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Executive Summary 
 

Salix Ecology was commissioned by Wandsworth Council to carry out a baseline habitat 

assessment of Tooting Common to inform the restoration/recreation of priority habitats on 

the site. The project included the following studies across the whole site: 

 A desktop study to provide an overall ecological context for the site 

 A Phase One habitat survey 

 A protected species risk assessment  

 Soil sampling of key grassland habitats to establish pH and nutrient status 

 An assessment of the condition of key habitats  

 An Invertebrate Habitat Potential survey 

In addition, the following invertebrate surveys were carried out within acid grassland habitats 

and in roughland and woodland around the main pond at Tooting Common: 

 Arachnids (spiders)  

 Coleoptera (beetles) 

 Aculeate Hymenoptera (solitary bees, wasps and ants) 

 Odonata (dragonflies and damselflies) 

 Orthoptera (grasshoppers and crickets) 

 Lepidoptera (butterflies and day-flying moths) 

The following habitats were recorded at the Common: lowland mixed deciduous woodland,  

hedgerows, parkland, standing water, marginal vegetation, amenity grassland, improved 

grassland, poor semi-improved grassland, semi-improved neutral grassland, lowland acid 

grassland, semi-improved acid grassland, hedgerow, scrub and tall ruderal vegetation. 

Broadleaved woodland, reedbeds, standing water and lowland dry acid grassland are 

Habitats of Principle Importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England. 

The soil sample results identified a number of areas with a sufficiently low pH and phosphate 

levels for the restoration of lowland acid grassland. 

The areas of acid grassland were assessed to be in condition ‘B’ or ‘C’. Both woodland and 

standing water habitats failed the condition assessment i.e. they can be considered to be in 

‘unfavourable’ condition. 

The site was considered likely to support the following protected species: breeding birds, 

species of bat, amphibia and possibly reptiles. 

There were a number of non-native invasive species of plant recorded on the common 

including Turkey oak, holm oak, false-acacia and cherry laurel. 

There were no legally protected plants recorded, however there were six London notable 

plants. 
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Fifty species of spider were recorded which may be considered to be characteristic of 

mature, undisturbed grassland. Twenty three species were of high conservation value and 

recorded from 12 or fewer sites in London Middlesex combined. 

A number of features across the common were considered to be of high value for 

invertebrates including the substantial decaying timber resource in large standing trees as 

well as a good mosaic of habitats. Still air habitat was considered important in some of the 

woodland areas. Bear earth was also particularly important for solitary bees in each of the 

areas of acid grassland. It is thought likely that there are seasonal and spatial deficiencies in 

the pollen a nectar sources across the common. 

Two species of aculeate hymenoptera recorded were scarce or notable and a number of 

species recorded were closely associated with sandy soils such as found in acid grasslands. 

Seven species of Odonata were recorded, however none are designated rarities. 

Five species of Orthoptera were recorded, however it is suggested that the common is likely 

to support a diverse grasshopper and cricket fauna. 

None of the Lepidopetera have a specific association with acid grassland. The small heath 

butterfly (Coenonympha pamphilus), and white-letter hairstreak (Satyrium w-album), 

recorded in 2015 by a volunteer outside the survey area (Wilkinson, 2015) are both London 

Priority Species. White-letter hairstreak is a Species of Principle Importance in England and 

is protected under Schedule 5 Section 9.5a of the Wildlife & Countryside Act (1981; as 

amended). 

Four species of Coleoptera recorded were of particular conservation significance (Rare, 

Nationally Scarce, Notable B). The site was considered to have high potential to support 

stag beetle. 

General recommendations for the site include: 

 Further survey effort for invertebrate groups across other areas of the common 

and for the full survey season. 

 Annual monitoring of lowland acid grassland habitat. 

 Increase wetland/marshy habitat across the common wherever possible 

 Increase pollen and nectar sources across the common 

 Bring a selection of old open-grown trees into the open 

 Develop an action plan for stag beetle at the common 

 Manage neutral rough grassland to increase structural and species diversity 

 Leave fallen and cut branches where they lie wherever possible 

 Remove non-native invasive species from the site 

 Take action to reduce dog fouling, especially in ecologically sensitive areas of 

the site. 

 Assess any trees earmarked for felling or significant surgery for their potential to 

support bat roosts. 

 Avoid the use of pesticides, fertilizers or herbicides (except in the treatment of 

non-native invasive species). 
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 Any planting within semi-natural habitats to be of native  species of known UK 

provenance 

 

A number of compartment specific recommendations are detailed in the report including 

capital works to increase the conservation value of the main lake and the restoration of acid 

grassland in selected areas. 
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1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 

 

1.1.1 Salix Ecology was commissioned by Wandsworth Council to carry out a baseline 
habitat assessment of Tooting Common to inform the restoration/recreation of 
priority habitats on the site.  

1.1.2 The project includes: 

 A desktop survey to provide an overall ecological context for the site and 
surrounding areas. 

 A Phase One habitat survey (JNCC, 210) as modified by the Open space 

and Habitat survey for Greater London, revised survey specification (GLA, 

2004). 

 A series of baseline invertebrate surveys to be carried out in known areas of 

acid grassland and in the lakeside woodland fringe area. 

 An Invertebrate Habitat Potential Survey (aka ‘Phase I for Bugs’) to be 

carried out on the entire site 

1.1.3 The purpose of this report is to: 

a) Provide an overview of the habitats and invertebrates supported at Tooting 
Common 

b) Evaluate the value of the habitats in the London context  

c) Provide recommendations for further survey work and  

d) Make recommendations for the restoration and enhancement of key habitats.  
 

1.2 Site context and Status 

1.2.1 Tooting Common is located in the London Borough of Wandsworth and is owned by 
the borough. The site is 82.78 ha in extent, the centroid grid reference is TQ 292 
724. 

1.2.2 The common is designated as a Site of Metropolitan Importance for Nature 
Conservation for its range of habitats including acid grassland, amenity grassland, 
open water habitats, scattered trees and broadleaf woodland. 

1.3 Personnel 

1.3.1 The habitat survey was carried out by Paul Losse BSc MSc MCIEEM, the insect 
surveys by John Dobson BSc MSc MCIEEM FRES and spiders by Edward Milner 
BSc Dip Ed MCIEEM. The project was managed by Paul Losse of Salix Ecology. 
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2.0 Methods 

2.1 Desk top study 

2.1.1 The following records were obtained from Greenspace Information for Greater 
London (GiGL) in order to carry out an analysis of existing data: 

 Protected species and species of conservation concern within a one km 
radius of the site centroid. 
 

 Non-native invasive species listed by the London Invasive Species Initiative 

(LISI) within one km radius of the site centroid. 

 

 A list of sites and habitats within a one km radius of the site centroid. 

 

 Species within the site boundary including the 1999 Greater London Authority 

Survey. 

 

2.1.2 In addition, arachnid records from previous surveys carried out by Edward Milner on 
Tooting Common are reviewed. Some invertebrate records have also been obtained 
from published literature and online sources.  

2.1.3 Habitat suitability assessment results for sites within a one km radius of Tooting 
Common were also obtained from GiGL. This is a dataset which predicts where 
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) Habitats could be maintained, expanded or created. 

2.1.4 The desktop study focuses principally on habitats, flora and invertebrates in 
accordance with the client’s brief, however a brief overview of other taxa including 
birds, mammals, amphibians and reptiles is given for completeness. 

 

2.2 Field Survey  

2.1 The following survey methods were employed for the habitat and invertebrate 
surveys during 2015. 

 

Extended Phase 1 habitat survey 

2.2.2 The habitat survey followed the standard Phase 1 survey methodology (JNCC 
2010), however the survey was extended to include a protected and priority species 
assessment to provide further information regarding the biodiversity value of the site.  

2.2.3 Habitat types were mapped in the field over recent aerial photography (Dargie,1992 
has shown that aerial photography is essential for accurate habitat mapping). Where 
boundaries were indistinct on aerial images, a WAAS/EGNOS enabled handheld 
GPS was used to establish the extent of the habitat.  

2.2.4 The percentage cover of each habitat type within each compartment was estimated 
with the aid of aerial photography. 

2.2.5 Vascular plants occurring in each habitat compartment were recorded together with 
an assessment of their abundance using the DAFOR scale. A full list of species 
appears in appendix 3. 
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2.2.6 Scientific names are given after the first mention of a species, thereafter, common 
names only are used. Nomenclature follows Stace (2010) for vascular plant species. 
Vascular plant common names follow the Botanical Society of the British Isles 2003 
list, published on its web site, www.bsbi.org.uk.  

2.2.7 Survey compartments are shown in figure 1 below. The Lido (compartment 
10022/03) and athletics stadium (compartment 10624/01) were not surveyed. 

 

Limitations 

2.2.8 It should be noted that whilst every effort has been made to provide a 
comprehensive description of the site, no investigation can ensure the complete 
characterisation and prediction of the natural environment.  

2.2.9 Some areas of grassland were closely mown increasing the difficulty in identifying 
some species, especially grasses.  

2.2.10 Although non-native trees were target noted, no attempt was made to map the 
distribution of these species. The target notes listed on page 62 and mapped in 
appendix 2 only provide an indication of where non-natives occur. 

 

2.3 Protected species risk assessment 

2.3.1 Habitats were also assessed for their potential to support protected and priority 
species as follows: 

 Nesting habitat for breeding birds, such as, dense scrub, shrubbery and 

hedgerows. 

 The presence of features such as trees with fissures, holes, loose bark and ivy 

which may support bat roosts. 

 Buildings which may support bat roosts. 

 Scrub/grassland mosaic and potential hibernation sites for reptiles. 

 Water bodies and associated terrestrial habitat which may support breeding 

amphibia. 

 Physical features of grassland such as tussocks, scrapes, anthills etc., which are 

associated with particular invertebrate species 

2.4 Habitat condition assessment 

2.4.1 A rapid assessment of the condition of selected habitats was carried out using the 
London Biodiversity Partnership method for acid grassland and open water. The 
standard Farm Environment Plan (FEP) method (Natural England, 2010) was used 
for the larger stands of woodlands at the site as the London Biodiversity Partnership 
methods only requirement is for the woodland to be in active management. 

2.4.2 Rapid condition assessment requires the assessment of each habitat against a 
number of criteria: 
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Woodland 

2.4.3 For a woodland to be considered to be in ‘favourable’ condition, the habitat should 
meet all the criteria listed below: 

Table 1: List of condition assessment criteria for woodland 

Criterion 

Native species are dominant 

A diverse age and height structure 

Free from damage (in the last five years from stock or wild mammals – there should be evidence of 
tree regeneration such as seedlings and young trees) 

Standing and fallen dead trees of over 20 centimeters diameter are present 

The area is protected from damage by agricultural and other adjacent operations 

 

Standing water 

2.4.4 Standing water bodies are assessed as follows: 

 Up to 3 species present - poor 

 4 - 7 - medium 

 8 - 16 - good 
 

Table 2: Indicator species for standing water condition assessment 

Common name Scientific name  

Marsh-marigold 

Caltha palustris 

Water horsetail Equisetum fluviatile  

Opposite-leaved pondweed Groenlandia densa 

Mare’s-tail Hippuris vulgaris 

Water-violet Hottonia palustris 

Yellow iris Iris pseudacorus 

Soft-rush Juncus effusus  

Hard rush Juncus inflexus  

Yellow water-lily Nuphar lutea  

White water-lily Nymphaea alba  

Common club-rush Schoenoplectus lacustris  

Arrowhead Sagittaria sagittifolia 

Chara Chara spp 

Myriophllum Myriophyllum spp  

Nitella Nitella spp  

Potamogeton Potamogeton spp 

 

Acid grassland 

2.4.5 The following criteria are used to assess the condition of lowland acid grassland. If 
all targets are met, the habitat condition is category A. If one target is not met, the 
grassland is recorded as category B. If two or more targets are not met, the 
condition is recorded as category C. 
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Table 3: Criteria for acid grassland condition assessment 

Criterion Target 

Frequency of indicator species At least One of the indicator 
species are at least frequent and 
three at least occasional in the 
sward   

Cover of undesirable species (creeping thistle, spear thistle, curled 
dock, broad-leaved dock, common ragwort, common nettle, 
rosebay willowherb, marsh thistle, musk thistle, greater plantain) 

less than 5%. 
 
  

Cover of scrub and bramble less than 5%. 

Cover of bare ground (including localised areas e.g. rabbit warrens) less than 10%. 

Cover of coarse grass species, such as Yorkshire-fog and cock’s- 
foot 

less than 20%. 

Cover of fine grasses typical of acid grassland e.g. Festuca 
rubra/ovina, Agrostis capillaris, Nardus stricta, Aira praecox, 
Danthonia decumbens OR tussocks of Molinia or Deschampsia 
cespitosa 

more than 25%. 

 

2.5 Soil sampling 

2.5.1 In order to assess the potential for acid and neutral grassland restoration at the site 
and to identify suitable areas for restoration, a number of soil samples were taken 
across the common (close to and distant from paths). Twenty five individual cores 
were taken from each grassland habitat type within each compartment using a 
cheese-corer to minimise damage to the sward. The samples were taken evenly 
whilst walking in a ‘W’ pattern across each sample area. The areas sampled are 
shown in figure 2 below. The samples were sent to a reputable laboratory for testing 
the following parameters: 

 pH (water) 

 Available phosphorus (P) using the Olsen method 

 Available potassium (K) 

 Available magnesium (Mg) 

 Total nitrogen (N) using the Dumas method 
 

2.6 Invertebrate Habitat Potential (Phase I for Bugs) survey 

2.6.1 ‘Rapid preliminary assessment of invertebrate habitat quality potential’ (aka ‘Phase I 
for Bugs’) is a technique which allows non-specialists to make an initial broad-brush 
assessment of the potential value of sites/survey parcels for invertebrates (Dobson, 
2014). It is based on a walk-through survey where no species records are collected, 
but instead employs basic scoring (absent/negligible, low, medium or high) of nine 
features of known value to invertebrates.  

2.6.2 The results may inform initial strategizing for a range of purposes such as: planning 
and prioritising invertebrate species surveys, informing site/habitat management. 
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2.6.3 The protocol is under active development, but a Consultation Draft of the 
unpublished protocol has been circulated and is in widespread use by consultants. 
In addition it is included in MSc curriculums at Manchester Metropolitan University 
and at Greenwich University. 

2.6.4 For brevity ‘Rapid preliminary assessment of invertebrate habitat quality potential’ 
(aka ‘Phase I for Bugs’) is referred to henceforth as ‘P1B’. 

2.6.5 Although this technique can provide initial insight, it scores ‘invertebrate habitat 
quality potential’ and cannot substitute for species- based assessment. 

2.6.6 Where sufficient species data is available a far more sophisticated analysis of 
habitat-based Species Assemblages can be performed using the ‘Invertebrate 
Species: habitat Information System (ISIS). ISIS is under development by Natural 
England as a software-based method of analysing and classifying invertebrate 
faunas in terms of species-associations and fidelity to specified habitats. These 
associations are utilised to define a series of invertebrate species assemblages 
(Drake et al., 2007). ISIS therefore performs a roughly equivalent role to the National 
Vegetation Classification system (NVC). 

2.6.7 Some key considerations which should be kept in mind when prioritising, managing 
and creating invertebrate habitats are outlined in Appendix 1. 

2.6.8 The methodology follows Dobson (2014).  

2.6.9 The following nine meso-habitats were assessed in the field through visual 
inspection of each compartment: 

Table 4: List of Invertebrate Habitat Element Assessed by P1B 

1 Decaying Timber 6 Still Air Habitats 

2 Rotational Management 7 Connectivity 

3 Spring & Autumn Pollen & Nectar Sources 8 Ecoclines 

4 Botanically Poor Wetland Features 9 Bare Earth 

5 Structural Patchwork 10 Surveyor-defined habitat (optional) 

 

2.6.10 Each element was scored for each compartment.  Note that both qualitative and 
quantitative aspects of each habitat are considered in scoring. 

 

Table 5: The Scoring System utilised in P1B 

Score Descriptor Score 

Habitat could not be reliably assessed (e.g. lack of access or seasonality) K (Unknown) 

Habitat element insignificant or does not meet qualifying criteria 0 (Zero) 

Minor qualifying habitat element present 1 (Minor) 

A moderate amount of qualifying habitat component present, or more extensive habitat 
of uncertain quality.  Or; very limited areas which are observed- or thought likely to be in 
usage. 

2 (Moderate) 

Good quality habitat is present which is observed - or thought likely to support a diverse 
assemblage of associated invertebrates.  This habitat may be localised (in which case a 

3 (Major) 
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Target Note should be added, in addition to scoring) or dispersed.  The habitat may be 
relatively small or extensive. 

 

2.6.11 Note that habitat elements scoring 3 (Major) are defined as being of Good quality. It 
is assumed that the highest quality examples occurring nationally have been 
recognised, that many of these occur on designated sites, and that they have been 
targeted or actioned for appropriate survey and management. Although this survey 
protocol (P1B) discriminates the better quality invertebrate habitats occurring in 
many kinds of green and open spaces, this protocol is unsuitable for the 
comparative assessment of habitat elements which may be of nationally importance: 
such sites should always be assessed through species-based surveys.  

2.6.12 The current survey was carried out primarily to inform site management. Habitat 
elements were therefore assessed in terms of their local importance at the Common. 
That is in addition to highlighting features of possible regional (Greater London) 
significance, where identified. 

2.6.13 The protocol as set-out enables non-specialists to assess specified habitats 
elements based on a simple scoring system, and the outcomes of the survey are 
expressed as these scores. In this instance however, in view of the surveyor’s 
experience of invertebrate habitats, the basic scores are supplemented with 
comments and preliminary recommendations which significantly extend the scope of 
the standard survey. 

 

The following 13 compartments were assessed using P1B. 

Compartment Area OS Grid (centroid) 

10021/01 8.71 TQ 28793 71655 

10021/02 1.71 TQ 28843 71815 

10022/01 7.5 TQ 29568 72061 

10022/02 4.92 TQ 29386 72995 

10022/03 3.67 TQ 29397 72031 

10022/04 15.21 TQ 29174 72123 

10022/05 2.07 TQ 29118 72096 

10022/06 1.53 TQ 28998 72337 

10022/07 2.71 TQ 29256 72378 

10022/08 3.76 TQ 29211 72580 

10022/09 15.29 TQ 28758 72119 

10022/10 9.95 TQ 29337 72661 

10624/01 1.73 TQ 28913 71715 

 

Limitations 

2.6.14 The results of the Assessment of Invertebrate Habitat Potential survey provide a 
preliminary estimate of the potential value for invertebrates of each survey 
compartment, and highlights selected key invertebrate habitat features. This survey 
does not assess the actual value for invertebrates, the assessment of which is 
entirely dependent on data obtained through species surveys. 
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2.6.15 The P1B survey scores are augmented in this report with the surveyor’s comments 
and preliminary recommendations. In this ‘Phase I’ type survey these 
comments/recommendations are of necessity selective and no detailed invertebrate 
habitat audit was carried out. 

2.6.16 In view of the managed environment, it was not possible to make a reasonable 
estimate of the seasonal (early- and late year) availability of pollen and nectar. This 
field has therefore been scored ‘K’ (unknown) throughout. See Discussion and 
General Recommendations.  

2.6.17 Many of the issues discussed involve areas of the site rather than specific point 
features. The use of Target Notes has there been utilised to indicate point features, 
which are few in number. 

2.7 Invertebrate Surveys 

 

Survey Parcels 

2.7.1 The survey parcels for insects include seven areas which have been previously 
designated as acid grassland and one parcel of woodland and scrub adjacent to the 
pond (see figure 3 below). Each of these parcels were subject to investigation for the 
targeted insect groups. In addition the lake was sampled for Odonata larvae. Pitfall 
traps locations for insects are shown in figure 4 below. 

2.7.2 Spiders were also surveyed in these areas. Pitfall traps for spiders were also located 
in a number of additional locations across the common to add value to the survey. 
These are located in figure 5 below. 

2.8 Coleoptera  Survey. 

2.8.1 The baseline survey of Coleoptera (beetles) was carried out in acid grassland 
habitats, and in roughland and woodland around the lake at Tooting Common 

2.8.2 Areas specified for survey: The areas of acid grassland for survey were specified in 
the light of soil analysis and are delineated in figure 3. The survey area including 
woodland and roughland around the main pond was as specified by the client. 

2.8.3 Field methods: The Coleoptera survey was carried out on site using a range of 
collection methods: 

2.8.4 Active collecting: The surveyor carried out sweeping of grassland and scrub using a 
hand net. In addition beetles were dislodged from scrub and trees using a stick and 
collected in a beating tray. Individual beetles were also collected from various 
substrates using a pooter. 

2.8.5 Beetles collected through sweeping in the course of the spider survey were also 
retained for identification. 

2.8.6 Passive collecting: The surveyor installed 20 pitfall traps in the areas of acid 
grassland and in the specified area around the main pond. These traps were 
charged with 5% acetic acid. Suspended covers were installed to prevent ingress by 
small mammals etc. and to prevent the traps flooding in the event of significant 
rainfall. In order to aid their subsequent location by the surveyor, each numbered 
trap was photographed, and its position recorded using a hand-held GPS unit. 

2.8.7 In addition, and supplementary to the procedures specified in the proposal (Salix 
Ecology, 2014), beetles were also collected from pitfall traps installed in the course 
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of the concurrent survey of spiders. The methodology used for those traps is set out 
in the report on that survey.  

2.8.8 The locations of both sets of pitfalls in the targeted areas are shown in figure 4. 

2.8.9 Processing of specimens: Specimens obtained from pitfall traps were transferred 
into labelled vials and preserved in 70% Iso-propanol (IPA). Beetles which were 
obtained through active collecting (sweeping and beating etc.) were killed using 
ethyl acetate and preserved either in alcohol or pinned. 

2.8.10 Identification of specimens: Supplementary to the procedures specified in the 
proposal (Salix Ecology, 2014) beetle specimens were passed for identification to 
Normal F. Heal, a very experienced coleoptera specialist whose identification skills 
the spider surveyor, Edward Milner has called upon frequently in the past. 

2.8.11 Historic Records: A small number of historic records of Coleoptera from the 
Common held by Wandsworth Council are also considered here. The cut-off date for 
historic records to be considered in reports on the baseline invertebrate survey of 
Tooting Common 2015 is set by the surveyor as 1980; earlier records are generally 
considered to be of doubtful relevance to the present day. 

 

Survey schedule:  

The survey schedule for the Baseline Coleoptera Survey, 2015 is set out in Table 6.  

Table 6: Survey schedule for the Baseline Coleoptera Survey, 2015. 

Date Areas Surveyed 

11/06/15 Acid Grassland Areas 2 (compartment 10021/02) and 10 (comps. 10022/04 & 03). 

23/06/15 Roughland and woodland around the main pond (comp. 10022/05). 

25/06/15 Acid Grassland Area 2 (comp. 10021/02) and 8 (comp. 10022/04). 

The pitfall traps for Coleoptera surveys were installed on 3/6/15 (1-16) and 11/6/15 (17-20) and were 
removed on 23/6/15. 
The pitfall traps for spider survey were installed on 18/1/15 and after periodic emptying, removed on 
17/5/15  

 

Limitations of Survey 

Spatial and Temporal Delineation of Survey 

2.8.12 Seasonality & Survey Effort: The fieldwork (active collecting) for the baseline 
Coleoptera survey was carried out over a period of a fortnight in June 2015, totalling 
one day’s fieldwork. The sampling was therefore limited to species that were active 
as adult insects during that period, and the sampling efficiency was limited by the 
allocated time on site. This was mitigated significantly however through the use of 
pitfall traps over a more extended period. 

2.8.13 Spatial and Habitat Coverage: The survey area was restricted by specification to 
three relatively small areas of acid grassland and to the area of woodland and 
roughland around the main pond. Therefore many habitats present at the common 
were not sampled directly in the course of the survey. Beetles are of course active 
insects, and not every individual obtained from a particular habitat would be 
expected to be native to that habitat. 
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2.9 Hymenoptera Survey.  

2.9.1 The baseline survey of Aculeate Hymenoptera was carried out in acid grassland 
habitats, and in roughland and woodland around the lake at Tooting Common.  

2.9.2 Aculeate Hymenoptera are those in which in evolutionary terms the ovipositor has 
been modified into a sting (although many aculeates cannot sting as alternative 
modifications have occurred). Thus the target group includes the solitary and social 
bees and wasps, and ants, but excludes other members of the Hymenoptera such 
as sawflies and ‘parasitica’ such as ichneumon wasps. 

2.9.3 The Hymenoptera survey was conducted in June 2015, concurrently with other 
invertebrate surveys of the site. The one day allocated for field survey of 
Hymenoptera was divided between three site visits, and the schedule of fieldwork is 
set out in Table 7. 

 

Table 7: Recording Schedule for the Baseline Hymenoptera Survey, June 2015 

Date Areas Surveyed 

11/06/15 Acid Grassland Areas 2 (compartment 10021/02) and 10 (comps. 10022/04 & 03). 

23/06/15 Roughland and woodland around the main pond (comp. 10022/05). 

25/06/15 Acid Grassland Area 2 (comp. 10021/02) and 8 (comp. 10022/04). 

Pitfall traps were installed on 3/6/15 (1-16) and 11/6/15 (17-20) and were removed on 23/6/15 

2.9.4 The areas of acid grassland were specified in the light of soil analysis and are 
delineated in figure 3. 

2.9.5 Hymenoptera were surveyed using a combination of sweeping using a hand-net (in 
grassland and scrub habitats) and visual searching (e.g. bees visiting flowers, or at 
bee nesting sites on the ground). In addition, the surveyor was concurrently running 
20 pitfall traps in the same areas as part of the baseline Coleoptera survey of the 
Common, and the contents of these traps were examined for ants.  

2.9.6 Captured Hymenoptera were killed using ethyl acetate and preserved either by 
freezing or pinned. These specimens were subsequently examined using a Bausch 
& Lomb zoom stereomicroscope or a Leitz binocular microscope. Illumination of 
specimens was achieved using either an LED ring-light or a Schott fibre optic light 
source.  

2.9.7 Specimens were identified using a variety of sources including keys by Else (2001) 
(bees), and Richards (1980) (wasps) (See References and Bibliography). 
Nomenclature follows Broad (2012). 

2.9.8 A small number of historic records of Hymenoptera from the Common held by 
Wandsworth Council are also considered here. The cut-off date for historic records 
to be considered in reports on the baseline invertebrate survey of Tooting Common 
2015 is set by the surveyor as 1980; earlier records are generally considered to be 
of doubtful relevance to the present day. The surveyor is not however aware of any 
pre-1980 records of Hymenoptera from the site. 

2.9.9 The resulting species records were entered into a spreadsheet (.xlsx) of invertebrate 
records from Tooting Common. 
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Limitations of Survey 

2.9.10 Excluded material. Due to the limited time allocation for identifying specimens, not 
every individual from the large samples of ants obtained from the pitfall traps was 
examined in detail. Species identification was carried out on representative samples. 

2.9.11 For similar reasons a few specimens belonging to the large and critical (=particularly 
time-consuming) bee genera Andrena and Lasioglossum were set-aside without 
identification to species. 

2.9.12 One record of a Nomad Bee (Nomada sp., Apidae) is excluded from this report 
pending examination of the (potentially important) specimen by a referee. That 
should take place later in 2015, after which the surveyor will communicate the record 
to Wandsworth Council. 

2.9.13 Identification Keys. The applicable keys for the identification of many bee genera are 
draft keys developed by George Else in respect of his forthcoming handbook of 
British bees to be published by The Ray Society.  These draft keys were circulated 
to hymenoptera recorders for testing from 2001 onwards. As early and incompletely 
illustrated drafts they inevitably include some errors, which could potentially be 
reflected in identifications made using them. In view of that the surveyor has made 
extensive use of additional resources (e.g. online) in order to minimise the risk of 
misidentifications. 

2.9.14 Seasonality & Survey Effort: The baseline hymenoptera survey was carried out over 
a period of a fortnight in June 2015, totalling one day’s fieldwork. The sampling was 
therefore limited to species that were on the wing during that period, and the 
sampling efficiency was limited by the allocated time on site. 

 

2.10 Odonata Survey.  

2.10.1 Odonata larvae occurring in the lake at Tooting Common were surveyed. A transect-
based monitoring protocol for Odonata adults at the site was also proposed. 

2.10.2 The Odonata survey was conducted in the spring and-early summer of 2015. The 
peak flight period of many species of Odonata is summer to autumn. In view of the 
seasonality, the survey was focussed primarily on sampling and identifying aquatic 
Odonata larvae. In addition Odonata adults were searched for in the field in during 
sampling of other Orders in specified areas of the site, namely acid grassland 
habitats (acid grassland areas 2, 8 and 10; see figure 3) and the woodland and 
roughland surrounding the main pond (Compartment 10022/05). 

2.10.3 In addition to sampling the main pond, larval records were obtained from two of the 
three ponds to the south-west of the Common.  

