundary with Merton 
containing several habitats of significant nature conservation value. Two small areas of woodland, one of 
which is in Wandsworth, appear on very old maps and contain species indicative of ancient woodland.” 
(www.wandsworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/417/sites_with_designationsprotection_for_biodiversity_in_wandsw
orth). The LB Wandsworth Unitary Development Plan protects the public park and golf course, including 
Horse Close Wood, as Metropolitan Open Land, Historic Park and Garden, and Conservation Area, but also 
the Wood is specifically protected under policy DMO4 as part of a site with designation/protection for 
biodiversity in London. 
55 I have visited many other woodlands in London over the last 30 years, none of which lacked anti-social 
use. In Horse Close Wood, these included litter from drinking parties in secluded parts of the wood 
(sometimes with a fire), barbeque charcoal, glue sniffing and discarded stolen bags. There was little use as a 
toilet and I have never found “sharps” nor seen an abandoned, burnt-out vehicle. There was once little 
rubbish discarded over the garden fences to the north and west but this has certainly increased in recent 
years and is the only obvious trend amongst these activities.  

56 See the Greater London Authority publication Improving Londoners' Access to Nature London Plan 
(Consolidated with Alterations since 2004) Implementation Report. 2008. Figure 1 of the report shows that 
the wood helps to redress what would otherwise be an Area of Deficiency in Access to Nature in suburban 
areas to the north. 

57 These remain essentially the same as those of the Scott plan (note 3 above), which were reinforced by the 
responses to the consultation and the background information above. 

58 English Heritage Landscape Advice Note “The treatment of dead wood in historic parks and gardens”. 

59 See Government guidance on “Wild plants: dangerous, invasive and protected species”  2014. 

60 www.greenflagaward.org/about-us/about-green-flag-award/guidance-manual Pesticides include 
insecticides, fungicides and herbicides. 

61 An area where the utility has rights to carry out work on its underground cable. 

62 The requirements of the revised Dangerous Dogs Act (2014) apply. It is an offence for a dog walker to 
have a dog to be dangerously out of control. It is also an offence to fail to pick up dog faeces across the 
whole of both LB Merton and LB Wandsworth. Background to the 2014 Act is in: www.gov.uk/control-dog-
public/overview. Attitudes to dogs in public spaces in general can be found on the Merton Council website: 
http://www.merton.gov.uk/environment/dogs/dogcontrolorders.htm 

63 See “Ivy-friend or foe. May,1990. Tree News. www.rhs.org.uk/advice/profile?pid=192. 
www.arborecology.co.uk/article_forf.htm 

64 Coppicing of more limited areas is commonly advocated, as for example in the Scott Management Plan3, 
but large areas are needed to allow sufficient light to reach the ground and benefit the flora there. 
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65 See Peterken, G.F. 1981. Woodland Conservation and Management. Chapman & Hall: section 3.4. 

66 See the RSPB advice on nest boxes: 
www.rspb.org.uk/makeahomeforwildlife/advice/helpingbirds/nestboxes/smallbirds/making.aspx 

67 Breeding success in nest boxes is generally as good as, or better than, that in natural nest sites: see 
http://www.conservationevidence.com/individual-study/1357 

68 See details of the Nest Records Scheme: www.bto.org/volunteer-surveys/nrs 

69 Soprano Pipistrelle, Noctule, Daubentons and Brown Long-eared, (Alison Fure pers. comm.). 

70 For advice on this, see the Bat Conservation Trust “Bat box information pack” . 
http://www.bats.org.uk/pages/bat_boxes.html 

71 See the advice note: Catto, C. &  Parsons, K. 2005 “Woodland management for bats”, Forestry 
Commission for England. 

72 www.lbp.org.uk/downloads/Publications/Management/stag_advice.pdf 

73 See http://www.opalexplorenature.org/aboutopal 

74 www.dofe.org 

75 www.forestschoolassociation.org/full-principles-and-criteria-for-good-practice 

76 Dave’s data on the wood document the dates of discovery and abundance of each plant species. His 
standard walk survey documents bird populations over the last 30 years. Both methods can be employed by 
others. Various citizen science projects might also assist here. For example, monitoring in relation to the 
future of Ash and associated species (SPLASH www.brc.ac.uk/splash). Most methods, unfortunately, are 
designed for national monitoring, not for individual sites. A national butterfly monitoring transect could be 
undertaken in the park, keeping the results for the wood separate from other areas 
(www.ukbms.org/Methods.aspx ). It’s possible that some biological survey could be undertaken by school 
children as part of their curricular work, preferably the same methods employed in the same places each 
year, so as to obtain data on trend. 