2.10.4 Alan Wilkinson, a volunteer at the Common independently submitted records of 
Odonata adults to the Council during the same period, and these are included with 
his permission in the survey data presented here. 

2.10.5 Pond sampling was carried out on 21 May 2015. The pond bed was potentially 
hazardous and the surveyor was working alone; sampling was therefore carried out 
from the pond bank using a pond net with an extendable handle. 

2.10.6 Biosecurity. All sampling equipment and footwear was treated before and after the 
survey with an antimicrobial agent of known efficacy against Ranavirus and 
Chytridiomycosis (Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis), both of which are serious 
transmissible infections of amphibians. In addition, the surveyor was free of any 
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open cuts, and made frequent use of antibacterial hand cream in the course of the 
survey in order to minimise the risk of waterborne infection. 

2.10.7 Sampling was carried out at five locations around the perimeter of the pond (Table 
7, figure 7).  

 

Table 7: Locations of the five bankside sampling points at the pond in 10022/05 
(figure 7), and locations of the small ponds in 10022/09. 

Sampling Point No. Grid Reference 

1 TQ 2906 7207 

2 TQ 2912 7204 

3 TQ 2913 7212 

4 TQ 2908 7216 

5 TQ 2905 7212 

Pond SW of 10022/09 (South pond) TQ 2859 7203 

Pond SW of 10022/09 (Central pond) TQ 2861 1204 

Accuracy of grid references is typically 3-5m. 

2.10.8 Wandsworth Council held no pre-2015 records of Odonata from the site and the 
object of the baseline survey was species audit rather than monitoring. As a result, 
in each location sampling was carried out ad lib. (not timed or otherwise 
standardised) with the aim of maximising sampling from a range of meso-habitats, 
which are listed in Table 8. In order to sample substrate-living species of Odonata 
larvae (meso-habitats 2-4) the pond bed was disturbed using the pond net. 

 

Table 8: List of Meso-habitats sampled at the main pond (10022/05). 

1. Open water 5. Around semi-submerged detached tree braches 

2. Leaf litter on pond bed 6. Submerged zone of sub-vertical stretches of pond bank 

3. Silt on pond bed 7. Among the bases of tall emergent vegetation 

4. Gravel on pond bed  

2.10.9 In addition to surveying the main pond as specified, it was decided on site to take 
samples from two of the three ponds situated to the south-west of compartment 
10022/09 (the ‘Froglife‘ ponds). This was in order to obtain preliminary data from 
these additional components of the Common’s wetland habitats. 

2.10.10 Each of the seven samples comprised approximately 4 litres of material, which were 
taken from the site for subsequent examination. Samples were screened through 
graded sieves, and fine gravel and silt discarded following inspection. The retained 
material was transferred in aliquots to white plastic trays which were viewed under 
good light and examined systematically using an illuminated head magnifier. 

2.10.11 Macro-invertebrates extracted from the samples were killed using ethyl acetate and 
either preserved in 70% Iso-propyl alcohol (IPA) or pinned. Specimens of soft-
bodied taxa (e.g. Oligochaetes, leeches and flatworms) were not retained. The 
target group of this survey was Odonata, and other macro-invertebrates were 
therefore identified and recorded only to their higher taxa (e.g. Order).  

2.10.12 Specimens of Odonata larvae preserved in IPA were examined using a Bausch & 
Lomb zoom stereomicroscope or a Leitz binocular microscope. Illumination of 
specimens was achieved using either an LED ring-light or a Schott fibre optic light 
source.  

2.10.13 Larvae were identified to species using Brooks & Cham (2014) supplemented with 
Smallshire & Swash (2004), Cham (2007) and Cham (2009). 

2.10.14 Voucher specimens will be retained for a minimum of one year (until 30 June 2016). 
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2.10.15 The resulting species records were entered into to a spreadsheet (.xlsx) of 
invertebrate records from Tooting Common. 

 

Limitations of Survey 

2.10.16 Seasonality: The primary aim of the survey was to record Odonata larvae. Although 
adult insects would have been recorded in any area of the site where they were 
observed (in addition to the acid grassland and the main pond and its surrounds) 
very few were seen due to the seasonality of occurrence of adults (mid-summer to 
autumn). 

2.10.17 Sampling intensity (A): Due to the restricted sampling (5 samples) and the large size 
of the pond, the absence of Odonata larvae from the samples from the main pond 
cannot be taken to indicate their absence from the pond. It is thought likely that 
Odonata breed in this pond, but possibly at a relatively low population density. 

2.10.18  Sampling intensity (B): The unprogrammed sampling carried out on the small 
‘Froglife’ ponds was insufficient for a species audit, and it is considered likely that 
additional species of Odonata will be found to be breeding in these ponds. 

 

2.11 Orthoptera Survey 

2.11.1 A survey of Orthoptera (Grasshoppers and Crickets) was carried out in acid 
grassland habitats and in roughland and woodland around the main pond at Tooting 
Common. 

 

2.11.2 The Orthoptera survey was conducted in June 2015, concurrently with the survey of 
butterflies and day-flying moths. The schedule of fieldwork is set out in Table 9. 

 

Table 9: Recording Schedule for the Baseline Orthoptera Survey, June 2015 

Date Areas Surveyed 

11/06/15 Acid Grassland Areas 2 (compartment 10021/02) and 10 (comps. 10022/04 & 03). 

23/06/15 Acid Grassland Areas 2 (comp. 10021/02) and 10 (comps. 10022/04 & 03).  
Roughland and woodland around the main pond (comp. 10022/05). 

25/06/15 Acid Grassland Area 8 (comp. 10022/04). 

2.11.3 The areas of acid grassland were specified in the light of soil analysis and are 
delineated in figure 3. 

2.11.4 Orthoptera were surveyed using a combination of sweeping (grassland and scrub), 
and beating (scrub and trees) as well as visual searching and listening for 
Orthoptera calls. In addition, apparently suitable habitats in the riparian zone in 
compartment 10022/05 were swept and searched for groundhoppers (Tetrigidae). 
Although in a separate Order, the native British cockroaches  (Dictyoptera) are 
frequently lumped with Orthoptera for recording purposes. Native cockroaches are 
the conservation-worthy country-cousins of the non-native pest species found in 
buildings, and are not associated with any health-risks. Acid grassland habitats such 
as the sunward margins of gorse and other low scrub were therefore inspected for 
these species in the course of the survey. 

2.11.5 Where Orthoptera nymphs were located in the field, specimens of those in later 
instars were retained, where they were present. Specimens of early instar nymphs 
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(typically c.8mm or less in length) were not retained due to the low reliability of even 
provisional identification of these stages. 

2.11.6 Captured Orthoptera were killed using ethyl acetate and either preserved by freezing 
or pinned. These specimens were subsequently examined using a Bausch & Lomb 
zoom stereomicroscope or a Leitz binocular microscope. Illumination of specimens 
was achieved using either an LED ring-light or a Schott fibre optic light source.  

2.11.7 Specimens were identified using Evans & Edmondson (2007) and Marshall & Haes 
(1988). Nomenclature follows the checklist appearing on the Orthoptera and Allied 
Orders Recording Scheme website (See References). 

2.11.8 A small number of historic records of Orthoptera at the Common held by 
Wandsworth Council, or extracted from Baldock (1999) are also considered here. 

2.11.9 The resulting species records were entered into a spreadsheet (.xlsx) of invertebrate 
records from Tooting Common. 

 

Limitations of Survey 

2.11.10 Seasonality: Orthoptera develop in the same habitats as the adults through a series 
of nymphal stage (instars), which have the general appearance of miniature versions 
of the adult. Days after they reach their final instar they attain sexual maturity and 
commence singing (e.g. stridulation). Published identification keys (Evans & 
Edmondson (2007); Marshall & Haes (1988)) utilise anatomical characters present 
in the final, adult instar and therefore earlier instars cannot in general be reliably 
identified. The adult instar is generally attained in mid-summer, and specimens 
collected earlier in the year are nymphs in which the characters present in the 
mature adult are absent or partially developed. This presents particular difficulties in 
reliably identifying specimens in the grasshoppers (Acrididae), and while the same 
difficulties occur they may be less acute in the bush-crickets (Tettigoniidae). 
Groundhoppers (Tetrigidae) can however occur as adults throughout much of the 
year. 

2.11.11 This limitation of the survey was anticipated by the surveyor at an early stage, and 
was communicated in the project Proposal (Salix Ecology, October 2014), which is 
quoted here: 

 

 “8.11.1 Orthoptera (grasshoppers & crickets etc.) generally appear as adults in mid 
to late summer. Many species, particularly grasshoppers, cannot be accurately 
identified to species in their earlier instars. The schedule for the proposed survey at 
Tooting Common does not allow Orthoptera survey to take place at the appropriate 
time of year as comparatively few species are likely to be present as adults during 
the period of the proposed entomological fieldwork (June 2015).” 

2.11.12 Diurnal Activity: Some species of bush-cricket are more-or less crepuscular and 
stridulation and drumming is more likely to be heard in the evening. No evening 
fieldwork was carried out, although due to the issue of seasonality, this is thought 
unlikely to have materially affected the species audit. 
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2.12 Lepidoptera survey 

2.12.1 A survey of Lepidoptera (Butterflies and Day-flying Moths) was carried out in acid 
grassland habitats and in roughland and woodland around the main pond at Tooting 
Common. 

 

2.12.2 The survey of butterflies and day-flying moths was conducted in June 2015, 
concurrently with the survey of Orthoptera. The schedule of fieldwork is set out in 
Table 10. 

 

Table 10: Recording Schedule for the Baseline Lepidoptera Survey, May-June 2015. 

Date Areas Surveyed 

17/05/2015 General surveillance in the course of other surveys. 

21/05/2015 General surveillance in the course of other surveys. 

03/06/2015 General surveillance in the course of other surveys. 

11/06/2015 
Acid Grassland Areas 2 and 10 (compartments 10021/02 and 10022/04) 
plus general surveillance. 

23/06/2015 
Roughland and woodland around the main pond (comp. 10022/05) plus 
general surveillance. 

25/06/2015 Acid Grassland Areas 8 (compartment 10022/04) plus general surveillance. 

2.12.3 The areas of acid grassland were specified in the light of soil analysis and are 
delineated in figure 3. 

2.12.4 Lepidoptera were surveyed using a combination of hand-netting, sweeping and 
visual surveillance. In those instances where closer examination in the field or under 
the microscope was required, individuals were captured using a hand-net.  

2.12.5 Butterflies were identified in the field using the surveyor’s knowledge and 
experience. Moths which required microscopic examination were killed using ethyl 
acetate and preserved as pinned specimens. These specimens were subsequently 
examined using a Bausch & Lomb zoom stereomicroscope or a Leitz binocular 
microscope. Illumination of specimens was achieved using either an LED ring-light 
or a Schott fibre optic light source.  

2.12.6 Specimens were identified using Newland et al. (2003), Sterling et al. (2012) and 
Goater (1986). Day-flying moths are generally defined here as those species 
included in Newland et al. (2013), although with exceptions as that work is neither 
comprehensive nor exclusive. Nomenclature follows Aggasiz et al. (2015), with the 
exception that the terms ‘butterfly’ or ‘moth’ have been appended to vernacular 
names in the accompanying species records spreadsheet in order to enable 
sorting/filtering by those categories. 

2.12.7 Concurrently with this survey, a weekly butterfly transect at Tooting Common (figure 
6) was carried out by Alan Wilkinson, a volunteer at the site. Resultant data for the 
acid grassland areas and for habitat around the main pond is included in this report 
with his permission (Wilkinson, 2015). 

2.12.8 A small number of historic records of Lepidoptera at the Common held by 
Wandsworth Council or extracted from the GIGL database were also considered 
during the development of this report. 

2.12.9 Voucher specimens will be retained for a minimum of one year (until 30 June 2016). 
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2.12.10 The resulting species records were entered into a spreadsheet (.xlsx) of invertebrate 
records from Tooting Common. 

 

Limitations of Survey 

2.12.11 It appeared to the surveyor and to lepidopterists he has subsequently spoken with 
that the period spring-early summer of 2015 was general very poor for Lepidoptera. 

 

2.13 Arachnid Survey 

2.13.1 The pitfall-trapping for spiders has been based on the standard procedure described 
by Milner (1987) involving trios of standard polystyrene cups within a circle 1m in 
radius. A small amount of commercial anti-freeze together with a commercial 
detergent are used as wetting and preserving agents. Small squares of stiff plastic 
garden netting are used to prevent as far as possible leaves and small mammals 
getting into the traps. (No small mammals did get into any of the traps). The 
nineteen trap-trios were emptied on a monthly basis from mid February to late June 
giving a total of five samples of approximately four weeks each. 

2.13.2 The trap-sites were chosen on the basis of observation of the site during early visits 
concentrating on evident acid grassland sites, but including other potential acid 
grassland sites and adding one or two woodland sites to get some initial indication of 
the possibility that other habitats could be of conservation value. Damp areas were 
ignored at this stage (but see recommendations for further study). Figure 5 below 
shows the trap sites in relation to the numbered sectors.  

2.13.3 The monthly field samples from each trio were collected in the field, washed and 
sorted in the laboratory and all spiders and beetles preserved in alcohol for 
identification.   Other techniques consisted of some limited searching and sorting of 
vegetation and leaf-litter, and also regular sweepnetting in dry weather. This 
technique is difficult to standardise and is of more qualitative than quantitative 
interest. However many web-spinning spiders are rarely found at ground level and 
sweepnetting is one of the more productive techniques for above-ground sampling 
(another is vacuum-sampling). The results depend on several variables including the 
weather, and the structure and nature of the vegetation.  

2.13.4 From April to June (and when the weather was dry) intensive sweepnetting was 
attempted on most accessible bushes, scrub and lower tree branches, concentrating 
particularly on the various gorse patches and blackthorn bushes on the Common. 

 

2.14 Analysis of Invertebrate Species Data 

2.14.1 The Invertebrate Species-habitat Information System (ISIS) was used to carry out an 
analysis of invertebrate species records 

2.14.2 Digitised data was analysed using ISIS 2010. ISIS is spreadsheet-based analysis 
tool which was developed by Natural England as an aid to assessing the status of 
habitat-based invertebrate communities, and to contribute to Condition Assessment 
of SSSIs (Drake, et al, 2007) carried out in the course of Common Standards 
Monitoring (CSM). Appendix 9 provides additional background information on ISIS. 

2.14.3 Species data was prepared for ISIS analysis by creating a spreadsheet comprising a 
single column list of the scientific names of recorded invertebrates. The following 
invertebrate records were included in the list: 
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1. Records of Coleoptera (beetle), Araneae (spiders), Lepidoptera (butterflies 
and day-flying moths), Aculeate Hymenoptera (bees, wasps and ants), 
Odonata (dragonflies and damselflies) and Orthoptera (grasshoppers and 
crickets): These records were obtained in the course of the 2015 baseline 
survey, from targeted areas of acid grassland and from woodland and 
roughland around the main pond (figure 3). 

2. Records of Odonata larvae from ponds at the Common, obtained in the 
course of the 2015 baseline survey. 

3. Records of butterflies, and of dragonflies & damselflies which were obtained 
by Alan Wilkinson, a local volunteer carrying out a regular butterfly transect at 
the Common in 2015. Those records are included in this report with his 
permission.  

4. A small number of historic records held by Wandsworth Council. For the 
purpose of this report and analysis, pre-1980 records were excluded as they 
would require updating in order to confirm the current presence of those 
species at the site. 

2.14.4 Combining the records listed under 1-4 (above) resulted in a total of 319 unique 
species names, of which 281 were recognised by the ISIS software (see Limitations 
of Survey). 

 

Limitations of Data and Analysis 

2.14.5 The data on which this analysis is based is very largely derived from selective 
surveys of particular habitat types and of limited areas of the Common. Analysis of 
that data cannot therefore yield information on the statuses of invertebrate/habitat 
communities at the Common as a whole. 

2.14.6 The ISIS software utilises species statuses (Nationally Notable, Red Data Book etc.) 
which pre-date the adoption of revised IUCN (International Union for Conservation of 
Nature and Natural Resources) guidelines (IUCN, 1994) by JNCC in 1995. These 
superseded categories are utilised by the software as one parameter for ranking the 
importance of assemblages types derived from analysis of species records. As a 
result the software can potentially generate misleading rarity scores. 

2.14.7 It should be kept in mind that ISIS is under development by Natural England, that 
the latest version (ISIS 2010) is a work in progress, and it is incompletely developed 
in a variety of ways. For instance the ascribing of species to particular BATs and 
SATs (see Appendix 9) is significantly more robust with some Assemblage Types 
than with others. In addition, the species dictionary utilised by ISIS was last updated 
in 2008, with the result that an unknown number of species names in that dictionary 
are not compliant with current taxonomy; as a result a number of current names are 
not recognised by the software, and are therefore excluded from analysis. In 
addition the species dictionary is incomplete and does not include all known British 
species of invertebrate (see Appendix 9). 

2.14.8 Where ISIS is utilised for Common Standards Monitoring (a comparative metric 
utilised primarily in the condition assessment of SSSIs) it is important that species 
data is acquired through standardised survey methods (Drake et al., 2007). Due to 
the selective habitat sampling carried out during the baseline survey in 2015, and 
the limited seasonality of the field survey effort, that condition was not met. As a 
result ISIS analysis cannot legitimately be carried beyond the first level i.e. number 
of species associated with each assemblage type. Rarity scores applied to 
assemblages should therefore be regarded as first approximations. 
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2.15 Target notes 

2.15.1 Quality indicators and the location of issues affecting the nature conservation value 
of the site were target noted with a 10 figure grid reference. The location of the 
following species will also be target noted:  

 

 Species protected under Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended). 

 Species of European Community importance. 

 Nationally rare species (Nationally Notable Invertebrates as defined by JNCC). 

 Nationally scarce species. 

 Red data book species. 

 Species of Principal Importance in England. These species were identified as 
requiring action in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP) and continue to be 
regarded as conservation priorities in the subsequent UK Post-2010 Biodiversity 
Framework (Defra 2012). 

 Notable species for the Greater London area. For vascular plants ‘notable’ is 
defined as species which were recorded from 15% or fewer of the 400 two-
kilometre recording squares (tetrads) in Greater London in the Flora of the 
London Area (Burton 1983). Notable spiders for the Greater London area may be 
defined as species recorded at fewer than 10 sites.  

 Non-native invasive species listed under schedule 9 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  

 Species listed by the London Invasive Species Initiative (LISI) as species of 
concern in London (London Invasive Species Initiative, 2013).  

2.15.2 In accordance with best recording practice, each target note for a species included 
the name of surveyor, determiner (if relevant), scientific name, grid reference and 
date. 

2.16 Nomenclature 

2.16.1 Scientific names follow Stace (2010) for vascular plants. Names follow Duff (2012) 
for beetles, Merrett et al. (2014) for spiders and national checklists for other insects. 

2.17 Mapping 

2.2 The QGIS GIS system was used to create all maps. Digitisation was over OS 
Mastermap and aerial photography to ensure accuracy. 

2.3 Standard JNCC colour coding and habitat codes following phase one methodology 
was used for habitats which be mapped to a resolution of at least 0.1ha. Boundaries 
of vegetation stands will be produced as polygons. Where there are two adjacent 
polygons, common boundaries will be snapped together exactly so that each 
boundary has a common node.  
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Figure 1: Tooting Common showing survey compartments 
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Figure 2: Map to show soil sample areas 
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Figure 3: Areas of acid grassland, roughland and woodland around pond surveyed for 

Aculeate Hymenoptera, Coleoptera, Orthoptera, Butterflies and day-flying moths 
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Figure 4: Insect pitfall trap locations  
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Figure 5: Spider survey pitfall traps 
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Figure 6: Numbered stages of the butterfly transect carried out in 2015 by Alan 

Wilkinson 
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Figure 7: Locations of the five Sampling Points for Odonata larvae at the main pond  
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3.0 Results 

3.1 Desk study 

 

Sites 

3.1.1 A number of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCS) were reported 
within the area of search. The most significant of these sites is Streatham Common 
and The Rookery, approximately 1km to the south-east of Tooting Common. The 
site supports acid grassland, secondary woodland, ponds, semi-improved neutral 
grassland, scrub and acid grassland.  

3.1.2 Railway line sides close to and bisecting the common are also particularly important 
as these may provide important wildlife corridors. They typically support bracken, 
roughland, scattered trees, scrub, woodland and semi-improved grassland. 

 

Habitats 

3.1.3 The following habitats were recorded in the 1999 phase one habitat survey of 
Tooting Common. Priority habitats are listed as Habitats of Principle Importance for 
Biodiversity in Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
(NERC) Act (2006). These are all the habitats in England that were identified as 
requiring action in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP) and continue to be 
regarded as conservation priorities in the subsequent UK Post-2010 Biodiversity 
Framework. London BAP habitats are those which have a regional Action Plan for 
their conservation. 

 

Table 11: Habitats recorded at Tooting Common 

Habitat Area (ha) Status 

Acid grassland 4.41 London BAP 
NERC Act 
Section 41 

Amenity grassland Not recorded  

Dense / continuous scrub 2.53  

Dense / continuous scrub and non-native broad-
leaved woodland 

0.37  

Mixed native / non-native broad-leaved woodland 1.08  

Native broad-leaved woodland 17.05 London BAP 
NERC Act 
Section 41 

Neutral grassland (semi-improved) 23.30  

Non-native broad-leaved woodland 3.78  

Standing water 2.07 London BAP 
NERC Act 
Section 41 

Wet marginal vegetation 0.21 NERC Act 
Section 41 (only 
lowland fens) 

 
London BAP – London Biodiversity Action Plan Habitats 
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NERC Act Section 41– Habitats of Principal Importance for the purpose of 
conserving biodiversity 

3.1.4 Thekey Section 41 habitats occuring at Tooting Common are native broadleaved 
woodland, standing water (ponds) and acid grassland. In London there are an 
estimated 1,200 hectares of acid grassland in London, of which almost half is in the 
London borough of Richmond upon Thames (Mayor of London, 2002). The wet 
marginal vegetation may be of high value if found to be particularly species rich. 

3.1.5 The extent and condition of each of these habitats were recorded as part of the 2015 
survey. Measures to extend or restore these habitats will also be considered. Soil 
samples were taken to establish the potential for habitat creation/restoration in areas 
of degraded semi-improved and amenity grassland. 

 

Vascular Plants 

3.1.6 The following is a list of plants which have been recorded at Tooting Common and 
which fall into one of the following categories: 

 

 Species listed in Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

Generally these plants receive legal protection from intentional picking, uprooting or 

destruction, selling, offering for sale, possessing or transporting for the purpose of 

sale (live or dead, part or derivative), advertising (any of these) for buying or selling.  

 

 Species which are listed in section 41 (S41) of the Natural Environment and Rural 

Communities (NERC) Act (2006). These are species of Principal Importance for the 

purpose of conserving biodiversity, formerly known as UK Biodiversity Action Plan 

(BAP) Priority Species. Species of principal importance are the species found in 

England which were identified as requiring action under the UK BAP and which 

continue to be regarded as conservation priorities under the UK Post-2010 

Biodiversity Framework. The section 41 list is used to guide decision-makers such as 

public bodies, including local and regional authorities, in implementing their duty 

under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act  2006, to 

have regard to the conservation of biodiversity in England, when carrying out their 

normal functions. 

 

 Red Data book species. These are species which are critically endangered, 

endangered, vulnerable, near threatened, extinct in the wild or regionally extinct 

(Stroh et al, 2014). 

 

 London notable species. Notable is defined as species which were recorded from 

15% or fewer of the 400 two-kilometre recording squares (tetrads) in Greater London 

in the Flora of the London Area (Burton 1983). 

 

 London Species of Conservation Concern. The London Biodiversity Partnership has 

listed species of conservation interest occurring in London. 

 

 Non-native invasive species listed by the London Invasive Species Initiative. 
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 Species listed on Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

It is illegal to plant or otherwise cause to grow in the wild any plant listed in Schedule 

9 to the Act. The Schedule 9 list of animal and plant species has been amended by 

the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (Variation of Schedule 9)(England and Wales) 

Order 2010. 

Table 12: Plant species of interest recorded within Tooting Common 

Latin name common name status  

Aira praecox Early Hair-grass London notable 

Carex riparia Greater Pond-sedge 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Centaurea cyanus Cornflower 
NERC Act Section 41 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Chamaemelum nobile Chamomile 

NERC Act Section 41 
London BAP 
RDB.VU 
LSOCC 

Echium vulgare Viper's-bugloss 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Geranium pratense Meadow Crane's-bill 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Helleborus foetidus Stinking Hellebore London notable 

Hyacinthoides hispanica Spanish Bluebell LISI 4 

Hyacinthoides non-scripta Bluebell 
London BAP 
WCA8 
LSOCC 

Lactuca saligna Least Lettuce 

NERC Act Section 41 
WCA8 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Leontodon saxatilis Lesser  hawkbit London notable 

Lythrum salicaria Purple-loosestrife  London notable 

Narcissus 
pseudonarcissus 

Daffodil 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Odontites vernus Red Bartsia London notable 

Parthenocissus 
quinquefolia 

Virginia-creeper  Schedule 9 

Pentaglottis sempervirens Green Alkanet LISI 6 

Plantago coronopus Buck's-horn Plantain London notable 

Populus tremula Aspen  London notable 

Quercus cerris Turkey Oak LISI 2 

Ranunculus lingua Greater Spearwort London notable 

Robinia pseudoacacia False-acacia  
Schedule 9 
LISI 4 

Rosa spinosissima Burnet Rose 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Scutellaria minor Lesser Skullcap 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Symphoricarpos albus Snowberry  LISI 2 
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Latin name common name status  

Ulex minor Dwarf Gorse 
London notable 
LSOCC 

Viburnum opulus Guelder-rose  London notable 

3.1.7 In addition to the above species recorded on Tooting Common, the following species 
have been recorded within the search area: 
 

Table 13: Species recorded within a 1km radius of Tooting Common 

Latin name Common Name Status 

Ailanthus altissima Tree-of-heaven LISI 3 

Allium triquetrum Three-cornered Garlic LISI 4 

Buddleja davidii Butterfly-bush LISI 3 

Carex riparia Greater Pond-sedge LSOCC 

Centaurea cyanus Cornflower NERC Act Section 41 

Chamaemelum nobile Chamomile NERC Act Section 41 
WCA 8 
LBAP 
LSOCC 
RDB EN 

Cotoneaster sp Cotoneaster LISI 2 

Echium vulgare Viper's-bugloss LSOCC 

Elodea canadensis Canadian Waterweed LISI 4 

Fallopia japonica Japanese Knotweed LISI 3 

Filago vulgaris Common Cudweed RDB NT 
LSOCC 

Galega officinalis Goat's-rue LISI 4 

Geranium pratense Meadow Crane's-bill LSOCC 

Hyacinthoides non-
scripta 

Bluebell WCA 8 
LSOCC 

Hyacinthoides non-
scripta x hispanica = H. x 
massartiana 

Hybrid Spanish bluebell LISI 4 

Hydrocotyle 
ranunculoides 

Floating Pennywort LISI 3 

Ilex aquifolium x perado 
= I. x altaclerensis 

Highclere Holly LISI 5 

Lactuca saligna Least Lettuce NERC Act Section 41 
WCA 8 
LSOCC 

Lagarosiphon major Curly Waterweed LISI 5 

Leersia oryzoides Cut-grass NERC Act Section 41 
London notable 
WCA8 
LBAP 
RDB ENC 
LSOCC 

Narcissus 
pseudonarcissus 

Daffodil LSOCC 

Prunus laurocerasus Cherry Laurel LISI 3 

Quercus ilex Evergreen Oak LISI 2 



 

37 

 

Latin name Common Name Status 

Rhododendron ponticum Rhododendron LISI 2 

Rosa spinosissima Burnet Rose LSOCC 

Scutellaria minor Lesser Skullcap LSOCC 

Spergula arvensis Corn Spurrey RDB VU 

Ulex minor Dwarf Gorse LSOCC 

Viscum album Mistletoe LBAP 
LSOCC 
London notable 

 

London notable: Species recorded from 15% or fewer of the 400 tetrads in 

Greater London 

LSOCC: London Species of Conservation Concern 

LBAP: London Biodiversity Action Plan Species 

NERC Act Section 41: Species of Principal Importance for the purpose of 

conserving biodiversity 

WCA 8: Protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 

RDB VU: Red data book list, vulnerable 

RDB EN: Red data book list, endangered 

RDB NT:  Red data book list, near threatened 

Schedule 9: Non-native invasive species listed in Schedule 9 of the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 

LISI 2:  Non-native invasive species of high impact or concern present at 

specific sites that require attention (control, management, eradication etc) 

LISI 3: Species of high impact or concern which are widespread in London and 
require concerted, coordinated and extensive action to control/eradicate 
 

LISI 4: Non-native invasive species which are widespread for which eradication 

is not feasible but where avoiding spread to other sites may be required 

LISI 5: Non-native invasive species for which insufficient data or evidence was 
available from those present to be able to prioritise. 
 

LISI 6: Non-native invasive species that were not currently considered to pose 

a threat or have the potential to cause problems in London. 

3.1.8 A number of the species which have previously been recorded on the site are likely 
to have been planted in the past as part of a wildflower seed mix or may be escapes 
from cultivation. These include wild daffodil, cornflower and meadow cranesbill. 



 

38 

 

Burton (1983) notes that chamomile is not known to have been present at Tooting 
Common in the last century and is therefore also likely to be an introduction. 

3.1.9 Many of the London notable species are, in fact, widespread and are likely to have 
been under recorded in the London area. These include greater pond sedge, viper’s 
bugloss, lesser hawkbit, purple loosestrife, buck's-horn Plantain and red Bartsia. 

3.1.10 Species of particular interest are those that are nationally rare and which have been 
recorded on the common relatively recently including least lettuce, recorded in 2004. 
This species occurs on disturbed, sandy shingle and old sea walls, growing on 
sparsely vegetated ground; also formerly on the banks of rivers and ditches in East 
Anglia, and, rarely, on paths and cliffs in Essex (Preston et al, 2002). It is therefore a 
surprising record for Tooting Common.  

3.1.11 Also of particular interest are species associated with habitats of Principle 
Importance for Biodiversity (UK BAP habitats) such as early hair grass. Although this 
species is a widespread annual of sandy, gravelly and rocky places and does occur 
across London, it has only been recorded in 15% of London’s tetrads (2x2 km 
squares) (Burton, 1983). 

3.1.12 Species within the 1km area of search of particular significance include cut-grass, a 
national rarity which is now restricted to just three native sites in South-East 
England, though it has been re-introduced in two others (Preston et al, 2002).  

3.1.13 The non-native invasive species of particular concern are Spanish bluebell, recorded 
at Tooting Common and a number of aquatic non-native species as well as 
Japanese knotweed recorded within the 1km area of search. 

 

Insects 

3.1.14 Arrangement of Species Accounts: Major groups (Moths, Beetles etc.) are 
arranged in taxonomic order as follows: 

 

1 Orthoptera (Grasshoppers & Crickets) 
2 Lepidoptera (Moths) 
3 Lepidoptera (Butterflies) 
4 Diptera (Flies) 
5 Hymenoptera (Ants) 
6 Hymenoptera (Solitary Wasps) 
7 Coleoptera (Beetles) 

3.1.15 All the above groups were included in the Baseline Invertebrate Survey (2015), 
except for Diptera (Flies) and (pending) nocturnal Moths. 

3.1.16 Within each of these groups the species accounts are arranged alphabetically by 
their common names.  
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Table 14: Checklist of Species Discussed in the Interim Report 

1. Grasshoppers & Crickets 
4. Fly 

Lesser marsh 
grasshopper 

Chorthippus 
albomarginatus 

Bright four-spined 
Legionnaire 

Chorisops nagatomii 

Long-winged cone-
head 

Conocephalus 
fuscus 

5. Ant 

2. Moths Brown tree ant Lasius brunneus 

Blood-vein Timandra comae 6. Solitary wasps 

Brindled beauty Lycia hirtaria A digger wasp Stigmus pendulus  

Buff ermine Spilosoma luteum A Spider-hunting 
wasp 

Auplopus 
carbonarius 

Ghost moth Hepialus humuli 7. Beetles 

Grey dagger Acronicta psi A cylindrical bark 
beetle 

Aulonium trisulcus 

Jersey tiger Euplagia 
quadripunctaria 

Hawthorn jewel 
beetle 

Agrilus sinuatus 

3. Butterflies A leaf beetle Chrysolina oricalcia 

Camberwell beauty Nymphalis antiopa Stag beetle Lucanus cervus 

Large tortoiseshell Nymphalis 
polychloros 

Two-spot wood-borer Agrilus biguttatus 

Silver-washed 
fritillary 

Argynnis paphia A weevil Magdalis cerasi 

White-letter 
hairstreak 

Satyrium w-album   

 

Comments on the Existing Species Data for Invertebrates 

3.1.17 Sources of Data: The sources of the species data reviewed here are referenced in 
the species accounts (most recent record)  

3.1.18 It might appear from this list of just 22 species that the site is highly data-deficient for 
invertebrates. It is noted however that the GIGL report (Greenspace Information for 
Greater London, 2014) includes exclusively species with a statutory/planning or 
other designation. Records of commoner species are important however in order to 
specify and assess habitat-based invertebrate communities. It seems highly likely 
that there are records of undesignated species from the Common in the GIGL 
database. It might be therefore, that in compiling the GIGL report for Tooting 
Common, alternative data filtering would have revealed some existing records of 
undesignated species. 

3.1.19 Too few records are included the desk study to perform an analysis of invertebrate 
habitat associations at the Common. This was addressed in the first instance by 
carrying out baseline field surveys of selected taxa in 2015. 

3.1.20 Minimal data for a biological record comprises:  
- Species Name 

- Location (Site Name and Grid Reference) (where both are available in the original 
record) 

- Date 

- Recorder Name (and Determiner where applicable) 
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3.1.21 It is noted that the GIGL report omits the fields: Site Name, Recorder Name and 
Determiner. In view of that the included ‘records’ from that source are by definition 
incomplete. 

3.1.22 Coarse resolution records from the GIGL report are discussed here only in cases 
where the resolution is 1km2 and where it is concluded on the basis of the known 
ecology and habits of these species that there is a reasonable likelihood that they 
will occur at the Common. Two species fall into this category: The Blood-vein Moth 
(Timandra comae) and the Ghost Moth (Hepialus humuli). Coarse resolution records 
at 10km2 resolution are excluded. 

 

2. Species Accounts 

Table 15:  Orthoptera (Grasshoppers & Crickets) 

Lesser marsh grasshopper 
 

Chorthippus albomarginatus. Family: Acrididae (Grasshoppers) 

Designations: None 

Most Recent Record: Michael Skelton, 1984 (source: Baldock, 1999) 

Notes: This was formerly a very local and mainly coastal species of salt marshes and sand 
dunes. It also had a patchy inland distribution, mainly in damp grassland. In recent 
decades however it has extended its geographical and habitat range considerably, and it is 
now a common species in the south of England, including dry grasslands in London. 

Long-winged cone-head  

Conocephalus fuscus 

(formerly known as Conocephalus discolor) 

Family: Conocephalidae (Coneheads) 

(formerly in Tettigoniidae (Bush-crickets)) 

Designations: London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC) 

Most Recent Record: Sandi Bain, 25 August 2002 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: Although this species became established in SE England in around the 1930’s, it 

has only become common in the south of England in recent decades. Its preferred habitat 
appears to be rough grassland with tall herbs. 

[This species frequently appears in the literature under its former name Conocephalus 
discolor in the Family Tettigonidae.] 

 

Table 16: Lepidoptera (Moths) 

Blood-vein 
 

Timandra comae Family: Geometridae 

Designations: NERC Act Section 41: London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC): 

London BAP 

Most Recent Record: Recorder unknown, 1940 (source: GIGL 2014) 
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Notes: Although recorded in the GIGL report as a coarse resolution record (in this instance 

within the 1km2 bounding circle), the Blood-vein is included in this report as a species 
thought reasonably likely to occur at the Common. 

Although this remains a relatively ‘common’ moth, it was added to the UK BAP species list 
in 2007 review on the basis of its population decline of 79% in the previous 35 years. 

The Blood-vein is a widespread moth whose larvae feed on the leaves of docks (Rumex 
spp.) etc. 

Brindled beauty  

Lycia hirtaria Family: Geometridae 

Designations: NERC Act Section 41: London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC): 

London BAP 

Most Recent Record: Reginald Kennedy, 2 July 1916 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: The date of this record (2nd July) is too late in the year for this to be a record of an 

adult of this early-flying species, which is on the wing in March-April. This may represent a 
misidentification, or perhaps a larval record. The larvae feed on a range of deciduous 
trees. 

This is a very old record (1916) which requires updating. 

Buff ermine  

Spilosoma luteum Family: Erebidae 

Designations: NERC Act Section 41: London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC): 

London BAP 

Most Recent Record: Reginald Kennedy, 23 June 1916 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: Although this remains a relatively ‘common’ moth, it was added to the UK BAP 
species list in 1997, and subsequently retained in the 2007 review on the basis of its 
population decline of 73% in the previous 35 years. 

The larvae of this species feed on a wide range of trees and shrubs. These include garden 
plants although they are not known to cause significant damage. 

This is a very old record (1916) which requires updating. 

Ghost moth (aka ghost swift)  

Hepialus humuli Family: Hepialidae 

Designations: NERC Act Section 41: London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC): 

London BAP 

Most Recent Record: Recorder unknown, 1940 (source: GIGL 2014) 

Notes: Although recorded in the cited GIGL report as a coarse resolution record (in this 

instance within the 1km2 bounding circle) the Ghost Moth is included in this report as a 
species thought reasonably likely to occur at the site. 

Although this remains a relatively ‘common’ moth, it was added to the UK BAP species list 
in 2007 review on the basis of its population decline of 73% in the previous 35 years. 

The Ghost Moth is a widespread silvery-coloured dusk-flying species whose larvae feed on 
the roots of grasses and low herbs. 
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Grey dagger  

Acronicta psi Family: Noctuidae 

Designations: NERC Act Section 41: London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC): 

London BAP 

Most Recent Record: Reginald Kennedy, 7 August 1917 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: Although this remains a relatively ‘common’ moth, it was added to the UK BAP 

species list in the 2007 review on the basis of its population decline of 77% in the previous 
35 years. It is also cited in that review as “a good indicator of what is happening in the 
wider environment”. 

This species cannot be distinguished without dissection from the Dark Dagger (Acronicta 
tridens), which is also widespread, although less so. The two caterpillars however are 
distinctive and much easier to identify. The larvae of both species feed on a range of trees 
and shrubs, particularly hawthorn. 

This is a very old record (1917) which requires updating, and which, unless the original 
specimen exists and has been re-examined, may refer to either the Grey- or Dark Dagger. 

Jersey tiger  

Euplagia quadripunctaria Family: Erebidae 

Designations: Habitats and Species Directive Annex 2 

Most Recent Record: Ella Read, Balham SW12 2014  
(source: http: //www.uksafari.com/jerseytigers.htm) 

Notes: This species is recorded in the cited GIGL report as present 1.2km NW of the site in 

2010 and 2011, and those records are therefore beyond the scope of this report. The 
species is discussed here due to the record from Balham in 2014, close enough to Tooting 
Common for there to be a reasonable expectation that this species might turn up at the 
Common sooner or later. 

The Jersey Tiger is a very attractive and striking day-flying moth which is on the wing 
between July and September. Until recently it was a very local species confined to the 
Channel Islands and to the south coasts of Devon and Dorset. In recent decades it has 
expanded its range considerably, and it is currently established as a breeding species in 
parts of south London. It has been suggested however that the London population(s) might 
have been introduced to the area. 
The larvae feed on a range of herbaceous plants including stinging nettle (Urtica dioica) 
and bramble (Rubus fruticosus agg.). 
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Table 17: Lepidoptera (Butterflies) 

Camberwell beauty 
 

Nymphalis antiopa Family: Nymphalidae  

Designations: None (a rare migrant which is not known to breed in the UK) 

Most Recent Record: F. W. Frohawk, 19 August 1880. (source: Chatfield 1987) 

Notes: As a rare migrant (from Scandinavia and elsewhere in Northern Europe) and a 

strong flyer, this butterfly can potentially turn up almost anywhere. In some years (e.g. 
2006) there have been particularly strong migrations resulting in more records than usual. 
It overwinters as an adult and therefore could potentially be recorded in most months of the 
year. 

Frederick Frohawk’s specimen was ”Captured while at rest on an old elm“ [at Tooting 
Common]. 

This historical record has no current conservation or management implications at Tooting 
Common. 

Large tortoiseshell  

Nymphalis polychloros Family: Nymphalidae 

Designations: Red List: Regionally Extinct (Extinct in the UK). 

Most Recent Record: F. W. Frohawk, July 1893: (sources: Wandsworth BC, 2014. 
Chatfield 1987) 

Notes: At the time of the record (1893) the Large Tortoiseshell butterfly was regarded as a 

widespread and not-uncommon species in the London area. It was probably already in 
decline at that time and it is currently considered to be extinct as a breeding species in the 
UK. There are normally a few records each year of migrant individuals, usually around the 
south coast. In view of that, the Tooting Common record has no current conservation or 
management implications at Tooting Common. 

According to the record as related by Chatfield (1987), the Large Tortoiseshell in question 
was recorded by Frederick Frohawk in his garden in Dornton Road, Balham on 1 July 
1893, and not at the Common itself. Dornton Road is situated approximately 300m from 
the Common’s current boundary. 

Silver-washed fritillary  

Argynnis  paphia Family: Nymphalidae 

Designations: None 

Most Recent Record: F. W. Frohawk, July 1893 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: This species has declined considerably in Greater London since the 19th century. 

There are said to be breeding populations in Kingston and Croydon (2004), while ‘stray’ 
individuals are occasionally recorded most years elsewhere in Greater London. 

This historical record has no current conservation or management implications at Tooting 
Common. 

White-letter hairstreak  

Satyrium w-album Family: Lycaenidae 

Designations: NERC Act Section 41: Red List GB Endangered: London Species of 

Conservation Concern: London BAP 
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Most Recent Record: Recorder unknown, 20 June 2007, 371m from site (source: GIGL 

2014) 

Notes: A nationally declining elm-feeding butterfly. Colonies are often small and can be 

very localized. 

Additional details (including the location of this record, and the name of the recorder) would 
be required in order to move forward on the basis of this potentially important record. 

 

Table 18: Diptera (Flies) 

Bright four-spined Legionnaire 
 

Chorisops nagatomii Family: Stratiomyiidae (Soldierflies) 

Designations: Nationally Notable (N) (pre-IUCN 2001) 

Most Recent Record: Richard Jones, 16 September 2003 (source: Wandsworth BC 

2014). 

Notes: Added to the British list in 1979 when specimens hitherto identified as Chorisops 

tibialis (dull four-spined Legionnaire) were found to comprise two species. Little is known of 

its life-history apart from its association with wet habitats; for example a pupiparium of this 
species was found among debris on a muddy stream bank. 

Although not particularly common, the extent of current national records would not support 
its Notable status. Its presence is additionally significant however as a scarce species 
belonging to the wetland invertebrate community at the site. 

 

Table 19: Hymenoptera (Ants) 

Brown tree ant 
 

Lasius brunneus Family: Formicidae (Ants) 

Designations: Nationally Notable A (Na) (pre-IUCN 2001): London Species of 
Conservation Concern (LSOCC) 

Most Recent Record: Richard Jones, 29 June 2003 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: A local species of ant which nests typically in the heartwood of old oak trees 

(Quercus sp.) situated in sunny situations in parkland and hedgerows etc. Colonies may be 
very small (there is a record of a colony comprising only c.32 individuals), and this ant’s 
habit of running for cover when disturbed gives the impression of timidity. Their workers 
tend arboreal aphids. 

Although it has a restricted and localized distribution in the south of the country, the extent 
of current records would not support its Notable status. It is however significant at the site 
as a local species belonging to the saproxylic invertebrate community. 

 

Table 20: Hymenoptera (Solitary Wasps) 

A digger wasp 
 

Stigmus pendulus Family: Crabronidae (Digger Wasps) 

Designations: RDB K (Insufficiently Known): London Species of Conservation Concern 

(LSOCC). 
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Most Recent Record: David Baldock, 12 June 1999 (sources: Wandsworth BC 2014. 
Baldock 2010) 

Notes: A small black wasp nesting in beetle emergence holes in decaying wood. It was 

recorded by David Baldock in 1999 as “very common to abundant around standing dead 
trees” at the Common. 

This solitary wasp is significant at the site as a local species belonging to the saproxylic 
invertebrate community. 

 

A spider-hunting wasp  

Auplopus carbonarius Family: Pompilidae (Spider-hunting Wasps) 

Designations: Nationally Notable B (Nb) (pre-IUCN 2001): London Species of 

Conservation Concern (LSOCC).  

Most Recent Record: Richard Jones, 26 June 2003 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: A black and highly active species of woodland and scrub. It builds clay larval cells 

which it provisions with the (legless) bodies of spiders. Although formerly scarce, this wasp 
is currently fairly common in the London area, and the extent of current national records 
would not support its Notable status. 

 

Table 21: Coleoptera (Beetles) 

A cylindrical bark beetle 
 

Aulonium trisulcus 

Family: Colydiidae (Cylindrical Bark 

Beetles) 

Designations: Nationally Notable A (Na) (pre-IUCN 2001): London Species of 

Conservation Concern (LSOCC) 

Most Recent Record: Richard Jones, 29 May 2003 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: A local but widespread species which is found in the tunnels of bark beetles 

(Scolytididae) in Elm (Ulmus spp.), where it is thought likely to live as a saprophage or as a 

scavenger. 

It is probable that this species has benefited from the spread of Dutch elm disease and the 
concomitant increased availability of Elm Bark Beetle (Scolytus spp.) tunnels. 

It is significant at the site as a local species belonging to the saproxylic invertebrate 
community. 

Hawthorn jewel beetle  

Agrilus sinuatus Family: Buprestidae (Jewel Beetles) 

Designations: Nationally Notable A (Na) (pre-IUCN 2001): London Species of 

Conservation Concern (LSOCC) 

Most Recent Record: Recorder unknown; 29 May 2003 (source: GIGL 2014) 
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Notes: The wood-boring larvae create characteristic D-shaped exit holes in decaying 

hawthorn (Crataegus spp) and other trees such as Pear (Pyrus spp.) and it is easier to 

record this species from its exit holes in hawthorn than to find the adults. 

Although it is a local and uncommon species, the extent of current records would not 
currently justify its Notable status. 

It is significant at the site as a local species belonging to the saproxylic invertebrate 
community. 

A leaf beetle  

Chrysolina oricalcia Family: Chrysomelidae (Leaf Beetles) 

Designations: Nationally Notable A (Na) (pre-IUCN 2001): London Species of 
Conservation Concern (LSOCC) 

Most Recent Record: Richard Jones, 29 May 2003 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: A scarce and local beetle. The adults and larvae feed on the foliage (and flowers; 

JRD pers. obs.) of Cow Parsley (Anthriscus sylvestris) and other members of the carrot 

family (Apiaceae). Although widespread it is thought to be in decline. 

It is a scarce member of the phytophagous (Tall herbs/Apiaceae) invertebrate community 
at the site. 

Stag beetle  

Lucanus cervus Family: Lucanidae (Stag Beetles) 

Designations: Habitat and Species Directive Annex 2 - Priority Species (HSD2p): NERC 
Act Section 41: London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC): London BAP 

Most Recent Record: Member of the public, 13 June 2005 (source: Wandsworth BC 

2014) 

Notes: The larvae often (but by no means exclusively) develop in the decaying roots of the 

stumps of deciduous trees. 

The current dataset includes three records of Stag Beetles from 2003 and 2005, the most 
recent of which was of an adult beetle on a footpath to the north-west of the site near 
Drewstead Road. 

This is clearly a highly important species in its own right, and a member of the saproxylic 
invertebrate community at the Common. 

Two-spot wood-borer  

Agrilus biguttatus (formerly A. pannonicus) Family: Buprestidae (Jewel Beetles) 

Designations: Nationally Notable A (Na) ((pre-IUCN 2001): London Species of 

Conservation Concern (LSOCC) 

Most Recent Record: Richard Jones, 16 September 2003 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 
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Notes: The wood-boring larvae create characteristic D-shaped exit holes in stressed oaks 
(Quercus spp.) and certain other deciduous trees. As a medium-sized bright metallic green 

beetle it can be mistaken for an exotic species, and its occasional propensity to fly 
(harmlessly) around pedestrians on sunny days may thus attract attention. 

The gales of 1987, coupled with more recent ‘drought’ years have led to an increase in the 
‘stressed oak’ resource on which this species depends. This has coincided with a 
resurgence of this beetle which although local and uncommon would not currently justify its 
Notable status. 

It is significant at the site as a local species belonging to the saproxylic invertebrate 
community. 

A weevil  

Magdalis cerasi Family: Curculionidae (Weevils & Bark 

Beetles) 

Designations: Nationally Notable B (Nb) (pre-IUCN 2001) 

Most Recent Record: Richard Jones, 29 May 2003 (source: Wandsworth BC 2014) 

Notes: A scarce and very local species, the larvae of which develops beneath the bark of 
Oak (Quercus spp.) as well as members of the Rosaceae such as Hawthorn (Crataegus 
spp.) and Blackthorn (Prunus spinosa). 

It is significant at the site as a scarce species belonging to the saproxylic invertebrate 
community. 

 

Arachnids  

3.1.23 In the existing GIGL database there is a single spider record for Tooting Common:  
Argiope breunnichi 12/8/2007, R.D.Hawkins of the Essex Field Club. The writer 
(London Spider Recorder) has a number of further records resulting from his own 
visits to Tooting Common in 1991 and in October 2014. 

3.1.24 In total 32 spider species representing 11 families have been recorded from the 
Common (see Table 12) resulting from sweepnetting, searching and, for a short 
period in summer 1991, pitfall-trapping.  

3.1.25 Of these species several are pioneers of disturbed grassland (Oedothorax fuscus, 
Erigone spp., Milleriana inerrans: Linyphiidae) while many of the others are fairly 
ubiquitous in all sorts of grassland, disturbed or undisturbed, mown or unmown, new 
or mature (Walckenaeria antica, Micrargus subaequalis, Tenuiphantes tenuis, 
Nereine clathrata (Linyphiidae),Pachygnatha degeeri (Tetragnathidae),   Pardosa 
spp. (Lycosidae) . Some of the others are common species of disturbed/urban 
woodland (Walckenaeria acuminata, Gongylidium rufipes, Micrargus herbigradus, 
Microneta viaria, Macrargus rufus, Tenuiphantes flavipes (all Linyphiidae), 
Anyphaena accentuate (Anyphaenidae) and Clubiona terrestris (Clubionidae). 

3.1.26 Two or three of the species recorded can be regarded as more restricted grassland 
species not usually found in areas of heavily mown and trampled grassland typical 
of most London public parks. Walckenaeria atrotibialis and Microlinyphia pusilla 
(Linyphiidae) are both more commonly found in undisturbed and unimproved mature 
grassland. Three further species are spiders normally found in (unmown) long grass: 
Stemonyphantes lineatus (Linyphiidae) and Tibellus oblongus (Philodromidae), 
Argiope bruennichi (Araneidae). 
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3.1.27 The number of species recorded can be expected to increase considerably once 
systematic pitfall-trapping is done, although to obtain something near a complete 
picture of the spider fauna several years’ trapping through all seasons would be 
necessary. Experience at other grassland sites show that new records are still found 
after 8-10 years (Mile End Park, Hampstead Heath) (Milner, 2013 and unpublished 
further research) and after more than 20 years in some woodlands (Queen’s Wood) 
(Milner, unpublished research).  

 

 
Table 22: List of spiders recorded for Tooting Common                       
 

Latin name National Conservation 
Status 

Method date of first record 

THERIDIIDAE    

Theridion pictum Local   search 29/07/1986 

         LINYPHIIDAE           

Walckenaeria acuminata Common pitfall 17/05/1991 

Walckenaeria antica Common pitfall 20/07/1991 

Walckenaeria atrotibialis Local   pitfall 20/07/1991 

Gongylidium rufipes Common sweep 04/10/2014 

Oedothorax fuscus Common search 02/03/1991 

Micrargus herbigradus Common pitfall 17/05/1991 

Micrargus subaequalis Local   pitfall 20/07/1991 

Milleriana inerrans Local   pitfall 09/06/1991 

Erigone dentipalpis Common sweep 04/10/2014 

Erigone atra Common pitfall 20/07/1991 

Microneta viaria Common search 02/03/1991 

Macrargus rufus Common pitfall 17/05/1991 

Stemonyphantes lineatus Common search 02/03/1991 

Tenuiphantes tenuis Common search 02/03/1991 

Tenuiphantes flavipes Common search 02/03/1991 

Palliduphantes ericaeus Common pitfall 17/05/1991 

Neriene clathrata Common search 02/03/1991 

Microlinyphia pusilla Common search 02/03/1991 

TETRAGNATHIDAE    

Pachygnatha degeeri Common pitfall 17/05/1991 

LYCOSIDAE    

Pardosa pullata Common search 02/03/1991 

Pardosa prativaga Common search 02/03/1991 
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Latin name National Conservation 
Status 

Method date of first record 

Pardosa amentata Common pitfall 09/06/1991 

Alopecosa pulverulenta Common pitfall 09/06/1991 

PISAURIDAE    

Pisaura mirabilis Common search 02/03/1991 

DICTYNIDAE    

Nigma walckenaeri Na    sweep 04/10/2014 

ANYPHAENIDAE    

Anyphaena accentuata Common sweep 04/10/2014 

CLUBIONIDAE    

Clubiona terrestris Common search 02/03/1991 

PHILODROMIDAE    

Philodromus dispar Common search 02/03/1991 

Tibellus oblongus Common search 02/03/1991 

SALTICIDAE    

Heliophanus cupreus Common sweep 04/10/2014 

 

Baseline arachnid data and assessment of existing and potential habitat 

quality.   

3.1.28 While ‘a comprehensive study for all groups is beyond the scope of the project 
“…sufficient information to provide a baseline indication of the habitat quality is 
required” (Wandsworth B C: Tooting Common Baseline Habitat Assessment). 
Unfortunately, arachnids as indicators of habitat quality has not been widely 
investigated, although some attempts have been made by the writer (Milner, 2000).  

3.1.29 In the Provisional Atlas of British Spiders (Harvey et al., 2002) some ecological 
notes and habitat requirements are given especially for some of the rarest species, 
for others this information is partial and anecdotal. ‘Acid grassland’ is not included in 
the habitat categories used, and although in one or two instances the term acid 
grassland is used in relation to a particular species perhaps ‘grassland: other’ is 
actually the category that applies. In other words there is no way to produce a list of 
spiders known to be specifically associated  with acid grassland (as opposed to say, 
chalk grassland) except by making some subjective judgements about the recorded 
occurrence of each species. 

3.1.30 To make up for this deficiency the writer has examined the habitat notes of all the 
640+ British spider species  in Harvey et al., and produced a list (Table 23) of 50 
species which could be regarded as a provisional baseline list for lowland  acid 
grassland habitat (in the London area) relevant to sites such as  Tooting Common. 
Common and widespread species of all urban grasslands have been excluded (e.g. 
Pachygnatha degeeri, Tiso vagans, Tenuiphantes tenuis), as have pioneer species 
associated with bare ground and highly disturbed habitats such as well-maintained 
lawns (Oedothorax fuscus, Erigone spp. Millerians inerrans). Species primarily 
associated with damp conditions including damp grassland (such as Pachygnatha 
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clercki) have also been excluded as have several species that have only been 
recorded in woodland (in the London area);  an example is the rare Centromerus 
serratus supposedly a grassland spider, the only known site in London being 
Claybury Woods, a piece of ancient woodland near Hainault.  

 
Table 23: Spiders associated with possible acid grassland sites in London Area (incl. 

existing records from Tooting Common)  

No Family Species G L M TC Habitat (from 
Harvey et al) 

Greater 
London sites 

1 Atypidae Atypus affinis A 2 -  Old, 
undisturbed 
grassland 

(WC?), HC 

2 Theridiidae Steatoda 
phalerata 

A 2 3  Dry 
grassland 

RP, MC.  

3 Theridiidae Enoplognatha 
thoracica 

C 22 18  ? many 
habitats 

Many sites 

4 Theridiidae Robertus 
arundineti 

A 3 8  Rough/sandy 
grassland 

Many sites 

5 Linyphiidae Ceratinella 
brevipes 

B 5 10  Rough 
grassland etc 

Many sites 

6 Linyphiidae Walckenaeria 
atrotibialis 

C 16 20 X ‘other 
grasslands’ 

Many sites 

7 Linyphiidae Pelecopsis 
parallela 

C 15 55  Acid 
grasslands 
etc 

Many sites 

8 Linyphiidae Ceratinopsis 
stativa 

A 5 7  Old 
unimproved 
grasslands 

RC 

9 Linyphiidae Tapinocyba 
praecox 

B 14 8  grassland Several sites 

10 Linyphiidae Micrargus 
subaequalis 

C 24 21 X Various 
grasslands 

Many sites 

11 Linyphiidae Panamomops 
sulcifrons 

C 19 17  grasslands Many sites 

12 Linyphiidae  Porrhomma 
errans 

A 2 -  Grassland ? 

13 Linyphiidae Meioneta beata C 21 27  Grassland Many sites 

14 Linyphiidae Syedra gracilis A 1 1  Grasslands 
on sand etc  

WH 

15 Linyphiidae Centromerus 
incilium 

A 2 9  Sandy 
grassland 

RC, +several 
sites 

16 Linyphiidae Bathyphantes 
parvulus 

C 21 30  Acid 
grassland etc 

Many sites 

17 Linyphiidae Floronia 
bucculenta 

A 2 3  Rough 
unmanaged 
grass 

? 

18 Linyphiidae Stemonyphantes 
lineatus 

C 30 31 X grassland Many 
grassland 
sites 

19 Linyphiidae Palliduphantes 
ericaeus 

C 28 45  grasslands Many sites 
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No Family Species G L M TC Habitat (from 
Harvey et al) 

Greater 
London sites 

20 Linyphiidae Palludiphantes 
insignis 

A 8 1  Dry 
grassland 

RC, + 
several sites 

21 Linyphiidae Microlinyphia 
pusilla 

B 10 18 X Grassland Several sites 

22 Araneidae Araneus quadratus B 5 10  Undisturbed 
grassland 

Many sites 

23 Araneidae Agalenatea redii B 5 14  grasslands Many sites 

24 Araneidae Larinioides 
cornutus 

B 6 24  Rough 
grassland 

Many sites 

25 Araneidae Neoscona 
adianta 

A - 9  grasslands Many sites 

26 Araneidae Hypsosinga 
pygmaeus 

B 9 11  Acid 
grassland 

Many sites 

27 Lycosidae Pardosa 
monticola 

A 1 -  ‘old 
grassland’ 

RP 

28 Lycosidae Pardosa nigriceps B 6 14  grasslands Many sites 

29 Lycosidae Trochosa cuneata B 6 9  old grassland’ several sites 

30 Lycosidae Alopecosa 
barbipes 

A - 2  Old 
grasslands 

Several sites 

31 Hahniidae Hahnia nava C 19 28  grasslands Many sites 

32 Dictynidae  Argenna 
subnigra 

A 3 9  Grasslands 
etc 

Many sites 

33 Liocranidae Agroeca proxima A 2 -  Dry 
(grassland) 

Several sites 

34 Liocranidae Agroeca inopina A 6 6  Among 
grass tufts 

Several sites 

35 Liocranidae Phrurolithus 
festivus 

C 19 28  Grasslands 
(+ants) 

Many sites 

36 Clubionidae Clubiona neglecta B 6 9  Short 
grassland etc 

Several sites 

37 Drassidae Haplodrassus 
signifer 

A 4 7  ‘old 
grassland’ 

Many sites 

38 Gnaphosidae Zelotes petrensis A - 1  (dry 
grassland) 

HC 

39 Gnaphosidae Micaria pulicaria C 21 20  Grasslands 
(+ants) 

Many sites 

40 Zoridae Zora spinimana C 13 28  grasslands Many sites 

41 Thomisidae Thanatus striatus A - 1  Sandy 
grassland 
etc 

RP, RM, WP 

42 Thomisidae Xysticus acerbus A - 1  Grassland 
habitats 

RP, WC,MC, 
BP + 3 sites 

43 Thomisidae Xysticus 
bifasciatus 

A - 1  Warm grassy 
habitats 

HE(chalk 
grassland) 

44 Thomisidae Xysticus 
erraticus 

A 3 3  ‘old 
grassland’ 

WC, RC + 
many sites 

45 Thomisidae Ozyptila atomaria A - 1  (less 
disturbed) 
grassland  

RC  
(+several 
sites?) 

46 Thomisidae  Ozyptila sanctuaria B 8 12  Acid 
grassland etc 

Many sites 



 

52 

 

No Family Species G L M TC Habitat (from 
Harvey et al) 

Greater 
London sites 

47 Thomisidae Ozyptila simplex B 9 10  grasslands Many sites 

48 Salticidae Euophrys frontalis C 25 33  grasslands Many sites 

49 Salticidae Sibianor 
aurocinctus 

A 4 8  Dry 
grasslands/S 
facing 

(Many 
sites?) 

50 Salticidae Talavera aequipes B 9 6  Stony 
grassland 

Many sites 

 
 
 

TC = Tooting Common   
G = Local conservation status : A = <12 sites,  B = 13-30 sites, C = >31 sites  
 L = London sites 
M = Middlesex sites 
 
Greater London sites (outside London county or Middlesex) : RP = Richmond Park, MC = 
Mitcham Common, WC= Wimbledon Common (all Surrey), WP= Wanstead Park, WH= West 
Ham Park, HC = Hainault/Claybury Woods,  RM=  Roding Meadows (all Essex), HE= High 
Elms (Bromley)(Kent), HC = Hayes Common 

 

3.1.31 Excluding the species mentioned above the 50 species listed in Table 23 are spiders 
recorded (in the London area) from mature, undisturbed grassland, much of which 
may be acid grassland. Acid grassland is known to occur at several sites (the upper 
parts of Hampstead Heath, Greenwich Park, Hounslow Heath, Mitcham Common, 
Richmond Park ) usually where the underlying geological feature is gravel or sand 
(Bagshots Sands or Claygate Beds) rather than London Clay. 

3.1.32 The spiders in Table 23 are categorised as: 

 A (high conservation value, known from 12 or fewer sites in London 
Middlesex combined) 

 B (medium conservation value , known from 13-30 sites in London and 
Middlesex combined) 

 C (low conservation value, known from 31 or more sites in London and 
Middlesex combined). 

3.1.33 As can be seen from column headed TC (Tooting Common), 4 species in the list 
have so far been recorded from the Common: 1 x B category (M. pusilla), and 3 x C 
category (W. atrotibialis, M. subaequalis and S.lineatus). As the main phase of this 
investigation proceeds, it is hoped that this score will increase, but this list also acts 
as a checklist of possible species which could be expected to occur on the common 
in future if the restoration/conservation project is successful. 

 

Reptiles and amphibia 

3.1.34 There are few records of these taxa from Tooting common. The most recent record 
is for common frog Rana temporaria (2003). There are historical records for slow 
worm Anguis fragilis, common lizard Zootoca vivipara and natterjack toad Epidalea 
calamita (1887). The latter is likely to have disappeared from the common many 
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years ago. There is currently no suitable breeding habitat at the site for natterjack 
toads, and they have not been recorded here for many decades. 

3.1.35 Common toad Bufo bufo and common frog have been recorded within the area of 
search within the last 20 years. The common toad is a Species of Principle 
Importance and a London Biodiversity Action Plan Priority species. 

 

Mammals 

3.1.36 Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus 
and lesser noctule Nyctalus leisleri  bats have been recently recorded at Tooting 
Common and within the area of search. All species of bat receive legal protection 
under the Habitats regulations (2010) and the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended).  They are also London Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species. 

 

Birds 

3.1.37 The following is a list of birds which have been recorded within Tooting Common 
and which fall into one of the following categories: 

 

 Species which are listed in section 41 (S41) of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities (NERC) Act (2006). These are species of Principal Importance for the 
purpose of conserving biodiversity, formerly known as UK Biodiversity Action Plan 
(BAP) Priority Species. 

 Red listed species: These are birds with the highest conservation priority. They are 
Globally threatened, have a historical population decline in UK during 1800–1995, a 
severe decline in UK breeding population over last 25 years, or longer-term  or 
contraction of UK breeding range over last 25 years, or the longer-term period  

 Birds listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 
These are birds and their young, for which it is an offence to intentionally or 
recklessly disturb at, on or near an ‘active’ nest. 
 

 London Species of Conservation Concern are species which the London Biodiversity 
Partnership has listed which are of conservation interest occurring in London. 
 

 London Biodiversity Action Plan Species are species which have a specific action 
plan in London. 
 

Table 24: Species of bird recorded at Tooting Common 

Latin name common name status  

Acanthis cabaret Lesser Redpoll NERC Act Section 
41 
UKBAP 
BRed 

Acanthis flammea Common (Mealy) Redpoll LBAP 
LSOCC 

Alauda arvensis Skylark NERC Act Section 
41 
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Latin name common name status  

Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Alcedo atthis Kingfisher BD1 
WCA1 
LSOCC 

Anas clypeata Shoveler LSOCC 

Anas crecca Teal LSOCC 

Anas strepera Gadwall LSOCC 

Anthus pratensis Meadow Pipit LSOCC 

Apus apus Swift LSOCC 

Ardea cinerea Grey Heron LSOCC 

Columba oenas Stock Dove LSOCC 

Cygnus olor Mute Swan LSOCC 

Delichon urbicum House Martin LSOCC 

Dendrocopos minor Lesser Spotted 
Woodpecker 

Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Emberiza 
schoeniclus 

Reed Bunting NERC Act Section 
41 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Falco subbuteo Hobby WCA1 
LSOCC 

Falco tinnunculus Kestrel LSOCC 

Fringilla 
montifringilla 

Brambling WCA1 

Hirundo rustica Swallow LSOCC 

Larus argentatus Herring Gull Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Larus fuscus Lesser Black-backed Gull LSOCC 

Loxia curvirostra Common Crossbill WCA1 
LSOCC 

Motacilla cinerea Grey Wagtail LSOCC 

Motacilla flava Yellow Wagtail Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Muscicapa striata Spotted Flycatcher NERC Act Section 
41 
Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Passer domesticus House Sparrow NERC Act Section 
41 
Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Phylloscopus 
sibilatrix 

Wood Warbler NERC Act Section 
41 
Bred 
LBAP 
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Latin name common name status  

LSOCC 

Phylloscopus 
trochilus 

Willow Warbler LSOCC 

Poecile palustris Marsh Tit Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Prunella modularis Dunnock LBAP 
LSOCC 

Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch LBAP 

Regulus ignicapilla Firecrest WCA1 
LSOCC 

Regulus regulus Goldcrest LSOCC 

Riparia riparia Sand Martin LBAP 
LSOCC 

Scolopax rusticola Woodcock LSOCC 

Sterna hirundo Common Tern LSOCC 

Streptopelia turtur Turtle Dove NERC Act Section 
41 
Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Strix aluco Tawny Owl LSOCC 

Sturnus vulgaris Starling Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Tringa ochropus Green Sandpiper WCA1 

Turdus iliacus Redwing WCA1 
BRed 

Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Bred 
LBAP 
LSOCC 

Turdus pilaris Fieldfare WCA1 
BRed 

Turdus viscivorus Mistle Thrush LSOCC 

 

Sect 41: Species of Principal Importance for the purpose of conserving 

biodiversity 

LBAP: London Biodiversity Action Plan Species 

Bred: Red listed species 

LSOCC: London Species of Conservation Concern 

WCA1: Species listed on Schedule I of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

(as amended). 
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3.2 Habitat survey 

3.2.1 The following is a description of the vegetation by compartment.  A species list for 
each compartment is given in appendix 3 and extent of each habitat type in 
appendix 4. The habitat survey was carried out on 26/5/15, 4/6/15, 11/6/15, 16/6/15, 
3/7/15 and 15/7/15. 

 

Table 25: Habitat descriptions 

Compartment 10021/01 
 

Woodland 
 

The woodland to the east of the shared cycle/walking track was relatively densely 
shaded with mature pedunculate oak Quercus robur dominating the canopy. Other tree 
species included occasional Turkey oak Quercus cerris, ash Fraxinus excelsior, 
common lime Tilia x europaea, hornbeam Carpinus betulus, sycamore Acer 
pseudoplatanus and horse chestnut Aesculus hippocastanum. The shrub layer was 
predominantly composed of holly Ilex aquifolium and elder Sambucus nigra with 
regenerating ash and sycamore. There were a few stands of cherry laurel Prunus 
laurocerasus. The ground flora was dominated by bramble Rubus fruticosus with 
occasional herb Robert Geranium robertianum, wood avens Geum urbanum and garlic 
mustard Alliaria petiolata. There were a few clearings in this stand of woodland with a 
species poor ground flora of perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne and annual meadow 
grass Poa annua. 
 
The woodland to the west of the cycle path was more open with a mixed canopy of 
pedunculate oak, common lime, large-leaved lime Tilia platyphyllos, silver birch Betula 
pendula, Norway maple Acer platanoides, Lombardy poplar Populus nigra ‘Italica’ and 
cherry Prunus avium. The shrub layer was poor and the ground layer was of poor 
semi-improved grassland with Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus and cock’s-foot Dactylis 
glomerata dominating. There were also large stands of cow parsley Anthriscus 
sylvestris. 
 
To the south of Furzedown road, there was open woodland with pedunculate oak, 
common lime, sycamore, hornbeam, London plane Platanus x hispanica, wych elm 
Ulmus glabra, English elm Ulmus procera and cherry. Holm oak Quercus ilex and 
Turkey oak occurred occasionally. The shrub layer was sparse however there was 
some hawthorn Crataegus monogyna and field maple Acer campestre. The ground 
layer included bramble in some areas and species poor semi-improved neutral 
grassland. The latter included frequent cock’s-foot and false oat-grass Arrhenatherum 
elatius. Sterile brome Anisantha sterilis and herb Robert were rare.  
 
 

Poor semi-
improved 
grassland 
 

There was a relatively extensive area of poor semi-improved grassland with scattered 
trees running along the eastern boundary of the athletics stadium. The dominant 
grasses in this area included cock’s-foot and rough meadow grass Poa trivialis. Other 
species included perennial rye-grass and false oat-grass. There was also a large stand 
of California brome Bromus carinatus. Herbs included cut-leaved cranesbill Geranium 
dissectum common vetch Vicia sativa, creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens, cow 
parsley and cat’s ear Hypochaeris radicata. 
 
Notable trees including a row of poplars Populus sp including black poplar Populus 
nigra along the eastern boundary of the compartment adjacent to West Drive. 
 

Hedgerow 
 

There was a hedgerow running along the western boundary of the athletics track. 
Species included hawthorn, hazel Corylus avellana, field maple and dog rose Rosa 
canina. 
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Compartment 10021/02 
 

Broad 
leaved 
Woodland 
 

This small compartment is predominantly broadleaf woodland with a canopy of 
pedunculate oak and sycamore with occasional silver birch, whitebeam Sorbus aria, 
holm oak, silver birch and false-acacia Robinia pseudoacacia. The shrub was mainly 
hawthorn. The ground flora was relatively poor. Ivy Hedera helix dominated the more 
shade areas.  
 

Poor semi-
improved 
grassland 
 

Open areas within the woodland were dominated by coarse grasses including cock’s-
foot, false oat-grass with frequent rough meadow grass, perennial rye-grass and 
meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis. Herbs included creeping buttercup, dandelion 
Taraxacum officinale agg., cut-leaved cranesbill, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata, 
meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris and bulbous buttercup Ranunculus bulbosus. 
 

Acid 
grassland 
 

There was a large glade within the woodland supporting a small area of lowland acid 
grassland. Common bent Agrostis capillaris and red fescue Festuca rubra were the 
dominant grasses. Herbs included locally frequent cat’s-ear and sheep’s sorrel Rumex 
acetosella. Ribwort plantain and lesser trefoil Trifolium dubium. This area was being 
invaded by semi-improved grassland with frequent coarse grass species such as 
cock’s-foot and soft brome Bromus hordeaceus.  
 

Scrub  There was a large stand of gorse Ulex europaeus at the northern boundary of the area 
of acid grassland. 

 

Compartment 10022/01 
 

Broad-
leaved 
woodland 
 

A large area of woodland with a canopy of mature pedunculate oaks with occasional 
sycamore, hornbeam and ash. The shrub layer comprised mainly elder with occasional 
hawthorn and holly. The ground flora was dominated by bramble with some ivy in more 
shaded areas.  
 

Parkland 
 

The eastern side of the compartment was characterised by closely mown amenity 
grassland with scattered trees including sessile oak Quercus petraea, pedunculate oak 
and horse chestnut. 
 

Standing 
water 
 

There was a small seasonal pond within a clearing towards the south of the 
compartment, dry at the time of survey. Species within the pond included yellow iris Iris 
pseudacorus, hard rush Juncus inflexus and common spike-rush Eleocharis palustris. 
The east side of the pond was surrounded by alder Alnus glutinosa and crack willow 
Salix fragilis var fragilis. 
 

Semi-
improved 
neutral 
grassland 
 

There were two small stands of relatively species-rich semi-improved grassland within 
the same clearing. Grasses included false oat-grass with frequent rough meadow-
grass. Occasional herbs included creeping thistle Cirsium arvense, common vetch, 
bird’s-foot-trefoil Lotus corniculatus, common knapweed Centaurea nigra, meadow 
buttercup, lady’s bedstraw Galium verum, hairy tare Vicia hirsuta. Grass vetchling 
Lathyrus nissolia was rare in the sward. 
 

Poor semi-
improved 
grassland 
 

There were a number of glades supporting poor semi-improved grassland. These 
areas were dominated by perennial rye-grass, rough meadow-grass, cock’s-foot. 
Herbs were rare but included white clover Trifolium repens, creeping buttercup and 
ribwort plantain. 
 

Tall ruderal 
vegetation 

There was a small area of tall ruderal vegetation at the southern boundary of the 
compartment comprising common nettle Urtica dioica, cow parsley and creeping 
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Compartment 10022/01 
 

 thistle.  
 

 

Compartment 10022/02 
 

Amenity 
grassland 
 

Amenity grassland was the main habitat within the most northerly compartment. The 
grassland was dominated by perennial rye-grass with frequent white clove and greater 
plantain. Scattered trees included Turkey oak, pedunculate oak and hornbeam. 
 

Woodland 
 

The relatively open woodland comprised horse chestnut, Turkey oak, ash, cherry 
mature pedunculate oak specimens and Lombardy poplar. 
 

Improved 
grassland 
 

Much of the grassland within woodland clearings was species-poor improved 
grassland with few herbs. Grass species included abundant perennial rye-grass, rough 
meadow grass, timothy Phleum pratense and cock’s-foot. 
 

 

Compartment 10022/03 
 

Broadleaf 
woodland 
 

The woodland stand to the south of the compartment was relatively open with little 
structure over amenity grassland. Tree species included occasional large leaved lime, 
hornbeam, Turkey oak and ash. There were areas of locally frequent bramble, 
common nettle and cow parsley at the woodland edge on the eastern edge of the 
compartment. 
 
Further north the woodland was predominantly mature pedunculate oak with some 
Turkey oak. There was also a stand of London plane. The shrub layer was more 
developed with elder, hawthorn and species of rose Rosa sp. The ground flora was 
relatively poor and consisted of bramble with some stands of cow parsley. More open 
areas were more grassy with abundant rough meadow-grass, occasional ribwort 
plantain and cat’s-ear. There was a high value veteran oak at the western edge of the 
compartment.  
 

Semi-
improved 
acid 
grassland 
 

There was a very small area of semi-improved acid grassland at the southern end of 
the compartment immediately adjacent to Tooting Bec Road. This area supported 
abundant common bent, frequent cat’s ear, occasional red fescue and a small stand of 
sheep’s sorrel, a species diagnostic of acid grassland. Other species present included 
occasional lesser stitchwort Stellaria graminea. 
 

Amenity 
grassland 
 

Amenity grassland was recorded under the canopy of the open woodland at the south 
of the compartment and in other open spaces south of the Lido car park. These areas 
were dominated by perennial rye-grass with frequent timothy, occasional daisy Bellis 
perennis, creeping buttercup, white clover, ribwort plantain and common sorrel Rumex 
acetosa. 
 

Improved 
grassland 
 

There was a small area of improved grassland immediately adjacent to the Lido car 
park. This area was dominated by perennial rye-grass with frequent cock’s-foot, 
occasional meadow buttercup and broad-leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius. 
 

Tall ruderal 
vegetation. 
 

There was a small area of tall herbs at the northern end of the compartment 
characterised by abundant cow parsley with frequent common nettle, occasional 
broad-leaved dock, mugwort Artemisia vulgaris and hedge bindweed Calystegia 
sepium. 
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Scrub There was a stand of gorse at the boundary of compartment 10022/04. 

 

Compartment 10022/04 
 

Amenity 
grassland 
 

Much of the compartment was closely and regularly mown amenity grassland. 
Perennial rye-grass was the dominant grass species. Herbs included occasional 
greater plantain, white clover, ribwort plantain and dandelion. Cat’s-ear was rare in the 
sward. Species composition varied somewhat along the northern boundary of the 
amenity area with species such as red fescue and autumn hawkbit becoming more 
common. 
 

Acid 
grassland 
 

There were two relatively large areas of unimproved acid grassland. Red fescue and 
common bent were the most frequent grass species with occasional heath-grass 
Danthonia decumbens recorded within the western stand. Herbs included frequent 
autumn hawkbit Scorzoneroides autumnalis, cat’s-ear and sheep’s sorrel. Bird’s-foot-
trefoil Lotus corniculatus, common knapweed and ribwort plantain were locally 
frequent. Hairy sedge Carex hirta occurred occasionally. There were a number of 
stands of gorse Ulex europaea within these areas. 
 

Broad 
leaved 
woodland 
 

There were a number of discrete woodland stands within the compartment. 
Pedunculate oak was the most frequent canopy species with frequent Turkey oak. 
Other tree species included sycamore, horse chestnut, white willow Salix alba, ash, 
common lime and hybrid black poplar Populus x Canadensis. Shrub species included 
young pedunculate oak, hazel, field maple and holly. The ground flora was generally 
poor with bramble or ivy dominant in some areas. Other, more open, areas were grass 
dominated with species such as rough meadow grass, smooth meadow grass Poa 
nemoralis, cock’s-foot and false oat-grass. 
 
Broadleaved woodland was the dominant habitat on the island. The canopy was a mix 
of pedunculate oak, horse chestnut, ash, false-acacia with an understory of hawthorn, 
holly, cherry laurel and laburnum Laburnum anagyroides. The ground flora was very 
sparse and predominantly bare ground although bramble was frequent in some areas. 
 

Improved 
grassland 
 

There was a large area of improved grassland to the south west of the lake. This area 
was dominated by perennial rye-grass with frequent cock’s-foot, smooth meadow 
grass Poa pratensis and occasional soft brome. California brome was locally frequent 
and meadow barley Hordeum secalinum and meadow foxtail rare. Herbs included 
frequent ribwort plantain, locally abundant white clover. Cat’s-ear was occasional and 
bulbous buttercup rare. 
 

Semi-
improved 
neutral 
grassland 
 

To the north of the lake there was an area of semi-improved grassland. Although 
perennial rye-grass was abundant, the species did not dominate the sward. Other 
grasses included Yorkshire fog, rough meadow grass, common couch Elytrigia repens 
and locally frequent meadow foxtail. Herbs included creeping buttercup, red clover 
Trifolium pratense, white clover, grass vetchling, yellow rattle Rhinanthus minor, 
meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis and hairy tare. This area also included scattered 
trees such as horse chestnut, pedunculate oak, white willow, elder and ash. 
 

Scrub There were stands of gorse within both acid grassland areas to the north of the 
compartment. 

 

Compartment 10022/05 
 

Broad 
leaved 
woodland 

The woodland in the vicinity of the lake included a mix of pedunculate oak, ash and 
London plane. The shrub layer included holly, elder, field maple and hawthorn. There 
was occasional dog rose and ash was regenerating in some areas. There was a 
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Compartment 10022/05 
 

 ground flora of ivy, common nettle and bramble. Butcher’s broom Ruscus aculeatus 
was rare. Some areas fringing the lake were willow dominated by willow species 
including grey willow Salix caprea and Bedford willow Salix fragilis var russelliana. 
 

Marginal 
vegetation 
 

There was one area dominated by common reed Phragmites australis with frequent 
yellow iris and gypsywort Lycopus europaeus. 
 

Tall ruderal 
vegetation 
 

There was a small area of tall herbs within the woodland to the south of the lake. This 
was dominated by cow parsley with frequent false oat-grass, common reed, occasional 
meadow cranesbill Geranium pratense, meadow buttercup and red clover. 
 

 

Compartment 1022/06 
 

Broadleaved 
woodland 
 

An area of mature pedunculate oak woodland. Ash and horse chestnut were 
occasional. The shrub layer was predominantly hawthorn and elder. Bramble 
dominated the ground flora in some places with species-poor semi-improved 
grassland in others. Here cock’s-foot was dominant with locally frequent California 
brome and occasional rough meadow-grass. 
 

Improved 
grassland 
 

Improved grassland with scattered trees occurred within the western portion of the 
compartment. Perennial rye-grass was dominant with occasional daisy, dandelion 
and autumn hawkbit.  
 

 

Compartment 1022/07 
 

Woodland 
 

A woodland area with a good structure. Pedunculate oak was the main canopy species 
with occasional hybrid black poplar. The shrub layer included sycamore, Norway 
maple, cherry, elder and hawthorn. The ground flora was species poor and dominated 
by bramble with abundant cow parsley along the path edges. 
 

Poor semi-
improved 
grassland 
 

Two large glades within the woodland were grass dominated by perennial rye-grass, 
rough meadow grass and cock’s foot. These areas were being invaded by bramble. 
 

Semi-
improved 
acid 
grassland 
 

Common bent and red fescue were co-dominant in a small triangular area of grassland 
to the north of the compartment. Meadow foxtail was occasional and perennial rye-
grass rare. Autumn hawkbit was frequent with ribwort plantain, yarrow Achillea 
millefolium and creeping buttercup occasional.  
 

 

Compartment 1022/08 
 

Amenity 
grassland 
 

The central area of the compartment was regularly mown amenity grassland. Species 
include dominant perennial rye-grass, abundant white clover and frequent greater 
plantain. Yarrow, creeping cinquefoil and cat’s ear were occasional and autumn 
hawkbit was locally frequent.  
 

Poor semi-
improved 
grassland 
 

A strip of infrequently mown grassland runs along the western boundary of the unit. 
Yorkshire fog is abundant with frequent meadow foxtail, common bent and meadow 
foxtail. Perennial rye-grass was only locally frequent. Herbs include abundant white 
clover meadow buttercup and locally frequent smooth tare Vicia tetrasperma. 
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Compartment 1022/08 
 

 

Improved 
grassland 
 

Species poor grassland was found along the woodland boundary to the north of the 
compartment. This stand was dominated by perennial rye-grass with frequent 
Yorkshire fog and white clover with occasional creeping buttercup and common bent. 
 

Broadleaved 
woodland 
 

The woodland to the north of the compartment had a canopy of hybrid black poplar 
with occasional pedunculate oak, willow species. The shrub layer was largely absent. 
Bramble and common nettle formed the ground layer. 
 

Tall ruderal 
vegetation 
 

Tall herbs were found within and adjacent to a ditch (dry at the time of survey) 
running along the eastern boundary of the compartment. Species included locally 
abundant great willowherb Epilobium hirsutum, field horsetail Equisetum arvense and 
rosebay willowherb Chamerion angustifolium. 
 

Semi-
improved 
acid 
grassland 
 

Infrequently mown species poor acid grassland was recorded along part of the 
eastern boundary of the compartment. This stand comprised a mix of red fescue and 
common bent. There were few herbs commonly associated with acid grassland 
although cat’s-ear and bird’s-foot-trefoil were occasional in the sward. Other species 
included autumn hawkbit, white clover and creeping cinquefoil Potentilla reptans. 
 

 

Compartment 1022/09 
 

Amenity 
grassland 
 

The central area of the compartment comprises regularly mown amenity grassland. 
Species including perennial rye-grass, greater plantain, white clover and dandelion 
characterised this habitat. 
 

Improved 
grassland 
 

Areas of infrequently mown improved grassland were recorded along the roadsides, 
adjacent to the cafe near the northern end of the compartment as well as in the 
south-west corner. Most areas were dominated by perennial rye-grass although 
some herbs including white clover, creeping buttercup, red clover, carrot Daucus 
carota and oxe-eye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare were occasional. There was a 
small area of improved grassland adjacent to the tennis courts with patches of a few 
species associated with acid grassland including common bent, cat’s-ear and locally 
frequent red fescue. 
 

Semi-
improved 
neutral 
grassland 
 

There were small areas of relatively species-rich grassland close to the cafe. 
Grasses here included Yorkshire fog and perennial rye-grass with frequent lady’s 
bedstraw and bird’s-foot-trefoil. Rough hawkbit Leontodon hispidus and perforate st. 
John’s wort Hypericum perforatum. 
 

Poor semi-
improved 
grassland 
 

There were a few areas of poor semi-improved grassland in the south-west corner of 
the site. Here false oat grass was the main grass species. Herbs included common 
poppy Papaver rhoeas and goat’s-beard Tragopogon pratensis agg. 
 

Broadleaved 
woodland 
 

Woodland areas comprised a mix of tree species including ash, pedunculate oak, 
cherry, mountain ash and Sorbus aucuparia. Shrubs include hawthorn and elder. The 
main ground flora species were common nettle and bramble. 
 

Standing 
water 
 

There were a series of ponds in the south-western corner of the site. Bulrush Typha 
latifolia was the most frequent emergent species within the pond with occasional 
water-plantain Alisma plantago-aquatica. 
 

Marginal 
vegetation 

Common reed and hard rush Juncus conglomeratus was abundant around the ponds 
with colt’s-foot frequent. Gypsywort, yellow iris and pendulous sedge Carex pendula 
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 were occasional. 
 

Dense scrub 
 

There was a stand of dense willow scrub adjacent to the pond. Species included grey 
willow and dog wood Cornus sanguinea. 
 

 

 Compartment 10022/10 
 

Broadleaved 
woodland 
 

A narrow strip of woodland bounds most of the compartment. Canopy species were 
principally pedunculate and Turkey oak with occasional Lombardy poplar, white 
willow, London plane, wych elm and common lime. The understory was variable but 
included privet Ligustrum vulgare and hawthorn with occasional field maple. The 
ground layer was generally species-poor improved grassland or tall ruderal 
vegetation composed of species such as common nettle, creeping thistle, bramble 
and wood dock Rumex sanguineus. 
 

Amenity 
grassland 
 

The central area of the compartment was closely mown grassland dominated by 
perennial rye-grass with abundant white clover and broad-leaved dock. 
 

Improved 
grassland 
 

A large area of grassland to the south of the compartment was irregularly mown. 
Perennial rye-grass dominated most of this area with frequent timothy and common 
bent. Herbs included occasional creeping thistle and cat’s-ear. 
 

Acid 
grassland 
 

A small triangle of acid grassland was recorded within the stand of improved 
grassland. Here red fescue and common bent were the principal grasses. 
 

Poor semi-
improved 
grassland 
 

There were a number of small areas of rank grassland dominated by species such as 
Yorkshire fog, cock’s-foot and rough meadow grass. 
 

Tall ruderal 
vegetation 
 

Vegetation with tall herbs such as creeping thistle was found within a number of 
clearings in the woodland along the eastern boundary of the compartment. 
 

Dense scrub 
 

Much of the southern boundary along the railway line was bramble scrub. 
 

 

Compartment 1022/11 
 

Amenity 
grassland 
 

Amenity grassland was the main habitat within this field. Perennial rye-grass was the 
main grass species with frequent greater plantain and creeping buttercup. Other herbs 
were only occasional or rare in the sward and included daisy, creeping buttercup, 
white clover, dandelion, cat’s-ear, common ragwort Senecio jacobaea. Selfheal 
Prunella vulgaris was locally frequent. 
 

Broadleaved 
woodland 
 

The south and west boundaries of the compartment comprised a narrow strips of 
woodland. Mature tree species included sycamore, field maple and cherry. Bramble, 
elder and hawthorn formed the shrub layer.  
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Target notes 

3.2.2 Please refer to the habitat maps (appendix 2) for location of target notes 
 

 

Target note 

number Grid reference Type Notes 

1 TQ 28783 71860 Non-native invasive species A number of false-acacia trees 

2 TQ 28783 71851 Non-native invasive species Holm oak 

3 TQ 28982 71761 High value tree Mature black poplar 

4 TQ 28878 71626 High value tree Woodpecker holes in beech 

5 TQ 29042 71599 Non-native invasive species Locally abundant California brome 

6 TQ 29502 72182 London notable Aspen 

7 TQ 29299 72459 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

8 TQ 29397 72075 High value tree Veteran oak 

9 TQ 29210 72255 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

10 TQ 29199 72236 London notable Heath grass 

11 TQ 29071 72330 London notable Grass vetchling 

12 TQ 29485 71866 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

13 TQ 29434 71912 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

14 TQ 29418 71944 Non-native invasive species Snowberry bush 

15 TQ 29400 72066 High value tree Veteran pedunculate oak 

16 TQ 29399 72143 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

17 TQ 29402 72176 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

18 TQ 29057 72124 London notable Butcher's broom 

19 TQ 29090 72050 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

20 TQ 29162 72102 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

21 TQ 29116 72125 Non-native invasive species Cotoneaster species 

22 TQ 29128 72150 Non-native invasive species Extensive stand of snowberry 

23 TQ 29124 72154 Non-native invasive species Extensive stand of snowberry 

24 TQ 29065 72383 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 



 

64 

 

Target note 

number Grid reference Type Notes 

25 TQ 29064 72395 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

26 TQ 29065 72410 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

27 TQ 29053 72385 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

28 TQ 28851 72285 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

29 TQ 29078 72148 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

30 TQ 29077 72130 Non-native invasive species False-acacia 

31 TQ 29560 72918 High value tree Veteran oak 

32 TQ 29566 72939 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

33 TQ 29494 72953 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

34 TQ 29478 72947 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

35 TQ 29273 73003 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

36 TQ 29495 72981 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

37 TQ 29422 72903 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

38 TQ 29383 72908 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

39 TQ 29358 72533 High value tree Veteran pedunculate oak 

40 TQ 28657 71423 Non-native invasive species Holm oak 

41 TQ 28638 71427 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

42 TQ 28814 71580 Non-native invasive species Turkey oak 

43 TQ 28820 71586 Non-native invasive species Cherry laurel 

44 TQ29175 72241 Habitat Gorse scrub 

45 TQ29385 72168 Habitat Gorse scrub 

46 TQ29320 71894 Habitat Gorse scrub 

47 TQ28837 71843 Habitat Gorse scrub 
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3.3 Soil sample results 

3.3.1 The following is a summary of results for each area sampled: 
 

 

Table 26: soil sample results 

Compartment Sample 
area 

pH Phosphorus 
Index 

Total Nitrogen 

10022/09 1 7.6 3.2 2660 

10021/02 2 5.0 1.2 1990 

10022/09 3 5.8 1.4 2460 

10022/09 4 4.4 0.5 2220 

10022/04 5 5.1 0.9 3560 

10022/04 6 5.5 1.4 3210 

10022/05 7 7.2 3.1 2120 

10022/04 8 4.5 0.7 1970 

10022/04 9 5.3 0.7 1880 

10022/04 10 4.3 0.6 2570 

10022/01 11 4.6 0.7 2620 

10022/01 12 7.5 1.9 2630 

10022/01 13 5.6 0.8 3290 

10022/10 14 6.0 0.5 3850 

10022/02 15 5.7 1.1 3360 

10022/08 16 5.2 0.4 4120 

 

3.4 Habitat Condition assessment 

 

Acid grassland 

Table 27: Condition assessment results  

Compartment 10021/02 

Criterion Target Result 

Frequency of indicator species At least One of the 
indicator species are at 
least frequent and three 
at least occasional in the 
sward   

2 frequent 

Cover of undesirable species (creeping thistle, 
spear thistle, curled dock, broad-leaved dock, 
common ragwort, common nettle, rosebay 
willowherb, marsh thistle, musk thistle, greater 
plantain) 

Less than 5%. 
 
  

Less than 5% 

Cover of scrub and bramble Less than 5%. Less than 5% 

Cover of bare ground (including localized areas 
e.g. rabbit warrens) 

Less than 10%. Less than 10% 

Cover of coarse grass species, such as 
Yorkshire-fog and cock’s foot 

Less than 20%. More than 20%. 

Cover of fine grasses typical of acid grassland 
e.g. Festuca rubra/ovina, Agrostis capillaris, 
Nardus stricta, Aira praecox, Danthonia 

More than 25%. More than 25%. 
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decumbens OR tussocks of Molinia or 
Deschampsia cespitosa 

  assessment: Species rich Acid grassland category C 

 

Compartment 10022/04 Area 10 (East) 

Criterion Target Result 

Frequency of indicator species At least One of the 
indicator species are at 
least frequent and three 
at least occasional in the 
sward   

1 frequent, 1 rare 

Cover of undesirable species (creeping thistle, 
spear thistle, curled dock, broad-leaved dock, 
common ragwort, common nettle, rosebay 
willowherb, marsh thistle, musk thistle, greater 
plantain) 

Less than 5%. 
 
  

Less than 5% 

Cover of scrub and bramble Less than 5%. Less than 5% 

Cover of bare ground (including localised areas 
e.g. rabbit warrens) 

Less than 10%. Less than 10% 

Cover of coarse grass species, such as 
Yorkshire-fog and cock’s foot 

Less than 20%. Less than 20%. 

Cover of fine grasses typical of acid grassland 
e.g. Festuca rubra/ovina, Agrostis capillaris, 
Nardus stricta, Aira praecox, Danthonia 
decumbens OR tussocks of Molinia or 
Deschampsia cespitosa 

More than 25%. More than 25%. 

Condition assessment: Species rich Acid grassland category B 

 

Compartment 10022/04 Area 8 (west) 

Criterion Target Result 

Frequency of indicator species At least One of the 
indicator species are at 
least frequent and three 
at least occasional in the 
sward   

1 frequent, 1 
occasional, 1 rare 

Cover of undesirable species (creeping thistle, 
spear thistle, curled dock, broad-leaved dock, 
common ragwort, common nettle, rosebay 
willowherb, marsh thistle, musk thistle, greater 
plantain) 

Less than 5%. 
 
  

Less than 5% 

Cover of scrub and bramble Less than 5%. Less than 5% 

Cover of bare ground (including localised areas 
e.g. rabbit warrens) 

Less than 10%. Less than 10% 

Cover of coarse grass species, such as 
Yorkshire-fog and cock’s foot 

Less than 20%. Less than 20%. 

Cover of fine grasses typical of acid grassland 
e.g. Festuca rubra/ovina, Agrostis capillaris, 
Nardus stricta, Aira praecox, Danthonia 
decumbens OR tussocks of Molinia or 
Deschampsia cespitosa 

More than 25%. More than 25%. 

Condition assessment: Species rich Acid grassland category B 
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Compartment 10022/08 

Criterion Target Result 

Frequency of indicator species At least One of the above  
indicator species are at 
least frequent and three 
at least occasional in the 
sward   

1 Occasional 

Cover of undesirable species (creeping thistle, 
spear thistle, curled dock, broad-leaved dock, 
common ragwort, common nettle, rosebay 
willowherb, marsh thistle, musk thistle, greater 
plantain) 

Less than 5%. 
 
  

Less than 5% 

Cover of scrub and bramble Less than 5%. Less than 5% 

Cover of bare ground (including localised areas 
e.g. rabbit warrens) 

Less than 10%. Less than 10% 

Cover of coarse grass species, such as 
Yorkshire-fog and cock’s foot 

Less than 20%. Less than 20%. 

Cover of fine grasses typical of acid grassland 
e.g. Festuca rubra/ovina, Agrostis capillaris, 
Nardus stricta, Aira praecox, Danthonia 
decumbens OR tussocks of Molinia or 
Deschampsia cespitosa 

More than 25%. More than 25%. 

Condition assessment: Species rich Acid grassland category C 

 

Standing water 

 Up to 3 species present - poor 

 4 - 7 - medium 

 8 - 16 - good 
 

Table 28: Condition assessment results 

Lake Compartment 10022/05 

Indicator species 

 

 

Common name Scientific name  Present 

Marsh-marigold 

Caltha palustris 

 

Water horsetail Equisetum fluviatile   

Opposite-leaved pondweed Groenlandia densa  

Mare’s-tail Hippuris vulgaris  

Water-violet Hottonia palustris  

Yellow iris Iris pseudacorus Yes 

Soft-rush Juncus effusus   

Hard rush Juncus inflexus   

Yellow water-lily Nuphar lutea   

White water-lily Nymphaea alba   

Common club-rush Schoenoplectus lacustris   
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Indicator species 

 

 

Common name Scientific name  Present 

Arrowhead Sagittaria sagittifolia  

Chara Chara spp  

Myriophyllum Myriophyllum spp   

Nitella Nitella spp   

Potamogeton Potamogeton spp  

Condition assessment Poor 

 

Compartment 10022/09 

Common name Scientific name  Present 

Marsh-marigold 

Caltha palustris 

 

Water horsetail Equisetum fluviatile   

Opposite-leaved pondweed Groenlandia densa  

Mare’s-tail Hippuris vulgaris  

Water-violet Hottonia palustris  

Yellow iris Iris pseudacorus Yes 

Soft-rush Juncus effusus   

Hard rush Juncus inflexus  Yes 

Yellow water-lily Nuphar lutea   

White water-lily Nymphaea alba   

Common club-rush Schoenoplectus lacustris   

Arrowhead Sagittaria sagittifolia  

Chara Chara spp  

Myriophyllum Myriophyllum spp   

Nitella Nitella spp   

Potamogeton Potamogeton spp  

Condition assessment Poor 

 

Woodland 

Table 29: Condition assessment results  

Compartment 10021/01 

Criterion Notes Condition assessment 

Native species are 
dominant 

Native oaks dominant although 
Turkey oak occasional 

Pass 

A diverse age and 
height structure 

Mainly mid age and mature oaks. 
Few younger trees/saplings 

Fail 

Free from damage (in 
the last five years from 
stock or wild mammals 

Regenerating ash and sycamore 
evident. Little oak regeneration 

Pass 
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– there should be 
evidence of tree 
regeneration such as 
seedlings and young 
trees 

Standing and fallen 
dead trees of over 20 
centimeters diameter 
are present 

Fallen dead wood sparse. Some 
standing dead wood. substantial 
decaying timber resource in the 
large standing trees, primarily 
pedunculate oak 

Fail 

The area is protected 
from damage by 
agricultural and other 
adjacent operations 

No agricultural operations Pass 

 

Compartment 10021/02 

Criterion Notes Condition assessment 

Native species are 
dominant 

Native oaks and sycamore dominant 
with some and false-acacia and 
holm oak 

Fail 

A diverse age and 
height structure 

Mainly mid age and mature trees. 
Few younger trees/saplings 

Fail 

Free from damage (in 
the last five years from 
stock or wild mammals 
– there should be 
evidence of tree 
regeneration such as 
seedlings and young 
trees 

Regenerating ash and sycamore 
evident. Little oak regeneration 

Pass 

Standing and fallen 
dead trees of over 20 
centimeters diameter 
are present 

Fallen dead trees and branches 
sparse. Some standing dead wood. 
substantial decaying timber 
resource in the large standing trees, 
primarily pedunculate oak 

Fail 

The area is protected 
from damage by 
agricultural and other 
adjacent operations 

No agricultural operations Pass 

 

Compartment 1022/01 

Criterion Notes Condition assessment 

Native species are 
dominant 

Canopy of mature pedunculate oaks 
with occasional hornbeam and ash 

Pass 

A diverse age and 
height structure 

Mainly mid age and mature trees. 
Few younger trees/saplings 

Fail 

Free from damage (in 
the last five years from 
stock or wild mammals 
– there should be 
evidence of tree 
regeneration such as 
seedlings and young 
trees 

Regenerating ash evident. Little oak 
regeneration 

Pass 
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Standing and fallen 
dead trees of over 20 
centimeters diameter 
are present 

Fallen dead trees and branches 
sparse. Some standing dead wood. 
substantial decaying timber 
resource in the large standing trees, 
primarily pedunculate oak 

Fail 

The area is protected 
from damage by 
agricultural and other 
adjacent operations 

No agricultural operations Pass 

 

Compartment 1022/06 

Criterion Notes Condition assessment 

Native species are 
dominant 

Pedunculate oak was the main 
canopy species with occasional 
hybrid black poplar. There were 
non-native species within the shrub 
layer including sycamore and 
Norway maple. 

Pass 

A diverse age and 
height structure 

Mainly mid age and mature trees. 
Few younger trees/saplings 

Fail 

Free from damage (in 
the last five years from 
stock or wild mammals 
– there should be 
evidence of tree 
regeneration such as 
seedlings and young 
trees 

Little evidence of regeneration Fail 

Standing and fallen 
dead trees of over 20 
centimeters diameter 
are present 

Fallen dead trees and branches 
sparse. Significant decaying timber 
resource on the standing trees. 

Fail 

The area is protected 
from damage by 
agricultural and other 
adjacent operations 

No agricultural operations Pass 

 

Compartment 10022/07 

Criterion Notes Condition assessment 

Native species are 
dominant 

Mature pedunculate oak woodland. 
Ash and horse chestnut were 
occasional 

Pass 

A diverse age and 
height structure 

Mainly mid age and mature trees. 
Few younger trees/saplings 

Fail 

Free from damage (in 
the last five years from 
stock or wild mammals 
– there should be 
evidence of tree 
regeneration such as 
seedlings and young 
trees 

Some sycamore and ash saplings 
present 

Pass 

Standing and fallen 
dead trees of over 20 

Fallen dead trees and branches 
sparse. Significant decaying timber 

Fail 
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centimeters diameter 
are present 

resource on the standing trees. 

The area is protected 
from damage by 
agricultural and other 
adjacent operations 

No agricultural operations Pass 

 

3.5 Assessment of Invertebrate Habitat Potential 

3.5.1 Each surveyed Compartment receives a separate entry in tabular form, and these 
appear in numerical order of compartment number. 

3.5.2 The locations of Target Notes appear in appendix 6. 

3.5.3 In view of the managed environment and the number of introduced non-native plant 
species, it was not possible to make a reasonable estimate of the seasonal 
availability of pollen and nectar. This field has therefore been scored ‘K’ (unknown) 
throughout. See ‘Limitations of Survey. 

 

Table 30: Habitat assessment 
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Target Notes 
 

T1 An area of woodland to the north of Furzedown Road is situated in an 
excavated (?) area, where the ground level is significantly below that of the 
surrounds. 

Surveyor’s Comments 

This compartment scores 3 in three assessed criteria:  

 There is a substantial decaying timber resource in the large standing trees, primarily 
pedunculate oak.   

 A good structural patchwork is provided by the admixture of trees, scrub bare soil 
herbs/grassland, although there is potential for improvement. 

 Still air habitat. 

The low-lying area of woodland is likely to generate particular microclimatic conditions. It is sheltered 
from wind and thus may attain higher humidity and higher temperatures than similar-looking woodland 
areas elsewhere at the site. For this reason there is the potential for this area to support an 
invertebrate fauna different from that found in similar woodland elsewhere at the site. 
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Comp. No: 10021/02  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes  

T2 An area of low-lying ground sheltered by the (higher) roadside path. 

Surveyor’s Comments 

An area of low-lying ground sheltered by the (higher) roadside path (T2). This provides a limited area 
of potentially enhanced microclimate. 

 

The low score (1) given for ‘botanically poor wetland areas’ is due to the limited size of T1 and T2, 
and uncertainty about their actual vs potential value, particularly if enhancements may occur in the 
future. 

 

Woodland edge ecoclines are variable in quality in this compartment, although in some areas the 
trees and scrub grade into the grassland areas. 

 

The value of the grassland areas for invertebrates is likely to be enhanced by their sheltering 
surrounds of trees and scrub, due to enhanced microclimate. 

 

This small area of grassland is isolated from similar habitats elsewhere at the site. And the dependent 
invertebrates are thus vulnerable to local extinctions 

 

 

Comp. No: 10022/01  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes  

T1 A small excavated marshy area at TQ 2961 7187 

Surveyor’s Comments 

The score applied for ‘botanically-poor wetland features’ in respect of the small excavated marshy 
area at T1 is enhanced by the rarity of similar habitats at the site, and reflects its potential importance 
rather than extent or quality of the habitat. There are a very limited number of muddy/marshy wetland 
areas at the site and this is a resource potentially used by a wide variety of invertebrates. Its potential 
value may include for example its use as a breeding site (e.g. many beetles and flies) and as a source 
of mud for nest-building solitary bees and wasps. It appears likely therefore that the lack of similar 
habitat might represent a significant limiting factor on the site’s invertebrate fauna. 

 

There are a number of old or ancient pedunculate oaks, with a significant decaying timber resource 
on the standing trees. As with other areas of the site, the amount of cut/fallen large branches on the 
ground is far less than might be expected, and it appears possible that these branches may have 
been removed from the site. 

 

Grassy glades within the woodland are potentially valuable features for invertebrates. 

As with other areas of the site, the rough grassland is rather uniform in structure and largely 
dominated by perennial rye-grass (Lolium perenne). 



 

73 

 

 

The connectivity of this compartment is potentially enhanced by its proximity to the railside. 

 

Comp. No: 10022/02  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes  

T1 A number of old pedunculate oaks, with decaying timber resources. 

T2 Railsides to the south supplementing the parcel’s connectivity 

Surveyor’ Comments 

Much of the compartment is amenity grassland but includes a number of old oaks including significant 
saproxylic resources. 

 

The spreading habitat of certain trees identifies them as having matured growing in an open situation. 
Old open-grown trees are known to have a particularly high value for saproxylic invertebrates, and 
they may support a unique invertebrate fauna. 

 

There is a belt of semi-natural habitat to the south margin including trees, tall herbs and grassland. 
This is likely to provide habitat for a wide range of invertebrates. 

 

Comp. No: 10022/03  Survey Date: 21/05/15  
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Target Notes 
 

T1 A small section of south-facing ecocline. 

Surveyor’s Comments 

The comments below also apply to the contiguous area of acid grassland in the north east corner of 
10022/04. 

The bare soil on the paths is likely to be too disturbed by footfall to be prime habitat for ground-
nesting (fossorial) solitary bees. Unshaded and less disturbed marginal- and contiguous areas were 
observed to support a variety of species, and thus represent an important element within the acid 
grassland habitat. The same applies to the shallow scrapes and to interstitial unshaded bare areas 
throughout the grassland. 

 

At the time of the survey bees were observed visiting the flowers of autumn hawkbit, bramble and to a 
lesser extent common bird’s-foot-trefoil and white clover. It appeared however that the availability of 
appropriate seasonal pollen and nectar sources was likely to be a key factor limiting the populations 
of solitary bees. Further monitoring would be required to substantiate this proposal. 

 

The flat grassland areas in these compartments are contiguous with a very large area of flat amenity 
grassland to the west (in compartment 10022/04). There is no intervening wind buffer or shelter belt 
and the grassland habitats in 10022/03 & 04 are therefore generally unsheltered from wind. The 
development of warm still air microclimates, which is important for solitary bees and a wide range of 
other invertebrates, is less likely to occur in this compartment. This is identified here as a significant 
deficit which should be addressed. 
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The relatively small area of acid grassland habitat is ecologically isolated from similar habitat 
occurring to the north of the pond in 10022/04. This habitat fragmentation is likely to limit the 
populations of dependent invertebrates in both areas, and leads to the risk of local extinctions. 

 

There is a significant decaying timber resource on standing trees, including large dead and 
truncheoned trunks. As with other areas of the site, the amount of cut/fallen large branches on the 
ground is far less than might be expected, and it appears possible that these branches may have 
been removed from the site. 

 

Comp. No: 10022/04  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes  

T1 One of a number of areas of path-side bare sandy soil utilised as nesting sites 
by solitary bees. 

T2 One of a number of small scrapes including bare sandy soil utilised as nesting 
sites by solitary bees. 

Surveyor’s Comments 

Much of the compartment comprises amenity grassland. There is an area of acid grassland situated 
to the north of the pond, and an additional area to the north east corner of the compartment, 
contiguous with similar habitat in 10022/03, and which is discussed in that section.  

The acid grassland to the north of the pond receives some shelter from wind from the large adjacent 
amenity grassland area by a number of trees and shrubs. It is also adjacent to a south-facing 
woodland edge, encouraging the formation of areas of warm microclimate. This is an additional 
favourable condition for ground nesting solitary bees and a range of other invertebrates inhabiting 
sparsely vegetated sandy soils. In addition to the key pollen/nectar sources discussed under 
10022/03, common knapweed is present in this area. 

 

In other respects the surveyor’s comments and recommendations on the acid grassland in 10022/03 
apply and should be read across. 

 

As with many other compartments the old pedunculate oaks potentially provide a significant 
saproxylic resource at the site. 

 

Comp. No: 10022/05  Survey Date: 21/05/15  
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Target Notes  

 No Target Notes 

Surveyor’s Comments 
 
Pond 
The pond is steep banked and there is little marginal mud/marsh, which are potentially important 
habitats for wetland invertebrates. 
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Emergent vegetation is confined to a small number of discreet areas, which limits habitat 
opportunities for aquatic and semi-aquatic invertebrates. 
 
The unexpected presence of wetland hoverflies of the genus Parhelophilus (A single field observation 
by the surveyor, 23/06/15) brings into focus the potential importance of their larval breeding habitat 
(decaying emergent vegetation) at the pond. There is apparently little of this habitat present, and 
perhaps only a very small population of the hoverfly is supported. Nevertheless this is a potentially 
important meso-habitat which could support its own invertebrate community. 
 
The pond is used for angling, and fish stocks will limit aquatic invertebrates through predation and 
disturbance. It is not uncommon for artificially stocked ponds to have fish populations significantly 
greater than would occur naturally. 
 
Other negative influences for invertebrates include the presence of red-reared terrapins (Trachemys 
scripta elegans) (habitat disturbance), dogs in the water (habitat disturbance) and duck feeding 
(leading to eutrophication of the water). 
 
Woodland and scrub within the perimeter path 
 
Much of the surrounding woodland and scrub lies within a (gappy) fence, which would tend to limit 
disturbance to the woodland floor and pond edge. 
The woodland is of mixed structure with significant areas of bramble understorey. Much of the canopy 
is more-or-less closed although there are some more open areas. There are saproxylic resources 
present in the standing trees, although generally of less good quality than elsewhere at the site. 
 
Perimeter Roughland 
Much of the surrounding belt of roughland lies outside the perimeter path. The mixture of grassland, 
tall herbs, scrub and trees provides favourable habitats for invertebrates and assessed alone would 
score well as ‘structural patchwork’, ‘still air habitats’ and ‘ecoclines’. 
 

 

Comp. No: 10022/07  Survey Date: 17/05/15  

D
e
c

a
y

in
g

 

T
im

b
e

r 

R
o

ta
ti

o
n

a
l 

M
a

n
a

g
e

. 

S
p

ri
n

g
, 

A
u

tu
m

n
 

P
o

ll
./

N
e

c
ta

r 

B
o

ta
n

y
-

p
o

o
r 

W
e

tl
a

n
d

 

S
tr

u
c

tu
ra

l 

P
a

tc
h

w
o

rk
 

S
ti

ll
 A

ir
 

H
a
b

it
a

t 

C
o

n
n

e
c

ti
v
. 

E
c

o
c

li
n

e
s
 

B
a
re

 E
a

rt
h

 

S
u

rv
e

y
o

r-

d
e

fi
n

e
d

 
3 0 K 0 2 2 3 1 0 na 

Target Notes 
 

 No Target Notes 

Surveyor’s Comments 

A good quality woodland compartment with significant saproxylic resources on standing trees. These 
include a number of old or ancient pedunculate oaks. 
There are a few woodland glades which appear to be under management. 

 

Comp. No: 10022/08  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes  

T1 An open drainage ditch with some free water, gravel and mud at the time of the 
survey.  

Surveyor’s Comments 
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The score applied for ‘botanically-poor wetland features’ in respect of the drainage ditch at T1 is 
enhanced by the rarity of similar habitats at the site, and reflects its potential importance at the site 
rather than extent or quality of the habitat. There are a very limited number of muddy/marshy wetland 
areas at the site and this is a resource potentially used by a wide variety of invertebrates. Its potential 
value may include for example its use as a breeding site (e.g. many beetles and flies) and as a source 
of mud for nest-building solitary bees and wasps. It appears likely therefore that the lack of similar 
habitat might represent a significant limiting factor on the site’s invertebrate fauna. 

 

Wooded areas include a number of old or ancient pedunculate oaks, with a significant decaying 
timber resource on the standing trees. 

As with other areas of the site, the rough grassland is largely dominated by perennial rye-grass 
(Lolium perenne). 

 

There is some limited bare earth resource along parts of the woodland edges. 

 

Comp. No: 10022/09  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes 
 

T1 A broad strip of rough grassland on the south margin, including planted trees 
and standing decaying timber. 

T2 A north-facing grassed bank on the south margin of the compartment. 

T3 A distinct partially enclosed area of good quality invertebrate habitats. 

T4 A group of three relatively recent circular ponds. 

T5 A veteran hawthorn showing the characteristic D-shaped exit holes of the 
hawthorn jewel beetle (Agrilus sinuatus) 

T6 A shallow elongate depression comprising species-poor rough grassland and a 
scattering of native and planted trees. 

Surveyor’s Comments 

The broad strip of rough grassland on the south margin (T1) provides a significant area of potential 
invertebrate habitat. It is however structurally uniform and poor in nectar and pollen sources. 

 

As elsewhere at the site, the large cut trunks left on the ground are no longer in optimal condition as 
potential invertebrate habitats. Many have lost their bark, and have dried out and hardened, or have 
begun to crumble providing habitat for common soil invertebrates such as woodlice. 

 

Although north-facing and therefore sub-optimal, the well-drained grassed bank on the south margin 
of the compartment (T2) provides an extensive potential nesting area for solitary bees as there is 
dispersed interstitial bare earth among the vegetation. 

 

In the south-west corner of the compartment (T3) is a distinct partially enclosed area of good quality 
invertebrate habitats, which taken alone would score well in the five categories ‘botanically-poor 
wetland features’, ‘structural patchwork’, ‘still air habitat’, ‘ecoclines’ and ‘bear earth’, and possibly 
‘spring and autumn nectar sources’. 

 

The area at T3 is substantially open to a large area of amenity grassland the north, limiting the 
potential for local microclimate development within the area. 

 

The narrow muddy margins of the three circular ponds to the south-west (T4) provides limited semi-
aquatic habitat and mud resources (see also 10022/01 and 10022/08). The score applied reflects the 
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rarity and potential value of this habitat at the site, rather than its extent or quality. 

 

Older and veteran hawthorns with decaying timber are present throughout much of the Common. 
The tree at T5 demonstrates their potential value as a saproxylic resource. 

 

Close to the west margin of the compartment at T6 there is a shallow elongate depression 
comprising species-poor rough grassland and a scattering of trees. There is potential for enhancing 
the value of this area for invertebrates. 

 

Comp. No: 10022/10  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes 
 

T1 A good example of ‘structural patchwork’. 

Surveyor’s Comments 

A good example of structural patchwork comprising a mosaic of trees, scrub, tall herbs, grassland; 
and including shaded and unshaded areas. It is scored ‘2’ due to its limited extent in relation to the 
entire compartment. 

 

Woodland areas include a significant number of old or ancient pedunculate oaks, with a significant 
decaying timber resource on the standing trees. As with other areas of the site, the amount of 
cut/fallen large branches on the ground is far less than might be expected, and it appears possible 
that these branches may have been removed from the site. 

As with other areas of the site, the rough grassland is largely dominated by perennial rye-grass 
(Lolium perenne). 

 

Comp. No: 10624/01  Survey Date: 17/05/15  
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Target Notes 
 

 
No Target Notes 

Surveyor’s Comments 

This sports facility (Tooting Bec Athletics Club & Gym) is nested within a perimeter of woodland and 
scrub. Due to the proximity and the wind-damping and heat-trapping effects of the surrounding trees 
and scrub, the air-space within the facility is thought likely to be utilised in sunny warm conditions for 
aerial swarming and display by multiple insect species. Many aerial swarmers do not appear to do so 
routinely, but only under favourable conditions (Dobson, 1997). Swarming allows sexual selection to 
play a role in their life-cycle, and so helps to ensure the long-term genetic health of insect populations. 
This is likely to be particularly important where those populations exist at sites isolated from similar 
habitat area by urban or agricultural landscapes, and where genetic isolation might contribute to the 
decline or loss of local populations. 
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Target notes 

3.5.4 Please refer to the map (appendix 6) for location of target notes 

Table 31: Invertebrate habitat potential Target notes 

Target 
Note 

Grid reference Comp. No. Description 

T1 TQ 28894 71600 10021/01 An area of woodland to the north of Furzedown Road 
is situated in an excavated (?) area, where the ground 
level is significantly below that of the surrounds. 

T2 TQ 28809 71899 10021/02 An area of low-lying ground sheltered by the (higher) 
the roadside path. This provides a limited area of 
potentially enhanced microclimate, and also a 
potential seasonally wet area. 

T1 TQ 29604 71865 10022/01 A small excavated marshy area at TQ 2961 7187 

T1 TQ 29491 72965 10022/02 A number of old pedunculate oaks, with decaying 
timber resources. 

T2 TQ 29391 72944 10022/02 Railsides to the south supplementing the parcel’s 
connectivity 

T1 TQ 29416 72112 10022/03 A small section of south-facing ecocline. 

T1 TQ 29364 72213 10022/04 One of a number of areas of path-side bare sandy soil 
utilised as nesting sites by solitary bees. 

T2 TQ 29328 72194 10022/04 One of a number of small scrapes including bare 
sandy soil utilised as nesting sites by solitary bees. 

T1 TQ 29210 72794 10022/08 An open drainage ditch with some free water, gravel 
and mud at the time of the survey. 

T1 TQ 28804 71939 10022/09 A broad strip of rough grassland on the south margin, 
including planted trees and standing decaying timber. 

T2 TQ 28792 71930 10022/09 A north-facing grassed bank on the south margin of 
the compartment. 

T3 TQ 28639 71990 10022/09 A distinct partially enclosed area of good quality 
invertebrate habitats. 

T4 TQ 28666 72000 10022/09 A group of three relatively recent circular ponds. 

T5 TQ 28736 72224 10022/09 A veteran hawthorn showing the characteristic D-
shaped exit holes of the hawthorn jewel beetle 
(Agrilus sinuatus) 

T6 TQ 28707 72264 10022/09 A shallow elongate depression comprising species-
poor rough grassland and a scattering of native and 
planted trees. 

T1 TQ 29524 72757 10022/10 A good example of ‘structural patchwork’ 

 

3.6 Hymenoptera 

 
Species Accounts 

3.6.1 Data on life-histories and distribution is drawn from a number of sources which are 
cited in ‘References and Bibliography’. The statuses of each species in Surrey (VC 
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17) are according to Pontin (2005) (ants), Baldock (2008) (bees) and Baldock (2010) 
(wasps). 

 

Table 32: Hymenoptera species accounts 

ANTS 

Formicidae (Ants) 

Lasius brunneus (Brown Tree Ant) 

A local species which establishes its small colonies in the decaying heart of trees growing in the open 

in woodland and old parkland. In 2015 it was observed on tree trunks in acid grassland area 8, as well 

as elsewhere at the site. There are additional site records of this species from David Baldock (1999) 

and Richard Jones (2003). 

A range of saproxylic and scarce beetles are associated with the nests of L. brunneus, and it may 
have additional ecological value in that respect. 

 

It is designated as Nationally Notable A (although the current number of national records would not 
support that designation) and is a London Species of Conservation Concern (LSOCC). 

Status in VC 17: Local in woodland and parkland. 

 

Lasius flavus (Yellow Meadow Ant) 

Our commonest ant, responsible for the familiar ant hills in grassland habitats. In 2015 foraging 
individuals were recorded from roughland around the main pond (10022/05), although their anthills 
were not a common feature at the site as a whole. Status in VC 17: Abundant in pasture. 

Lasius niger agg. 

This species aggregate includes the common black garden ant and additional very similar species 
including Lasius platythorax (see below). Members of this group were by far the most numerous found 
in the pitfall traps at all locations. Status in VC 17: Common. 

Lasius platythorax 

Whereas Lasius niger is a species of open well-drained habitats, the very similar Lasius platythorax is 
shade-tolerant and typically nests in cracks in bark. It was recorded in 2015 in low numbers from 
pitfall traps placed in acid grassland areas 2 and 10, which were perhaps close enough to the 
woodland edge to trap foraging individuals.  

 

To be absolutely certain of the identity of this species it would be necessary to examine a queen. In 
this case however identity was determined on the basis of the clypeal vestiture of workers, which is 
considered to be a generally reliable distinguishing feature.  

Status in VC 17: Common. 

 

WASPS 

Pompilidae (Spider-hunting Wasps) 

Auplopus carbonarius 

This black wasp builds a brood chamber from mud which it provisions with spiders, normally of the 
family Clubionidae. It was recorded in 2015 from a female hunting in roughland around the main pond 
(10022/05), and there are previous site records of this species from Richard Jones in 2003. 
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It is designated as Nationally Notable B, although this species has extended its range and the current 
number of national records would not support that designation. Status in VC 17: Common. 

Vespidae (social wasps and their relatives) 

Microdynerus exilis 

This small wasp nests in beetle emergence holes in dead wood, which it provisions with the larvae of 
weevils. In 2015 two individuals were collected from the area around the main pond. It is designated 
as Nationally Notable B, although this species appears to be extending its range. Status in VC 17: 
Local. 

Vespula vulgaris (A common social wasp) 

A ubiquitous species of social wasp: It was recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 2 (10021/02). 
The surveyor notes that only a handful of social wasps were seen at the Common throughout the 
invertebrate surveys, the others flying too high for capture. Status in VC 17: Common and 
Widespread. 

Crabronidae (Digger-wasps) 

Cerceris rybyensis 

In 2015 a number of individuals were recorded from roughland around the pond (10022/05) and from 
acid grassland area 2 (10021/02). It nests in various soils, and provisions its brood with solitary bees.  
Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Crabro cribrarius 

Recorded in 2015 from roughland around the pond (10022/05). This wasps burrows in sandy soils, 
and provisions its brood with flies such as hoverflies. It is a characteristic species of dry sandy 
habitats such as the Surrey heathlands, and it is far scarcer in the east of the county due to lack of 
suitable habitat. 
Status in VC 17: Local. 

Lindenius albilabris 

Recorded in 2015 on two occasions around the main pond (10022/05). A widespread species nesting 
in sandy substrates such as acid grassland as well as in other well-drained soils. Status in VC 17: 
Ubiquitous. 

Pemphredon lethifer 

Recorded in 2015 from roughland around the pond (10022/05). It nests in dead bramble (Rubus 
fruticosus agg.) stems and preys on aphids. Status in VC 17: Common. 

Psenulus pallipes 

Recorded in 2015 from roughland around the pond (10022/05). It nests in dead bramble stems and 
preys on aphids. Status in VC 17: Local. 

Stigmus pendulus 

Recorded at the site by David Baldock in 1999 when he described it as “very common to abundant 
around standing dead trees” Not recorded in 2015. It breeds in old beetle emergence holes in dead 
wood, which it provisions with aphids. 

It is designated nationally as RDBK (Insufficiently Known). Status in VC 17: Local. 

 

BEES 

Andrenidae (Mining Bees) 

Andrena bicolor 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 2 (10021/02). A widespread species nesting in a variety 
of soil types. Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Andrena fulvago 
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Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 2 (10021/02). This is a very uncommon bee which nests 
in porous soils such as sand and chalk. Baldock (1998) cites only 11 modern records for Surrey. 

It is designated as Nationally Notable A (Na). Status in VC 17: Rare. 

Apidae (Honeybee, Bumblebees and relatives) 

Apis melifera (Honeybee) 

Very common on sunlit bramble flowers. Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Bombus hypnorum (Tree Bumblebee) 

Recorded in 2015 from roughland around the pond (10022/05). First recorded in the UK in 2001, this 
distinctive bee has since spread rapidly as far as Scotland. It is a species of open woodland and 
suburban gardens, where it sometimes nests in bird boxes. Status in VC 17: Although considered rare 
in Surrey by Baldock (2008), it is now likely to be common wherever suitable habitat is found, 
particularly in urban gardens. 

Bombus lapidarius (Red-tailed Bumblebee) 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 2 (10021/02). A very common bumblebee occurring in a 
range of habitats. Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Bombus lucorum (White-tailed Bumblebee) 

Recorded in 2015 from roughland around the pond (10022/05). A very common bumblebee occurring 
in a range of habitats. Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Bombus pascuorum (Common Carder-bee) 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 8 (10022/04). A very common bumblebee occurring in a 
range of habitats. Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Bombus terrestris (Buff-tailed Bumblebee) 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 8 (10022/04) and from roughland around the pond 
(10022/05). A very common bumblebee occurring in a range of habitats. Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Panurgus banksianus 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 10 (10022/03 & 04). A hairy black bee which nests in 
sandy soils and sometimes on chalk, where it is a specialist feeder at yellow Asteraceae (Dandelion 
family). It is therefore likely to be confined to the dry acid grassland areas of the Common. Status in 
VC 17: Local. 

Sphecodes monilicornis 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 10 (10022/03 & 04). A widespread species which lives as 
a kleptoparasite of bees in the family Halictidae such as Halictus and Lasioglossum. Status in VC 17: 
Ubiquitous. 

 

Halictidae (Sweat bees) 

Halictus tumulorum 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 2 (10021/02) and from roughland around the pond 
(10022/05). It was present in some numbers and evidently one of the commoner solitary bees at the 
site during the survey period. Status in VC 17: Ubiquitous. 

Lasioglossum leucopus 

Recorded in 2015 from roughland around the main pond (10022/05).  A local but widespread species 
which nests in porous substrates, particularly sandy soil and chalk. Status in VC 17: Locally common. 

Lasioglossum leucozonium 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 2 (10021/02) and from roughland around the main pond 
(10022/05). A common and widespread species both nationally and in Surrey. Status in VC 17: 
Ubiquitous (although scarce on clay soils). 
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Megachilidae (Leaf-cutter bees) 

Megachile ligniseca 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 2 (10021/02) and from roughland around the main pond 
(10022/05). It nests in holes and cavities in dead wood, lining and closing the hole with ‘tiled’ pieces of 
cut leaves. It is widespread in Surrey and Baldock (2008) cites a previous record for Tooting Common 
without giving further details. Status in VC 17: Common. 

Megachile willughbiella 

Recorded in 2015 from acid grassland area 8 (10022/04). A common and widely distributed species 
including urban gardens. Status in VC 17: Common. 

 

3.7 Odonata 

 

3.7.1 The broad taxa of macro-invertebrates recorded in each sample are set out in Table 
33. 

 

Table 33: Broad Taxa of Macro-invertebrate Taxa recorded at each Sampling Point.  

 

 Sampling Points (main pond) SW ponds 

Broad Taxon 1 2 3 4 5 10022/09 
(S) 

10022/09 
(C) 

Odonata larvae 0 0 0 0 0 freq. freq. 

Corixidae larvae P (3) P (11) P (occ.) P (1) P (2) P (4) 0 

Water beetles 0 0 P (1) 0 P (1) 0 P (1) 

Aquatic beetle larvae 0 0 P (1) 0 0 0 0 

Shrimp (Ascellus sp.) P (occ.) P freq. P (occ.) P 0 0 

Shrimp (Gammarus sp.) P (occ.) P freq. 0 0 0 0 

Mayfly larvae P (1) 0 0 0 0 P (12) P (14) 

Bivalve Molluscs P (1) P (1) 0 P (occ.) 0 0 0 

Gastropod Molluscs 0 0 0 0 P P (4) 0 

Chironomidae larvae 0 P 0 P P 0 0 

Flatworms P (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Leeches P 0 P (occ.) P (occ.) P 0 0 

Oligochaetes 0 0 0 P (occ.) 0 0 0 

0 = Not recorded.  P = Present.  occ. = Occasional.  freq.= Frequent.  (X) = Number 
recorded. 
10022/09 (S) = Southernmost of three adjacent ‘Froglife’ ponds.  10022/09 (C) = Central 
‘Froglife’ pond. 

3.7.2 Due to the relatively clear and shallow water in the ponds in 10022/09, Odonata 
larvae were visible on the ponds’ beds and some were netted individually at these 
locations. The sampling method was therefore different from that in employed in the 
main pond, and the relative diversity of non-target species cannot be compared. 

3.7.3 Following microscopic examination of Odonata larvae recorded from the ponds in 
10022/09 they were identified as follows (Table 34). 
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Table 34: Species Records of Odonata Larvae Recorded from Sampling of Ponds to 
the SW of 10022/09 on 21 May 2015. 

Species Scientific Name Locality Notes 

Common Blue Damselfly 
3.7.4 Enallagma 

cyathigerum 

South pond 1 larva 

Emperor Dragonfly 
3.7.5 Anax imperator 

South pond 1 larva 

Common Darter 
3.7.6 Sympetrum 

striolatum 

South pond See Note 1 

Common Darter Sympetrum striolatum Central pond See Note 1 

Broad-bodied Chaser Libellula depressa Central pond See Note 1 

 

Note 1: A large population of larvae belonging to this family (Libellulidae) was present in 
both ponds, including a range of larval stadia. 
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Table 35 lists all current Odonata records from the Common including larval records, adults recorded by the surveyor and records submitted by 
Alan Wilkinson. No pre-2015 records of Odonata from the site have been located. 

Table 35: Preliminary List of Odonata Records from Tooting Common 

FAMILY SCIENTIFIC NAME VERNACULAR NAME DATE No. Comp./Section  
(Note 2) 

GRID REF. RECORDER(S) 

Coenagrionidae Coenagrion puella Azure Damselfly 23/06/2015 1m 10022/04 TQ 29174 72123 Dobson, J.R. 

Coenagrionidae Enallagma cyathigerum Common Blue Damselfly 21/05/2015 Larva 10022/09 TQ 2861 7203 Dobson, J.R. 

Coenagrionidae Pyrrhosoma nymphula Large Red Damselfly 21/05/2015 1 Section 1 nd Wilkinson, A.& Goat, V. 

Coenagrionidae Pyrrhosoma nymphula Large Red Damselfly 21/05/2015 1m 10022/09 TQ 2861 7203 Dobson, J.R. 

Aeshnidae Anax imperator Emperor 21/05/2015 Larva 10022/09 TQ 2861 7203 Dobson, J.R. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 16/05/2015 1 Section 3 nd Wilkinson, A. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 21/05/2015 1 Section 7 nd Wilkinson, A. & Goat, V. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 21/05/2015 Larva 10022/09 TQ 2861 7203 Dobson, J.R. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 21/05/2015 1m 10022/09 TQ 2861 7203 Dobson, J.R. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 24/05/2015 1 Section 12 nd Wilkinson, A. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 15/06/2015 1 SW of Lido CP nd Wilkinson, A. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 15/06/2015 1 Froglife Pond nd Wilkinson, A. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 22/06/2015 1 Section 8 nd Wilkinson, A. 

Libellulidae Libellula depressa Broad-bodied Chaser 23/06/2015 1m 10022/05 TQ 29118 72096 Dobson, J.R. 

Libellulidae Orthetrum cancellatum Black-tailed Skimmer 25/06/2015 1f 10021/02 TQ 28843 71815 Dobson, J.R. 

Libellulidae Orthetrum cancellatum Black-tailed Skimmer 06/07/2015 1 Section 6 nd Wilkinson, A. 

Libellulidae Sympetrum striolatum Common Darter 21/05/2015 Larva 10022/09 TQ 2861 7203 Dobson, J.R. 

 
Note 2: The Sections referred to are part of the butterfly transect survey carried out by Alan Wilkinson, and are specified in the transect map 
appended to the report on the 2015 Baseline Survey of butterflies and day-flying moths. 
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3.8 Orthoptera 

 

3.8.1 The Orthoptera recorded at Tooting Common are set out in Table 36. 
 

Table 36: Orthoptera recorded at Tooting Common up to 25th June 2015.  Abbreviation: Ac. Gr. = Acid Grassland. 

Family Scientific Name Vernacular Name 3.8.2 Date Number Comp. No. Grid Ref. Recorder(s) Habitat 

Tettigoniidae Metrioptera roeselii Roesel's Bush-cricket 23/06/2015 2 juveniles 10021/02 TQ288718 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 2 

Tettigoniidae Metrioptera roeselii Roesel's Bush-cricket 25/06/2015 3 juveniles 10021/02 TQ288718 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 2 

Tettigoniidae  Conocephalus fuscus Long-winged Cone-head 25/08/2002 nd na nd Bain, Sandi na 

Acrididae  Chorthippus albomarginatus Lesser Marsh Grasshopper 1984 nd na nd Skelton, M. na 

Acrididae  Chorthippus parallelus  
(provisional identification) 

Meadow Grasshopper 11/06/2015 4 juveniles 10022/04 TQ291722 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 8 

Acrididae  Chorthippus parallelus 

(provisional identification) 
Meadow Grasshopper 25/06/2015 3 juveniles 10021/02 TQ288718 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 2 

Acrididae  Chorthippus parallelus 
(provisional identification) 

Meadow Grasshopper 25/06/2015 3 juveniles 10021/02 TQ288718 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 2 

Acrididae  Chorthippus parallelus 
(provisional identification) 

Meadow Grasshopper 25/06/2015 1 juvenile 10022/04 TQ291722 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 8 

Acrididae  Grasshopper spp. [Juvenile ident.] 11/06/2015 Occasional 10022/04/03 TQ291722 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 10 

Acrididae  Grasshopper spp. [Juvenile ident.] 23/06/2015 Occasional 10022/04/03 TQ291722 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 10 

Acrididae  Grasshopper spp. [Juvenile ident.] 23/06/2015 Occasional 10022/05 TQ 291 720 Dobson, J.R. Roughland 

Acrididae  Omacestus viridulus 

(provisional identification) 
Common Green Grasshopper 11/06/2015 2 juveniles 10022/04 TQ291722 Dobson, J.R. Ac. Gr. 8 
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3.8.3 On no occasion during any of the baseline invertebrate surveys was Orthoptera 
‘singing’ (e.g. stridulation) heard by the surveyor. This indicates that mature (final 
instar), identifiable individuals were either not present or rare on site during the survey 
period. 

3.8.4 No groundhoppers or native cockroaches were recorded during the survey. 
 

3.9 Lepidoptera 

 
Table 37: A Summary of Lepidoptera Records from Acid Grassland and from around the 

main pond (Comp. 10022/05). 

Family/ 
Species  Name 

Vernacular Name Date Number 
Comp. 

 No. 
Grid Ref. Recorder(s) 

Ac.G
r. 

Adelidae        

Nemophora 
degeerella 

DeGeer's Longhorn 
moth 

03/06/
2015 A few 10022/04 

TQ 29174 
72123 Dobson, J.R. 8 

Tortricidae        

Gypsonoma 
dealbana A Tortrix moth 

25/06/
2015 1 10021/02 

TQ 28843 
71815 Dobson, J.R. 2 

Crambidae        

Chrysoteuchia 
culmella 

Garden Grass-
veneer moth 

11/06/
2015 several 10021/02 

TQ 28843 
71815 Dobson, J.R. 2 

Chrysoteuchia 
culmella 

Garden Grass-
veneer moth 

11/06/
2015 several 10022/04 

TQ 29397 
72031 Dobson, J.R. 10 

Chrysoteuchia 
culmella 

Garden Grass-
veneer moth 

23/06/
2015 several 10021/02 

TQ 28843 
71815 Dobson, J.R. 2 

Chrysoteuchia 
culmella 

Garden Grass-
veneer moth 

25/06/
2015 several 10022/04 

TQ 29174 
72123 Dobson, J.R. 8 

Hesperiidae        

Thymelicus 
sylvestris 

Small Skipper 
butterfly 

25/06/
2015 1f 10021/02 

TQ 28843 
71815 Dobson, J.R. 2 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

11/06/
2015 nd 10022/04 

TQ 29174 
72123 Dobson, J.R. 

10 
(N) 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

22/06/
2015 2 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

22/06/
2015 2 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 Wilkinson, A na 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

23/06/
2015 Occasional 10022/05 

TQ 29118 
72096 Dobson, J.R. na 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

25/06/
2015 Occasional 10022/05 

TQ 29118 
72096 Dobson, J.R. na 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

25/06/
2015 Frequent 10021/02 

TQ 28843 
71815 Dobson, J.R. 2 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

26/06/
2015 2 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 Wilkinson, A na 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

29/06/
2015 7 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

29/06/
2015 4 

10022/04 
TRS 11 TQ293721 Wilkinson, A 10 
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Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

29/06/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 Wilkinson, A na 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

06/07/
2015 8 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

06/07/
2015 4 

10022/04 
TRS 11 TQ293721 Wilkinson, A 10 

Ochlodes 
sylvanus 

Large Skipper 
butterfly 

06/07/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 Wilkinson, A na 

 

Family/ 
Species  Name 

Vernacular Name Date 
Numb

er 
Comp. 

 No. 
Grid Ref. Recorder(s) 

Ac.G
r. 

Pieridae        

Pieris brassicae 
Large White 
butterfly 

21/05/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 9 nd 

Wilkinson, A. 
Goat, V. na 

Pieris brassicae 
Large White 
butterfly 

11/06/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 11 TQ293721 Wilkinson, A 10 

Pieris brassicae 
Large White 
butterfly 

11/06/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 9 TQ292721 Wilkinson, A na 

Pieris brassicae 
Large White 
butterfly 

23/06/
2015 1m 10021/02 

TQ 28843 
71815 Dobson, J.R. no 

Pieris brassicae 
Large White 
butterfly 

29/06/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 11 TQ293721 Wilkinson, A 10 

Pieris rapae 
Small White 
butterfly 

21/05/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 

Wilkinson, A. 
Goat, V. na 

Pieris rapae 
Small White 
butterfly 

21/05/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 

Wilkinson, A. 
Goat, V. na 

Pieris rapae 
Small White 
butterfly 

23/06/
2015 1f 10022/05 

TQ 29118 
72096 Dobson, J.R. no 

Pieris napi 
Green-veined White 
butterfly 

06/07/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 Wilkinson, A na 

Lycaenidae        

Polyommatus ic
arus 

Common Blue 
butterfly 

04/06/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Polyommatus ic
arus 

Common Blue 
butterfly 

26/06/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ291720 Wilkinson, A na 

Polyommatus ic
arus 

Common Blue 
butterfly 

29/06/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Polyommatus ic
arus 

Common Blue 
butterfly 

06/07/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Nymphalidae        

Aglais urticae 
Small Tortoiseshell 
butterfly 

29/06/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Inachis io Peacock butterfly 
15/04/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Polygonia c-
album Comma butterfly 

29/06/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Pararge 
aegeria 

Speckled Wood  
butterfly 

03/06/
2015 1 10022/04 

TQ 29174 
72123 Dobson, J.R. 8 

Pararge Speckled Wood 11/06/ 1 10022/03 TQ 29397 Dobson, J.R. 10 
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aegeria butterfly 2015 72031 (N) 

Pararge 
aegeria 

Speckled Wood 
butterfly 

11/06/
2015 1 10022/03 

TQ 29397 
72031 Dobson, J.R. 

10 
(N) 

Pararge 
aegeria 

Speckled Wood 
butterfly 

15/06/
2015 1 

10022/05 
TRS 8 TQ291720 Wilkinson, A na 

Melanargia gal
athea 

Marbled White 
butterfly 

06/07/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

 

Family/ 
Species  Name 

Vernacular Name Date 
Numb

er 
Comp. 

 No. 
Grid Ref. Recorder(s) 

Ac.G
r. 

Nymphalidae 
(cont.) 

       

Maniola jurtina 
Meadow Brown 
butterfly 

23/06/
2015 2 10022/05 

TQ 29118 
72096 Dobson, J.R. no 

Maniola jurtina 
Meadow Brown 
butterfly 

25/06/
2015 1m 10022/04 

TQ 29174 
72123 Dobson, J.R. no 

Maniola jurtina 
Meadow Brown 
butterfly 

25/06/
2015 

Freque
nt 10021/02 

TQ 28843 
71815 Dobson, J.R. no 

Maniola jurtina 
Meadow Brown 
butterfly 

26/06/
2015 1 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Maniola jurtina 
Meadow Brown 
butterfly 

29/06/
2015 2 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Aphantopus 
hyperantus Ringlet butterfly 

06/07/
2015 4 

10022/04 
TRS 10 TQ292722 Wilkinson, A 8 

Abbreviations: Ac.Gr. Area number of Acid Grassland habitat sampled (figure 3).  TRS: 

Butterfly Transect Section Number (Alan Wilkinson) Figure 4. 

 

3.10 Coleoptera 

Results  

3.10.1 The combined totals of beetles recorded at Tooting Common in the course of the 
Baseline Coleoptera Survey (2015) of acid grassland and habitats around the main 
pond are set out in Table 38. 

Table 38: Summary of Coleoptera records following the 2015 Baseline Survey 

Number of species records (2015) 601 

Number of species recorded (2015) 139 

Number of species including post-1980 historic records 147 

3.10.2 These species are listed in Appendix 8. 

Species Accounts 

3.10.3 The following species accounts include beetles with a particular conservation status, 
and appear in taxonomic order by Family.  

3.10.4 Statuses in VC 17 (Surrey) are according to Denton (2005). 
 



 

89 

   

Abbreviations: SQI = Saproxylic Quality Index. RDB = Red Data Book. 

Definition: Saproxylic organisms are those which are dependent for at least part of their life-cycle on 

decaying timber. It is defined broadly to include for instance species whose larvae feed on the fungal 

breakdown products of wood in living trees, those directly dependent on timber-associated fungal 

fruiting bodies, and the communities of predators and parasites associated with saproxylic 

invertebrates. In addition saproxylic invertebrates may be associated with decaying sap or sap-runs. 

Table 39: Species accounts of selected beetles 

Histeridae 

Paromalus flavicornis 

(SQI) 2. A weak indicator of Saproxylic Quality. 

It is associated with debris beneath bark on deadwood of medium age trees, or in the 

decaying wood and fungi. Status in VC 17: Widespread. 

Staphlinidae (Rove beetles) 

Dinaraea aequata 

SQI 1. A weak indicator of Saproxylic Quality. 

The larvae live beneath the bark or in decaying boughs of a variety of hardwood trees.  

Status in VC 17: Widespread 

Leptusa ruficollis 

SQI 1. A weak indicator of Saproxylic Quality. 

On dead and decaying hardwoods. Status in VC 17: Widespread 

Philonthus nitidicollis 

Notable B (Hyman and Parsons, 1994).  

Rare except in south-west England. Status in VC 17: Rare 

Habitat uncertain (Lott & Anderson, 2011). 

Lucanidae (Stag beetles) 

Lucanus cervus (Violet Stag beetle) 

The stag beetle has international status under both the Bern Convention and the Habitats 

Directive. 

It is a Species of Principle Importance in England under section 41 of the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

It is listed in Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) (as amended) (trade or sale only). 
 
It is a London Species of Conservation Concern and is prioritised under the capital’s Biodiversity Action 
Plan. 
 
It is listed as Nationally Notable (Nb) in Hyman & Parsons (1992). 
 
It has a SQI Index of 8, and is therefore a moderate indicator of saproxylic quality. 
The beetle breeds in the wild in subterranean decaying wood where the larvae may spend several years 
developing. Female beetles favours egg laying in light soils as this appears to facilitate the emergence of 
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adults  

Status in VC 17: Local, although avoiding clay and chalky soils. 

Ptinidae 

Dryophilus anobioides 

Rare (RDB 3) (Hyman and Parsons, 1992). 

The larvae develop in the dead stems of broom (Cytisus scoparius). Status in VC 17: Rare 

Phalacridae 

Olibrus flavicornis 

Insufficiently Known (RDB K) 

Found in grasslands on yellow Asteraceae such as Autumn hawkbit (Scorzoneroides autumnalis).  In 

recent years this beetle has increased at suitable sites in the London area (Telfer, 2012). 

Status in VC 17: (Insufficiently Known) 

Cerambycidae 

Grammoptera ruficornis 

SQI 1. A weak indicator of Saproxylic Quality. 

The larvae feed in the fungus-infected branches of broadleaved trees. Adults may be common on the 

flowers of hawthorns (Crataegus spp.) etc. Status in VC 17: Frequent 

Chrysomelidae 

Psylliodes cuprea 

Nationally Scarce. (Natural England, 2014) 

There is evidence that this beetle is in rapid decline, although is still widely scattered. It occupies a range 

of habitats and the adults feed on leaves of wild- and cultivated Brassicaceae (especially as seedlings), 

and sometimes plants in other families. The larvae mine the stems and leaves. Status in VC 17: Local. 

Rhynchitidae 

Involvulus cupreus 

Notable B (Hyman and Parsons, 1992). 

On Sorbus trees such as rowan (Sorbus aucuparia) and whitebeams. 

Status in VC 17: Vey local. 
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3.11 Arachnid  survey 

 

Pitfall-trapping  

(a) Overall results  

3.11.1 As a result of this study the total numbers of species recorded from the Common as a 
whole are as follows: spiders - approximately 124 species, ichneumonid parasitoids - 2 
species, and pseudoscorpions - 1 species. 

3.11.2  Among the species recorded several are regarded as Nationally Notable: Nigma 
walckenaeri (Dictynidae) is listed as Notable A, while Centromerus incilium and 
Palludiphantes insignis (Linyphiidae), Zilla diodia (Araneidae), Trachyzelotes pedestris 
(Gnaphosidae), Philodromus praedatus and P.albidus (Philodromidae) are all listed as 
Notable B. Others of less clear status include Ero aphana (first record 1968), 
Megalepthyphantes sp.(first record 1999) and Mermessus trilobatus (first record 2012). 
All three appear to be increasing in abundance and distribution in the London area, 
while N. walckenaeri is common in the area from which it has been recorded. 
T.pedestris is a new record for the old county of London. 
 

(b) Pitfall-trapping 

3.11.3 From the pitfall trapping a total of 7610 spiders were recorded representing 93 species. 
(This is a provisional figure; some species have only been recorded as unconfirmed 
because only juveniles have so far been found). The results were much affected by the 
limited early season period of the trapping, but are summarised in Table 1A. As this 
shows the total catch was dominated Pachygnatha degeeri, a widespread and often 
abundant grassland species which made up almost half the total catch, while Erigone 
dentipalpis, a widespread pioneer species was the second most abundant spider. 
Panamomops sulcifrons is a surprisingly abundant spider on the Common and was 
trapped at virtually all the grassland sites. While the total catch was dominated by the 
common species listed in Table 40, there was a species richness ‘tail’ of 40 species 
with numbers trapped below 10 (see Table 41). 

 

Table 40: Summary of pitfall-trap catch; most abundant species 

Spider total family % of total 

Pachygnatha degeeri 3553 Tetragnathidae 46.6% 

Erigone dentipalpis   665 Linyphiidae  8.7% 

Alopecosa pulverulenta   544 Lycosidae  7.1% 

Pardosa pullata   513 Lycosidae  6.7% 

Trochosa terricola   261 Lycosidae  3.4% 

Tiso vagans   199 Linyphiidae  2.6% 

Pardosa prativaga   156 Lycosidae  2.0% 

Panamomops sulcifrons    111 Linyphiidae  1.5% 

Macrargus rufus   107 Linyphiidae  1.4% 

Pardosa saltans   104 Lycosidae  1.4% 

Palludiphantes tenuis   101 Linyphiidae  1.3% 

  Other species 1908   

 Total 7622   
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(c) Pitfall-trapping results by trap-site 

 It was not thought appropriate to group the results by sector, as the sectors are not based on 

ecological features; several sectors include more than one habitat – even both woodland and 

grassland – so that combining results is of little significance except in compiling a total number 

of species for the Common as a whole. A summary of pitfall results by trap-site is given in Table 

41. 

 

Table 41: Summary of spider pitfall catch by trap-site 

Site Sector No of 
spiders 

Species Five 
pioneers 
total 

Lycosids ‘Acid grassland spp.’ 

000 10022/09   293 24 0 143 (7)  7 

001 10022/09   212 30 1 (1) 106 (6) 11 

002 10021/02   497 23 3 (1)   17 (3)  4 

003 10022/04   314 27 4 (1)   20 (2) woodland 

004 10022/05   166 25 0  107 (5)   4 

005 10022/05   118 18 0     3 (2) woodland 

006 10022/04 1397 30 64 (2) 563 (7) 7 

007* 10022/01    99 18 3 (2)    2 (1) woodland 

008* 10022/01  311 22 25 (2)  95 (5) 4 (incomplete sample) 

009 10022/01  338 27 26 (4)  96 (6) 7 

010 10022/09  830 34 100 (5)  166 (7) 5 

011 10022/04  478 37  60 (2)   45 (6) 8 

012 10022/04  323 20 111 (2)  21 (3) 5 

013 10022/04  259 17  64 (2)   17 (4) 1 

014 10022/07  255 29  5 (1)  125 (4) woodland glade 

015 10022/08  607 34 112 (3)   58 (6) 9 

016 10022/08  706 22  87 (4)   88 (5) 4 

017 10022/10  375 24 133 (4)    10 (5) 3 

018 10022/02   44 10   30 (3)     3 (3) 0 

 Total 7622     

Columns: self-explanatory except:  

Five pioneers total (Oedothorax fuscus, O. retusus, Milleriana inerrans, Erigone dentipalpis and 

E.atra); Lycosids = wolf spiders.  

‘Acid grassland spp.’ see appendix 5. 

 

Results of sweepnetting and searching 

3.11.4 Approximately (some immatures were unidentifiable) 22 species were taken by this 
method, including several scarce species not found by other means: these included 
Philodromus albidus (characteristic of undisturbed long grass in sector 10021/02), 
Lathys humilis (only on the gorse near the Lido car park), Ero aphana (on gorse at 
several places) and Theridion pinastri (on blackthorn above site 000).  

 

3.12 Analysis of Invertebrate Species Data 

 



 

93 

   

3.12.1 ISIS software was utilised to analyse invertebrate records from Tooting Common. The 
results are presented as lists of Broad Assemblage Types (BATs) and of Specific 
Assemblage Types (SATs). Brief background information is set out below, and further 
details appear in Appendix 9. 

 

Broad Assemblage Types (BATs). 

3.12.2 There are 14 ‘Broad Assemblage Types’ (BATs). These are characterised by more 
widespread species and can be found in a wide range of sites. Their classification 
reflects environmental factors such as hydrology and disturbance-driven succession 
cycles that have an important effect on invertebrate assemblages. ISIS summarises the 
relative representation of each BAT within the sampled assemblage and evaluates the 
conservation value of each BAT using a rarity score calculated according to individual 
rarity values of its constituent species. A rarity score is only calculated if there are 
sufficient (15) species assigned to a BAT in order that the effects of sampling effort on 
the score are reduced. 

3.12.3 The metric ‘BAT Species Richness’ is used here to indicate a preliminary ranking of 
species assemblages. ‘Representation’ is included in the ISIS results (Table 42 below) 
but plays no further role in this report as standardised recording protocols were not 
utilised either during this survey or for historic recording (see Limitations of Survey). 
Rarity scores are considered briefly but are considered provisional at this stage. 

3.12.4 Note also that ISIS only analyses selected species where there is sufficient evidence to 
reliably ascribe them to an Assemblage Type. The number of species counted in the 
metric ‘BAT Species Richness’ therefore falls well short of the total number of species 
recorded at the site. 

 

The results of the ISIS analysis is presented as tables which list the assemblage types in 

descending order of species richness.  

Table 42: Broad Assemblage Types (BATS) derived from Invertebrate Records from 

Tooting Common 

BAT 
code 

BAT name 
BAT Species 

Richness 
Representation  

(1-100) 
Rarity 
Score 

Fav 

F21 Grassland & Scrub Matrix 118 42 155 - 

F111 
Unshaded Early Successional 
Mosaic 

41 15 159 
- 

A11 Arboreal Canopy 24 9 179 fav 

F31 Shaded Field & Ground Layer 17 6 118 - 

A21 Wood Decay 17 6 219 fav 

 

3.12.5 BATs with species richness scores of <15 (the threshold score for ISIS to calculate a 
rarity score for a BAT) are excluded from this list. At Tooting Common these were all 
wetland BATs which, apart from Odonata, were not specifically targeted in this survey. 

3.12.6 Detailed definitions of these assemblage types (Drake et al., 2007) appear in Appendix 
9. 
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3.12.7 ‘BAT Species Richness’ is the number of recorded species that are characteristic of 
that BAT.  

3.12.8 The following metrics are included in the table for information but are not utilised in the 
subsequent discussion as the underlying data has been derived from non-standardised 
field surveys. 

3.12.9 The ‘Representation’ score measures the relative importance of the BAT in the 
species list on a scale of 1 to 100. It is designed as a coarse measure of ecological 
change at a small scale, for example in management units. At larger scales it is 
influenced by sample site selection and merely reports which habitats have been 
sampled. 

3.12.10 The ‘Rarity Score’ is the average of all the individual species rarity scores in the 
assemblage. The rarity scores of individual species are often derived from their 
designated conservation status, but in some groups it is taken from an analysis of the 
number of 10 km squares the species occupies, according to data held in the 
appropriate national recording scheme. See: Limitations of Survey. 

3.12.11 Favourable Condition (fav.). An assemblage may be ranked as in ‘favourable 
condition’ for the purposes of Common Standards Monitoring (CSM), a procedure 
developed by Natural England for comparative assessment of habitats on SSSIs. 

 

3.12.12 Specific Assemblage Types (SATs). There are 22 Specific Assemblage Types (SATs) 
utilised in ISIS 2010. These are characterised by stenotopic species and are considered 
to have an intrinsic conservation value, as such they are generally only found in sites 
with conservation value. SATs are more narrowly defined than BATs and each SAT is 
nested within a parent BAT. 

3.12.13 There are also an additional 11 ‘Resource-based Assemblage Types’ (RATs) which are 
utilised in ISIS 2010. These assemblage types often cut across BATs and are defined in 
terms of shared species dependencies on particular resources. 

 

Definition: Stenotopic species are those which are able to tolerate only a narrow range of 
environmental changes (the opposite of which is Eurytopic). Stenotopic species display a high 
fidelity to particular habitats or habitat elements.  
 
Table 43: SATs and RATs highlighted by ISIS on the basis of Invertebrate records from 
Tooting Common. SATs or RATs represented by only a single species are excluded from this 
list. 

SAT 
code 

SAT/RAT name No. spp. Condition 

F009 Restricted host plants 33 
 F002 Rich flower resource (RAT) 14 (note: see caveat in Discussion) 

F001 Scrub edge 11 fav 

A212 Bark & sapwood decay (RAT) 11 
 F010 Restricted animal hosts and prey 7 
 F003 Scrub-heath & moorland 7 
 F111 Bare sand & chalk 5 
 A211 Heartwood decay (RAT) 4 
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F007 Carrion (RAT) 2 
  

4.0 Evaluation 

4.1 Protected species  

4.1.1 The habitats at the site were evaluated as to their likelihood to provide sheltering, 
roosting, nesting and foraging habitat for the following species and species groups: 

 

 Breeding birds 

 Bat species 

 Reptiles 

 Amphibia 
 

4.1.2 These species were selected for further consideration because Tooting Common 
supports potentially suitable habitat. The results of the field survey, combined with 
information from the desk study, are presented in the table below. The relevant 
legislation and policies relating to protected species is presented within Appendix 11. 

 
 
Table 44 - Assessment of potential presence of protected species within Tooting Common. 
 

Species Main legislation  
Reason for 

consideration 
Likelihood of occurrence 

Breeding birds Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended)  

Presence of mature 
trees and woodland 
habitat for breeding 
birds. 
 
 

High: The woodland areas 
as well as mature trees 
within the site provide 
suitable nesting habitat.  

Numerous records of a 
range of species breeding 
on site. 

Bats  Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended),  

The Conservation of 
Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010 

Presence of mature 
and veteran trees 
Proximity of 
historical species 
records. 

High: Some of the mature 
and veteran trees both 
within the woodlands and 
open grown trees have 
fissures, crevices and 
holes which provide 
suitable roosting 
opportunities. 

The surrounding semi-
natural habitat including 
woodlands and the lake 
provide good foraging and 
commuting habitat.  

Reptiles Wildlife and Countryside Suitable habitat. Low:  Although the habitat 
matrix of woodland and 



 

96 

   

Species Main legislation  
Reason for 

consideration 
Likelihood of occurrence 

Act 1981 (as amended) areas of rough grassland 
at Tooting provide 
potential habitat for 
common lizard and slow 
worm, there have been no 
recent records. 

Amphibia Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 

The Conservation of 
Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010 

Presence of ponds 
and historical 
species records 

High: The seasonal ponds 
and surrounding habitat in 
compartment 1002/09 
provide suitable habitat for 
species of amphibia 
especially common frog 
for which there are 
historical records. The 
pond complex may also 
support common species 
of newt. 

 

4.2 Habitats  

 
International 

4.2.1 There are no international priority habitats under Annex 1 of the Directive on the 
Conservation of Natural Habitats and Wild Fauna and Flora EC/92/43 (known as the 
Habitats and Species Directive) at the Site. 

 
National 

4.2.2 Lowland dry acid grassland is listed as a habitat of Principal Importance for the 
Conservation of Biodiversity in England. Habitats of Principle Importance are  the 
habitats in England that were identified as requiring action in the UK Biodiversity Action 
Plan (UK BAP) and continue to be regarded as conservation priorities in the subsequent 
UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework (Defra, 2012). 

4.2.3 Acid grassland is a particularly important habitat as it has undergone a substantial 
decline in the 20th century although there are no figures available on rates of loss.  
Lowland acid grassland is therefore a national priority for nature conservation. This 
partly relates to the habitat’s steep decline and scarcity, but also to its naturalness and 
intrinsic appeal and because they provide home to a host of highly specialised plants 
and animals.  

4.2.4 Lowland acid grassland typically occurs on nutrient-poor, generally free-draining soils 
with a pH ranging from 4 to 5.5 overlying acid rocks or superficial deposits such as 
sands and gravels. Much of Tooting Common south of the railway line (compartments 
10021/02, 10022/04, 10022/05 and 10022/09) overlies a superficial deposit of 
Wolstonian sands and gravels (British Geological Survey, 2013), which is a typical 
substrate for the development of this habitat. This together with the patchy nature of the 
acid grassland at the common and the fact that there are areas with which do not 
currently support acid grassland but have sufficiently low soil pH suggests that it is likely 
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that the habitat was more extensive in the past and that there has been a gradual loss 
of acid grassland at the site.  

 

4.2.5 The soils sample results show that there are a number of areas which have the 
potential to be restored to acid grassland. These are areas which have a pH of 5.5 or 
below and a Phosphorus index of 0-1 which is satisfactory for the restoration of species 
rich acid grassland. An index of 2 is marginal. These areas are shown in figure 8 below, 
however it is recognised that a number of these areas are not suitable for restoration 
due to competing uses of the site.  

4.2.6 Relatively species-rich acid grassland was recorded in parcels 10021/02 south of 
Tooting Bec Road and in two discrete stands in parcel 10022/04 (see habitat maps 
appendix 2). The condition assessment results showed that the stands in compartment 
10022/04 were in condition ‘B’ and 10021/02 in condition ‘C’. All areas failed to score 
condition ‘A’ due to a low frequency of positive indicator species. A change in 
management may improve the condition of these areas. 

4.2.7 The stand of acid grassland in 10021/02 was of relatively limited extent and surrounded 
by poor semi-improved grassland which appeared to be encroaching on the acid 
grassland. This area is a prime candidate for acid grassland restoration. 

4.2.8 In addition an area of infrequently cut grassland along the eastern boundary of 
compartment 10022/08 was recorded as semi-improved acid grassland. The sward in 
this area was characteristic of acid grassland with a mix of common bent and red 
fescue with a few herbs associated with acid grassland including cat’s-ear. It is 
recommended that action is taken to restore acid grassland in this area. 

4.2.9 Lowland mixed deciduous woodland is also a Habitat of Principle importance. The 
woodlands at Tooting Common are not listed on the Ancient Woodland Inventory1 and 
are likely to be of relatively recent origin. Aerial photography from 1945 (google earth) 
shows all large stands at the common to be significantly more open. Nevertheless, the 
woodlands are of particular biodiversity value. There are a number of mature and 
veteran trees in all the stands which of high value for a range of species groups 
including birds, bats and invertebrates.  

4.2.10 The condition assessment for each stand failed on a number of criteria. In most cases, 
there was not a sufficient age range of tree species, most trees being mid aged or 
mature. This may be attributed to a lack of open space allowing regeneration and/or 
disturbance due to the high levels of use of the site. Lying dead wood was also less 
frequent than expected. Any dead wood should be left lying where it falls wherever 
possible. There were also a number of non-native invasive species in most areas 
particularly Turkey oak, Norway maple, false-acacia, holm oak and cherry laurel. These 
species should be removed as a matter of priority. This will also have the effect of 
opening up the woodlands creating more open space. 

4.2.11 Eutrophic standing waters and ponds are Habitats of Principle Importance. The newly 
created scrapes in compartment 10022/09 are of particular value for amphibia and 
invertebrates as seasonal waterbodies. These should be allowed to develop and 
vegetate further although some scrub control may be needed when encroachment into 
the waterbodies becomes a problem. 

4.2.12 The lake in compartment 10022/05 is currently of relatively low value for biodiversity. 
There was little floating or emergent vegetation and the hard banks restrict the natural 
colonisation of species associated with shallow water. There were, however, two stands 

                                                
1
 Ancient woodlands are woodlands that are known to have been in existence since at leas AD1600 
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of marginal vegetation which could be of particular value of extended around more of 
the lake. Shading of the bank was relatively high and could be reduced through the 
selective removal of low value trees. 

4.2.13 Fish populations within the lake are likely to have a negative impact on other species 
including invertebrates and amphibia. Consideration could be given to removing fish 
from whole or part of the lake (by creating a physical barrier).  

4.2.14 Reedbeds are wetlands dominated by stands of the common reed, wherein the water 
table is at or above ground level for most of the year. There are about 5000 ha of 
reedbeds in the UK, but of the 900 or so sites contributing to this total, only about 50 are 
greater than 20 ha, and these make a large contribution to the total area (Maddock, 
2008). Reedbeds are amongst the most important habitats for birds in the UK.  

4.2.15 There is a small reedbed within the lake in compartment 10022/05. The extent of the 
reedbeds could be increased as they are an important nature conservation asset and 
have the potential to support a number of species of bird. 

 

Regional 

 

4.2.16 Tooting Common supports a number of London Biodiversity Action Plan habitats 
including acid grassland, parks and urban greenspaces, reedbeds, standing water and 
woodlands.  
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Figure 8: Areas for potential acid grassland restoration based on soil sample results 
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4.3 Protected plant species 

4.3.1 No plant species fully protected under Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981(as amended) were identified during the survey.  

4.4 Invasive plant species  

4.4.1 False-acacia was recorded in compartments 10021/02, 10022/03, 10022/05 (island), 
10022/05 and 10022/06 and a Cotoneaster sp on the island in compartment 10022/05. 
These species are listed in Schedule 9 Part 2 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended): It is an offence under section 14(2) of the Act to ‘plant or otherwise cause to 
grow in the wild’ any plant listed in Schedule 9, Part II.  

4.4.2 A number of species recorded are also listed by the London Invasive Species Initiative 
(LISI) as species of concern. LISI categories are as follows: 

Category 1: Species not currently present in London but present nearby or of concern 
because of the high risk of negative impacts should they arrive. 
 

Category 2: Species of high impact or concern present at specific sites that require 
attention (control, management, eradication etc). 
 

Category 3: Species of high impact or concern which are widespread in London and 
require concerted, coordinated and extensive action to control/eradicate. 
 

Category 4: Species which are widespread for which eradication is not feasible but 
where avoiding spread to other sites may be required. 
 

Category 5: Species for which insufficient data or evidence was available from those 
present to be able to prioritise. 
 

Category 6: Species that were not currently considered to pose a threat or have the 
potential to cause problems in London. 

 
Table 45: Occurrence of non-native invasive species 

Common name Scientific name Compartments LISI 
Category  

Cotoneaster sp A cotoneaster 10022/05 (island) 2 

Snowberry  Symphoricarpos albus 10022/11 2 

False-acacia Robinia pseudoacacia 10021/02, 10022/03, 10022/05 
(island), 10022/05, 10022/06 

4 

Holm oak Quercus ilex 10021/01, 10021/02, 10022/06 5 

Turkey oak Quercus cerris 10022/02, 10022/02, 10022/03, 
10022/04, 10022/07, 10022/10 

5 

Cherry laurel Prunus laurocerasus 10021/01, 10022/05 3 
 

4.4.3 The above species should be eliminated from the site or controlled where possible. 
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4.5 Threatened, rare and notable plant species  

4.5.1 Notable higher plant species are those species recorded from 15% or fewer of the 400 
two-kilometre recording squares (tetrads) in Greater London in the Flora of the London 
Area (Burton 1983) are listed below.  

 

Table 46: Occurrence of London notable species 

Common name Scientific name Compartments % of Greater London tetrads 

Tutsan Hypericum 
androsaemum 

10022/09 0 

Red Bartsia Odontites verna 10022/08 14 

Butcher’s broom Ruscus aculeatus 10022/05 (island) 10.25 

Smooth tare Vicia tetrasperma 10022/08 16.25 

Heath grass Danthonia 
decumbens 

10022/04 6 

Grass vetchling Lathyrus nissolia 10022/01, 10022/04 9 

Sheep’s-fescue Festuca ovina 10022/04 14.5 

Fine-leaved 
sheep’s fescue 

Festuca filifomis 10022/04 11.0 

 

4.5.2 Tutsan Hypericum androsaemum is a shrub of damp or shaded habitats including 
woods and hedgerows. Although it may occur naturally at Tooting Common, it is widely 
cultivated and occurs outside its native range in semi-natural and artificial habitats 
(Preston et al, 2002). It is therefore possible that it has been planted at Kensington 
Gardens. 

4.5.3 Red bartsia Odontites verna is an annual root-hemiparasite of short, often trampled 
grasslands, tracks, waste places, the edges of arable fields, gravelly and rocky 
seashores and saltmarshes. It is likely to have occurred naturally at Tooting Common 

4.5.4 Butcher’s broom Ruscus aculeatus is an evergreen, rhizomatous shrub, found as a 
native in dry woods and hedgerows, and on cliffs and rocky ground near the sea. It is 
also naturalised in similar situations, and in churchyards and near habitation. It is 
frequently grown in gardens, and may become established where discarded or 
deliberately planted, or where bird-sown. The species is likely to have been introduced 
to the site. 

4.5.5 Smooth tare Vicia tetrasperma is a scrambling annual of hedgerows, scrub and wood-
borders, and of rough grassland on roadsides, railway banks and coastal cliffs; also 
found in disturbed places, including urban waste ground and arable field margins. It is 
likely to occur naturally on the common. 

4.5.6 Heath-grass Danthonia decumbens is a species of heathy grassland and moorland, 
favouring mildly acidic soils. It probably occurs as a natural component of the acid 
grassland at the common. 

4.5.7 Grass vetchling Lathyrus nissolia is an inconspicuous annual of open, often disturbed, 
habitats on chalk and heavy calcareous clay soils. It is found on grassy banks, verges, 
railway banks, woodland rides, and coastal grassland and shingle. The species is likely 
to occur naturally at Tooting Common. 

4.5.8 Sheep’s-fescue is densely tufted perennial herb which occurs in a wide range of 
unproductive, usually well-drained grassy habitats. The species is likely to occur 
naturally at Tooting Common. 
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4.5.9 Fine-leaved sheep’s-fescue occurs on heaths and moors, in open woodland and 
parkland and other grassy places, usually on acidic, sandy, well-drained soils. The 
species is likely to occur naturally at Tooting Common. 

4.6 Hymenoptera  

Species of Acid Grassland and Sandy Soils 

4.6.1 A key objective of the baseline invertebrate surveys in 2015 was to establish whether 
the relatively small areas of relict acid grassland at Tooting Common had retained an 
associated specialist invertebrate fauna. 

4.6.2 Generally speaking the aculeate hymenopteran fauna restricted to such habitats is 
dependent on well-drained sandy or friable/porous soil in open situations, rather than 
acid grassland per se, although these are frequently synonymous. Typical sandy soil 
nesting sites for fossorial (=ground nesting) bees at the Common are shown in the 
photos on page 11. 

4.6.3 Although just one day of recording (split over three site visits) was allocated, this 
baseline data can be usefully analysed, providing that the limitations of seasonality and 
recording effort are kept in mind (see Limitations of Survey). Table 47 shows the 
number of recorded species associated with sandy soil and woodland/timber habitats, 
and those which are not substrate dependent. 

 

Table 47: Number of recorded species of Aculeate Hymenoptera associated with key 

broad habitats at Tooting Common 

 Species Status 

Habitat Scarce or Notable Local Common 

Sandy Soil 1 2 2 

Woodland/Timber 0 4 4 

Substrate Independent 1 0 12 

 

4.6.4 The recorded species associated with sandy soil, and their statuses are shown in Table 
48. 

 

Table 48: Aculeate Hymenoptera associated with acid grassland (sandy soil) habitats at 

Tooting Common 

Family Species 

Crabronidae(Digger-wasps) Crabro cribrarius (Local) 

Lindenius albilabris (Widespread) 

Andrenidae (Mining Bees) Andrena fulvago (Notable A) 

Apidae  
(Honeybee, Bumblebees and relatives) 

Panurgus banksianus (Local) 

Lasioglossum leucopus (Widespread) 

 

4.6.5 This baseline evidence confirms that there is an existing fauna of aculeate hymenoptera 
(solitary bees and wasps) associated with the acid grassland habitats at Tooting 
Common. This is a positive result in that it confirms that a habitat-associated 
invertebrate fauna survives at the site, and that this fauna includes uncommon species. 
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4.6.6 The extent and quality of that fauna remains to be investigated, and would require 
additional survey effort. Current records include one Notable and two Local species, 
and this may be indicative. 

4.6.7 In addition to substrate dependencies, different species of solitary bee are specialised 
to various degrees in the flower types they visit. For example both Andrena fulvago and 
Panurgus banksianus specialise in foraging at the flowers of yellow species of 
Asteraceae. These dependencies are likely to be a factor in formulating conservation 
measures at a later date if additional species data is acquired. 

 
Distribution of Records 

4.6.8 It is clear from the recording locations stated in the species accounts that the most 
productive area in terms of number of species recorded was the roughland around the 
main pond in compartment 10022/05. Although some of those species would have been 
breeding in habitats at that location, it is thought that the number of species found there 
was in part artefactual. Two reasons for this are suggested: 

 

 The roughland around the main pond is relatively flower-rich in comparison with 

the surveyed areas of acid grassland. 

 Due to its multiple aspects and, in parts, complex topology the area creates a 

variety of sun-traps and wind-free areas, allowing development of local areas of 

microclimate.  

4.6.9 Flowers growing in full sun and yet sheltered from air movement by the ‘draft excluder’ 
effect of adjacent scrub are generally particularly attractive to a range of insects, 
including pollen and nectar-gathering bees, as well as predatory species (such as 
wasps) hunting prey items among the flower-feeders. Many species recorded in this 
area were found at or around bramble and other flowers growing in sheltered sunny 
situations as described. 

4.6.10 It appears likely therefore that this area was serving as a feeding station for multiple 
species of bees and wasps, either breeding locally or visiting from other areas at the 
Common. This may in turn be a reflection of a lack of widely available ‘feeding stations’ 
at the Common. 

 

4.7 Odonata  

4.7.1 Data on life-histories is drawn from a number of sources which are cited in the 
‘References’ section.  The statuses of each species in Surrey (VC 17) are according to 
Follett (1996), although changes in regional populations may have occurred since 
publication of that work. 

4.7.2 Amongst the Odonata, dragonflies in particular can fly long distances, and their 
presence of adults on site does not in itself confirm that they are breeding in the 
Common’s ponds. For that reason, those species which have been recorded as larvae 
are annotated here as ‘Breeding confirmed’. 
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Table 49: Species accounts 

Azure Damselfly Coenagrion puella 

A common species of sheltered ponds (including garden ponds) and small lakes. It has a one 
year life-cycle and the larvae live amongst living and decaying emergent vegetation. It is 
pollution sensitive but tolerant of eutrophication. 

A male was recorded on the edge of scrub immediately to the north of the main pond. The 
surveyor considers it highly likely that the main pond, where a limited amount of apparently 
suitable larval habitat is present, is likely to be a breeding site for this species, although that 
remains to be established. 
Status in VC 17: Very common. 

Common Blue Damselfly Enallagma cyathigerum.  Breeding confirmed (SW ponds) 

A common species. The larvae live amongst submerged aquatic vegetation and generally 

inhabit open water rather than the emergent vegetation favoured by the azure damselfly. 

Status in VC 17: Abundant. 

Large Red Damselfly Pyrrhosoma nymphula 

A common species with a two-year life-cycle. The larvae live among decaying vegetation on the 
beds of ponds and ditches. Status in VC 17: Widespread except to the NE of the Vice County 
(including the Wandsworth area) where Follett (1996) regards it as scarce. 

Emperor Anax imperator  Breeding confirmed (SW ponds) 

A widespread species in southern Britain which can be locally abundant, particularly at large 
well-vegetated ponds. The larvae live amongst aquatic vegetation, typically near the pond’s 
surface, and normally mature in two years. Although widespread it is known to be vulnerable to 
local extinctions following unsuitable pond management. Status in VC 17: Common. 

Broad-bodied Chaser Libellula depressa  Breeding confirmed (SW ponds) 

A common species in southern Britain where it appears to favour, but is by no mean confined to, 

small sparsely vegetated ponds. The larvae live partially buried in fine silt and may take 1-3 

years to mature. 

Status in VC 17: Widespread and common. 

Black-tailed Skimmer Orthetrum cancellatum 

A common species, breeding in a variety of still or slow-moving water. The males require bare 
compressed soil or gravel around the water margin for perching (territory guarding?), and 
populations tend to decline with the development of blanketing vegetation. The larvae live more-
or-less buried in debris on the water bed and take 2-3 years to mature. Status in VC 17: 
Widespread. 

Common Darter Sympetrum striolatum  Breeding confirmed (SW ponds) 

A common species breeding in a variety of still or slow-moving water. The larvae live among 
submerged vegetation and mature in a single year. Status in VC 17: Widespread and common. 

 

4.7.3 None of the species recorded are designated rarities or prioritised in relevant national or 
local lists. 

4.7.4 This survey has demonstrated that, whilst no Odonata larvae were recorded from the 
five sampling points, the main pond supports a mixed fauna of aquatic macro-
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invertebrates (Table 33). This preliminary baseline data suggests however that non-
target aquatic macro-invertebrates were present in low numbers. If that is also the case 
with Odonata larvae, then it is possible that the sampling intensity was insufficient to 
detect their presence.  

4.7.5 Circumstantial evidence that the main pond is likely to be a breeding site for Odonata is 
provided by the presence nearby of an adult male of azure damselfly (Coenagrion 
puella). A limited amount of potentially suitable breeding habitat is present around the 
pond (living and decaying emergent vegetation); and generally speaking damselfly 
adults remain far closer to their breeding site than do dragonflies. 

4.7.6 On the other hand, the brief unprogrammed sampling on 21 May 2015 of two of the 
ponds to the south-west of compartment 10022/09 (the ‘Froglife Ponds’) demonstrated 
that they supported a significant mixed population of dragonfly larvae, and that at least 
four species were breeding in those ponds. 

4.7.7 The combined data from larval sampling and records of adults from the surveyor and 
from Alan Wilkinson, covering the period 16 May-to 6 July 2015, recorded seven 
species at the Common, four of which were confirmed as breeding. This period was 
sub-optimal for recording Odonata adults (the peak flight period of many species occurs 
from July onwards) and it is therefore considered likely that continued recording of 
adults by volunteers through the second half of the year will add species to the current 
list. 

4.8 Orthoptera  

Species Accounts 

4.8.1 Data on life-histories and distributions is drawn from a number of sources which are 
cited in ‘References and Bibliography’. The statuses of each species in Surrey (VC 17) 
are according to Baldock (1999), although changes in regional populations may have 
occurred since publication of that work. 

 

Table 50: Species accounts 

Roesel's Bush-cricket Metrioptera roeselii 

Although a formerly scarce species confined to the Thames Estuary, in recent decades it has extended its 
range considerable. It is currently a common species of rough grassland habitats thought Surrey, London 
and beyond as far as the Midlands. Status in VC 17: Common and Widespread. 

Long-winged Cone-head Conocephalus fuscus 

Originally confined to the south coast, it has extended its range and was first recorded in Surrey in 1990. 
It is now a very common species the region, and has been recorded throughout London. It is primarily a 
species of rough grassland habitats. Status in VC 17: Common and Widespread. 

Lesser Marsh Grasshopper Chorthippus albomarginatus 

A species which has extended its range in recent decades, and which was recorded at Tooting Common 
by Michael Skelton in 1984 (Baldock, 1999). Although it may display a preference for damp grassland, it 
also forms colonies well away from these habitats, and there are a number of records from dry clay 
commons in London. It may be overlooked as it has a tendency to form small colonies of only a few 
square meters. Unfortunately the 2015 survey shed no light on its continued existence at Tooting 
Common. 
Status in VC 17: A patchy and localised distribution, but thought to be increasing. 

Meadow Grasshopper Chorthippus parallelus (Provisional Identification from juveniles) 
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A common and almost ubiquitous grasshopper, which requires damper soil in which to lay its eggs than 
other common grasshopper species. Provisionally recorded at Tooting Common in 2015 from late-stage 
nymphs; and however unlikely it is to be absent from the site, examination of a mature specimen would 
be required to confirm its presence. Status in VC 17: Very common and widespread. 

 

 

Common Green Grasshopper Omacestus viridulus (Provisional Identification from juveniles) 

A very widespread species, although not as ubiquitous as the meadow grasshopper. It prefers damper 
grassland and is generally confined to the edges of dry, heathy areas. Provisionally recorded at Tooting 
Common in 2015 from late-stage nymphs; and examination of a mature specimen would be required to 
confirm its presence.  Status in VC 17: Widespread but by no means common. 

 

4.8.2 Five species of Orthoptera are recorded from Tooting Common, two of those based on 
provisional identifications of late-instar nymphs, and one on the basis of an older record 
from 1984. There is every reason to believe however that the Common is likely to 
support a reasonably diverse fauna of Orthoptera.  

4.8.3 It is hoped that species of groundhopper (Tetrigidae) and native cockroach might be 
recorded at the site in the future, although groundhoppers in particular are known to be 
intolerant of excessive disturbance. 

4.8.4 It is clear from the preceding sections and the records resultant from this survey that the 
results were severely compromised through being conducted at the wrong time of year, 
when species were present as nymphs which could not be reliably identified, or were 
inapparent. 

4.8.5 In addition many Orthoptera favour tall, lush grassland habitats over the relatively 
sparsely vegetated acid grassland areas which were a principal focus of this survey, 
although that would not account for the apparent absence of adult individuals in 
roughland around the main pond. 

4.9 Lepidoptera  

4.9.1 The records of Lepidoptera set out in table 37 include no species which have a specific 
association with acid grassland. None are uncommon in the London area, although 
among the butterflies both the Ringlet (Aphantopus hyperantus) and Marbled White 
(Melanargia galathea) tend to be restricted to localised breeding sites. None of the 
species recorded are designated rarities or prioritised in relevant national or local lists. 

4.9.2 Despite sampling and surveillance of each of the areas of acid grassland, and 
roughland/woodland around the pond, few butterflies and day-flying moths were seen or 
recorded. 

4.9.3 It was notable on site how few butterflies and day-flying moths were apparent, both in 
the target areas and elsewhere. For example common and widespread species of day-
flying moths which might be expected be on the wing during the survey period in many 
grassland habitats in London (such as the Small Magpie (Ananaia hortulata), plume 
moths (Pterophoridae) and purple and gold moths (Pyrausta species) etc.) were not 
seen in any location at the site throughout the invertebrate surveys. 

4.9.4 It appeared to the surveyor and to lepidopterists he has subsequently spoken with that 
the period spring-early summer of 2015 was very poor for Lepidoptera in the London 
area. The weather during the survey period was generally warm and dry, although it has 
been speculated that it was too dry to bring on their emergence, or that their emergence 
was delayed by the late onset of spring. No evidence is presented here however that 
would account for the poor season, and there is no evidence that the dearth of 
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Lepidoptera was site-specific. The surveyor’s observations of common members of 
these groups flying at other sites in London in July and August 2015 suggest that many 
species might have emerged rather later than normal in that year. 

4.9.5 In the course of the invertebrate surveys the surveyor noted on site an apparent relative 
scarcity of ‘weedy’ plant species which the larvae of many day-flying moths and this is 
discussed further  in the section on Invertebrate Habitat Potential at Tooting Common. 

4.9.6 A large and colourful day-flying moth, the Jersey Tiger Moth (Euplagia quadripunctaria) 
is apparently extending its range in south London, and was recorded nearby in Balham 
in 2013 by Ella Read (2013). It appears likely therefore that it is only a matter of time 
before it is recorded at Tooting Common. Although included in Annex 2 of the Habitats 
and Species Directive, it is thought that the London population is probably the result of 
introduction(s) rather than an extension of its native range. 

 

4.10 Coleoptera  

Stag Beetle (Lucanus cervus). 

4.10.1 The stag beetle is a flagship species of national and regional importance (see species 
account) 

4.10.2 It was recorded at the Common in 2003 by Richard Jones, an experienced coleopterist, 
and subsequently in 2005 by a member of the public who found one on the ground near 
the Drewstead Road entrance. 

4.10.3 The number of large native trees showing signs of decay might suggest that there is 
adequate potential habitat present at the Common to support stag beetle populations in 
the long-term. Although it appears highly likely, an up-to-date record would be required 
to establish the current presence of this species. 

 

Dryophilus anobioides Rare (RDB 3) (Hyman and Parsons, 1992).  

4.10.4 Swept in 2015 from grassland in compartment 10021/02. The larvae develop in the 
dead stems of native broom (Cytisus scoparius). Ensure that there is an adequate 
supply of native broom available at the site, including encouraging regeneration where 
possible and leaving senescent as well as younger plants showing dead stems in their 
natural state. 

4.10.5 Psylliodes cuprea Nationally Scarce. (Natural England, 2014). This beetle’s status has 
been recently reviewed by Natural England, under updated rarity criteria. In view of that 
its status as ‘Nationally Scarce’ is significantly more robust than those designated as 
’Notable’ in the early 1990’s.  

4.10.6 Recommendations appear elsewhere in this document (Invertebrate Habitat Potential 
assessment, and Hymenoptera survey) designed to address possible seasonal deficits 
in nectar and pollen sources at the Common. Ensure that the Brassicaceae are 
included in any such plans. However this is a scarce beetle utilising very common and 
widespread foodplants, so the availability of foodplants in itself is unlikely to be a factor 
in its current decline, and further investigation would therefore be required in order to 
establish those factors. 

Philonthus nitidicollis (Notable B) (Hyman and Parsons, 1994) 

4.10.7 Rare except in south-west England. Rare in VC 17. 
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4.10.8 Habitat uncertain (Lott & Anderson, 2011), so no recommendations can be proposed for 
this species. 

Involvulus cupreus (Notable B) (Hyman and Parsons, 1992). 

4.10.9 Very local in VC 17. Dependent on Sorbus trees such as rowan (Sorbus aucuparia) and 
whitebeams. Ensure the continuing presence of native Sorbus trees at the Common.  

 

4.11 Arachnids  

4.11.1 While ‘a comprehensive study for all groups is beyond the scope of the project 
…sufficient information to provide a baseline indication of the habitat quality is required’ 
(Wandsworth B C: Tooting Common Baseline Habitat Assessment). Unfortunately, as 
indicators of habitat quality, spiders have not been widely investigated although some 
attempts have been made by the writer (Milner, 2000). 

4.11.2 In the Provisional Atlas of British Spiders (Harvey et al., 2002) some ecological notes 
and observed habitat preferences are given especially for some of the rarest species, 
but for many others this information is partial and anecdotal. ‘Acid grassland’ is not 
included in the habitat categories used, and although in one or two instances the term 
acid grassland is used in relation to a particular species perhaps ‘grassland: other’ is 
actually the category that most usefully applies. In other words there is no way to 
produce a list of spiders known to be specifically associated  with acid grassland (as 
opposed to say, chalk grassland) except by making some subjective judgements about 
the recorded occurrence of each species. 

4.11.3 To make up for this deficiency the writer has examined the habitat notes of all the 640+ 
British spider species  in Harvey et al., and produced a list (appendix 5) of 50 species 
which could be regarded as a provisional baseline list for lowland  acid grassland 
habitat (in the London area) relevant to sites such as  Tooting Common. Common and 
widespread species of all urban grasslands have been  excluded (e g Pachygnatha 
degeeri, Tiso vagans, Tenuiphantes tenuis), as have pioneer species associated with 
bare ground and highly disturbed habitats such as well-maintained lawns (Oedothorax 
fuscus, Erigone spp. Milleriana inerrans). Species primarily associated with damp 
conditions including damp grassland (such as Pachygnatha clercki) have also been 
excluded, as have several species that in the London area have only been recorded in 
woodland;  an example is the rare Centromerus serratus supposedly a grassland 
spider, the only known site in London being Claybury Woods, a parcel of ancient 
woodland near Hainault.  

4.11.4 Excluding these widespread species the 50 spiders listed in appendix 5 may be 
considered the characteristic species from mature, undisturbed grassland, much of 
which may be acid grassland, in the London area. Acid grassland is known to occur at 
several sites (the upper parts of Hampstead Heath, Greenwich Park, Hounslow Heath, 
Mitcham Common, Richmond Park) usually where the underlying geological feature is 
gravel or sand (e.g. Bagshot Sands or Claygate Beds) rather than London Clay. Other 
sites have mature undisturbed grassland but may not be strictly within the category of 
acid grassland, having a slightly higher soil pH, and are termed neutral grassland sites.  

4.11.5 The spiders in appendix 5 are categorised as: 
 

A (high conservation value, recorded from 12 or fewer sites in London Middlesex 

combined).   
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B (medium conservation value, recorded from 13-30 sites in London and Middlesex 

combined). 

C (low conservation value, recorded from 31 or more sites in London and Middlesex 

combined). 

 

4.11.6 The desk study showed that, 4 species from the ‘acid grassland species’ list had been 
recorded from the Common up to January 2015: one was B category (M. pusilla), and 
three were C category (W. atrotibialis, M. subaequalis and S.lineatus). As predicted this 
score has now increased significantly so that even after this limited study the total has 
now reached 24 out of 50 (of which 5 are Category A), several of which are clearly 
common and widespread across the Common. It is now predicted that when further 
trapping is done several more species from this list are likely to be found, and in any 
case if the proposed restoration/conservation of acid grassland project goes ahead all 
these and others are likely to increase in numbers. 

4.11.7 In the evaluation of results from a limited survey such as the present one several 
restricting factors should be borne in mind. Many spiders are very seasonal in 
occurrence, adults (especially adult males) only being seen for limited periods during 
the year. This survey was limited to five months between mid-January and mid-June of 
a single year and the results are difficult to compare with other London sites where 12-
month samples have been taken. The effect of this can be seen for example where 
some of the scarcer species have been trapped at some but not all trap-sites on clearly 
identified acid grassland in Sector 10022/04. Chance has played an important part in 
the present results, and the apparent absence of particular species from certain sites 
may be explained by this limited sampling. Evaluation has therefore concentrated on 
the spiders that have been found rather than trying to explain absences from particular 
sites.  

4.11.8 In trying to assess grassland sites on the basis of spiders trapped the following features 
have been found to be useful (Milner, 1993): 

 

1. The presence and relative abundance of five common pioneer species (Oedothorax 

fuscus, O. retusus, Milleriana inerrans, Erigone dentipalpis and E.atra). These species 

together are very good indicators of disturbed ground and an immature (early 

succession) habitat. They are generally the first spiders to arrive at new sites, but under 

normal (i.e. undisturbed) conditions they are succeeded by grassland generalist species 

within a year or two (Milner, 2013). The presence of these species (except as occasional 

individuals) is indicative of a disturbed habitat. 

 

2. Wolf spiders (Lycosidae) are virtually always common in grassland. In the best mature 

grassland the species richness will generally be higher than in impoverished or damaged 

grassland, and some species have very different habitat preferences. In disturbed 

grassland Pardosa palustris is commonly the most abundant species present, being 

gradually replaced by P. pullata and Alopecosa pulverulenta, then later by P. prativaga 

as the habitat matures. P. nigriceps is usually only found in long-established and 

relatively undisturbed grassland, while P. amentata prefers damper grassland, while P. 

saltans occurs in shaded grassland such as woodland fringes or glades. Pirata latitans 

and P. uliginosus usually only occur in undisturbed grassland. 
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3. The relative abundance of the five pioneers compared with the numbers of wolf spiders 

(in 12-month samples) may indicate the condition of grassland: on disturbed sites the 

pioneers will often outnumber wolf spiders, while the reverse becomes the case on more 

mature sites or at sites which are improving due to changes in management regime 

(Milner, 2013). 

 

4. The total species richness of a grassland site is useful for comparing with other sites, but 

this is best taken from 12-month samples. 

 

5. Visual observation of the habitat is important. Good quality, mature acid grassland would 

normally be expected to have an irregular surface topography with anthills dotted about 

in some profusion. Several spiders are known to be associated with ants, (Micaria 

pulicaria, Phrurolithus festivus) and the presence of a diverse range of these and other 

specialist grassland spiders occur in high-quality acid grassland.  

            A rich acid grassland habitat would be characterised by having: 

 (i) a very low pioneer count,  

 (ii) a high wolf spider count (and number of species)   

 (iii) a high total species richness score (over 12 months), 

 (iv) numerous anthills (and a diverse range of associated spiders) 

 (v) a high proportion of the ‘acid grassland species’ listed in Table 2. 

           Based on these principles a provisional evaluation of the different sectors is proposed.  

10021/02  

4.11.9 There is a limited area of relatively undisturbed acid grassland, but with few if any 
anthills; sweeping produced the only specimen from the Common of Philodromus 
albidus probably because this is one of the few areas which is less trampled, mown and 
compacted. Spider numbers (site 02) were relatively high although species richness 
(23) was low, and there were 4 ‘acid grassland species’. Of these just one 
(Centromerus incilium) is Category A. Numbers of pioneers were low, but so were wolf 
spiders. A single common species (Pachygnatha degeeri) made up over 76% of the 
total catch; this is unusual but suggests an impoverished habitat. 

 

10022/01 

4.11.10 This sector, east of the railway line includes grassland (some mown), woodland and a 
low-lying damp area which may have been a pond in the past. At the northern end of 
the sector is an area of actual or potential acid grassland (site 009) with a species 
richness of 27 including 7 ‘acid grassland species’ (all Category C). Although mown, 
trampled and compacted some of the grassland in this area may have potential, 
although once again the most abundant species is P. degeeri at just over 50% of the 
catch. Lycosids outnumbered pioneers by 4:1, and included the higher value 
P.nigriceps.  
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4.11.11 The second grassland area sampled (site 008) is a glade adjacent to the damp area, 
but there was only a limited catch from this site which became very overgrown with 
vetches and other herbs and was much disturbed by the public (the site marker was 
lost). From the limited data available the grassland appears similar to the northern part 
of the sector, but 8  ‘acid grassland species’ were trapped including one specimen of 
the Category A Centromerus incilium. Further trapping in this area would be advisable. 

4.11.12 The woodland site (007) also lost its marker and so the results are from just three 
months. From the limited data available the habitat appears to be typical disturbed 
secondary woodland of no particular arachnological value or interest. 

4.11.13 The damp area was swept several times producing the only specimen of Mangora 
acalypha – typically a heathland species that is only recorded from a few sites in 
London.  

 

10022/02 

4.11.14 This mown and heavily compacted grassland area (site 18) produced a very limited 
catch of what is regarded as a typical ‘recreation ground’ spider assemblage dominated 
by pioneers. It may be that this area has not been ‘improved’, and relaxing or even 
abandoning mowing over part or all of the area could allow some more natural 
grassland to develop. As expected the ‘acid grassland species’ count was zero. 

 

10022/03  

4.11.15 No trapping was done in this area as it contains virtually no grassland but some 
sweepnetting was done at the mature gorse patch in the south-west corner and at the 
far northern end. This revealed a thriving population of the scarce Lathys humilis on the 
south-west gorse, and a specimen of the tangle-web spider Theridion varians with a 
parasitoid identified as Zatypota percontatoria. This is a rare parasitoid with very few 
British records! 

 

10022/04 

4.11.16 This large sector includes much of the area identified as having soil with a low pH, as 
well as a large area of ‘improved’ amenity grassland (heavily compacted and mown, 
and dominated by sown rye-grass) and a small wooded enclosure in the south-west 
corner. The northern part of the sector includes several large gorse patches with anthills 
around the edges (away from the mown grass?) but the grass is compacted and heavily 
trampled. Four sets of pitfalls (sites 006, 011, 012 and 013) were set in this area (and 
one, site 003, in the small woodland enclosure).  

4.11.17 Collectively these grassland trap-sites produced the largest numbers of spiders (site 
006: 1397 spiders), the highest species richness (site 011: 37 species) and higher 
numbers of ‘acid grassland species’ (13 from sites 006, 011 and 012 combined, of 
which 3 were Category A).  While the count of ‘acid grassland species’ is higher than 
elsewhere, several of these sites, especially 011, 012 and 013, are in poor condition 
with large numbers of pioneers, and few Lycosids. Pardosa palustris was trapped at all 
four sites suggesting a high level of disturbance. If the natural condition of this area 
could be restored this spider would probably disappear to be replaced by others. The 
genuine acid grassland species P. nigriceps was trapped only at the less disturbed site 
006 under the edge of the gorse; not out in the open grass at the other three sites. Site 
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012 may be relatively impoverished due to heavy wear and tear but it did produce a 
single specimen of the extremely scarce Steatoda phalerata (‘acid grassland species’: 
Category A). In the London area this spectacular spider is only recorded from good acid 
grassland. Site 012 was also one of only two trap-sites to produce a specimen of 
Argenna subnigra, a scarce grassland spider.  

4.11.18 This is effectively an area of degraded acid grassland with the basis of a rich spider 
fauna which is currently suppressed by heavy trampling and probably by mowing.  

4.11.19 The shaded patch of grassland inside the enclosure (site 003) by contrast produced a 
less interesting catch, a mixture of grassland and woodland spiders, although a very low 
pioneer count (4 out of a total of 314) indicating low disturbance, probably because the 
grass is not mown.  

4.11.20 Sweepnetting around the enclosure produced a number of common web-spinning 
spiders, while sweepnetting the main gorse patches produced a longer list including Ero 
aphana and three species of Philodromus (Philodromidae) but no species of particular 
note. A single immature specimen of Agelena labyrinthica was taken, but no confirmed 
webs of this characteristic spider of undisturbed grassland were seen. This large, highly 
visible species should occur at a site like Tooting Common but has not so far been 
confirmed; later in the season would be the time to look for it. Sweepnetting at the 
enclosure (around site 003) produced a juvenile Araneus possibly A. sturmi with an 
ichneumonid parasitoid Sinarachna  nigricornis. 

 

10022/05 

4.11.21 The area around the central pond includes both secondary woodland, scrub, areas of 
tall herbs and two small reedbeds. Site 004 was set at the edge of the (dry) reedbed in 
the south-east corner of the sector, while site 005 was in leaf-litter inside the woodland, 
east of the pond. The whole area of the pond and the surrounding scrub was sweep-
netted on several occasions. 

4.11.22 Site 004 was undisturbed but produced a limited spider catch; pioneers were zero and 
Lycosid numbers high – these were good signs. The ‘acid grassland species’ count was 
predictably low (4). This is not actual wetland but it might have been expected that there 
would be some wetland spiders in this area; the only species that could be considered 
in this category was a single specimen of Dismodicus bifrons, but this is a spider which 
also occurs in drier places as well.  

4.11.23 Site 005 produced a small catch of mainly woodland spiders (no pioneers), and a single 
specimen of the marshland Lycosid Pardosa amentata.  

4.11.24 Sweepnetting produced very few spiders but including a specimen of Tetragnatha 
montana – typically a spider of pondside vegetation. 

 

10022/06 

4.11.25 This area was not investigated for spiders 
 

10022/07 

4.11.26 This area of mainly oak woodland appears to be the oldest woodland on the site. It is 
relatively undisturbed (pioneers low, two woodland pioneers Monocephalus fuscipes 
and Diplocephalus latifrons also low), and there is a substantial population of the 
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woodland Lycosid Pardosa saltans. Two interesting woodland and woodland edge 
spiders were found: Saaristoa abnormis (by sorting leaf litter) and Trachyzelotes 
pedestris (both sexes trapped at site 014). In London the former is known only from 
ancient woodland, while the latter, fairly common in woodland outside Greater London, 
is a new record for the old county of London. It has also been recorded from nearby 
Mitcham Common.  

 

10022/08 

4.11.27 This area includes a large area of (mown) amenity grassland with rougher (unmown?) 
grass along both western and eastern sides. The western side was waterlogged in 
January, as was much of the northernmost part of the sector which is open woodland. 
Two trap-sites were set up in this sector: site 015 near the eastern edge in almost pure 
Festuca spp. sward, and site 016 near a small group of trees on the western side just 
outside the waterlogged area but in heavy clay soil. 

4.11.28 Site 015 produced a good catch (607 spiders, 34 species) including 9 ‘acid grassland 
species’ (the highest for any single trap-site in grassland). However pioneer numbers 
were also high (presumably due to mowing and trampling) while Lycosids were lower. 
The 9 ‘acid grassland species’ included the scarce Argenna subnigra (Category A).  

4.11.29 Site 016 produced a higher number of spiders but a lower species richness, just 4 ‘acid 
grassland species’, although one of these was the scarce (Category A) Robertus 
arundineti. The pioneer count was almost the same as the Lycosid count. 

4.11.30 In conclusion, these results hint at the possibility that the area may have potential as 
restored acid grassland. The waterlogging is a mystery: no evidence of marshland 
vegetation was seen and at site 016 no spiders associated with damp conditions were 
trapped. 

 

10022/09 

4.11.31 This sector includes a large area of ‘improved’ amenity grassland at least some of 
which appears to be floristically diverse, some patches of woodland and scrub, and an 
excavated are where two ponds appear to have been created within the last decade or 
so. Site 000 was set up in unmown grass at the fringe of an area of blackthorn scrub, 
while site 001 was in mossy grass below the walkway adjacent to one of the ponds. 
Neither site appeared to be very disturbed or trampled and this was evident in the very 
low pioneer scores, while both sites produced healthy numbers of Lycosids, both 
including P. nigriceps.  Site 001, although evidently not typical acid grassland, also 
produced the highest a high number of ‘acid grassland species’ (11)! These included a 
single specimen of the scarce grassland spider Palludiphantes insignis (‘acid grassland 
species’ Category A). 

 

10022/10 

4.11.32 This large area of mostly mown amenity grassland also has a wide fringe of open 
secondary woodland and an area of rough grass (the triangle at the south end of the 
sector) which appears to be mown much less frequently if at all. Site 017 was set in the 
rough grass and while the catch was disappointing in numbers, species richness and 
‘acid grassland species’ (3), three other interesting other species were taken. 
Mermessus trilobatus is a new arrival first recorded in Britain only in 2012 but now 
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recorded from grassy places at a handful of sites in the London area. Two species of 
the scarce Porrhomma genus were trapped; these were provisionally identified as P. 
microphthalmum and P. pygmaeum but await confirmation. 

4.11.33 It is difficult to know what conclusion should be drawn about this site on the basis of the 
evidence so far obtained, but there may be potential if mowing/wear and tear can be 
reduced. 

4.12 Analysis of invertebrate species records  

4.12.1 Species placed in SATs are those which show a significant degree of specialisation in 
their habitat requirements, and a high degree of fidelity to those habitats. In any ‘broad’ 
habitat only a small number of species will show the degree of habitat specificity 
required for inclusion in a SAT. Many of the included species will be in some way 
‘conservation-worthy’, and SATs in general are characteristic of relatively high value 
habitats and sites. 

4.12.2 The number of host-plant dependent species (F009), and flower-rich dependencies may 
initially appear counter-intuitive considering the targeting of the baseline survey. 
However, as well as Lepidoptera these SATs may include oligolectic bees (those which 
specialise in a restricted range of nectar/pollen plants) and plant-specific beetles, some 
of which are highlighted in the discussions on Coleoptera and Hymenoptera. The 
suggested deficiencies in year-round nectar/pollen sources have also been discussed 
elsewhere; in the report on the Hymenoptera (ibid.) and in the Invertebrate Habitat 
Potential Assessment, as is the ‘Nectar and Pollen Sources’ meso-habitat. 

4.12.3 There is however a caveat on the Restricted Host Plants SAT, as inclusion/exclusion 
criteria are not well-developed in the ISIS software. Thus the number of species 
correctly included in this SAT can be erroneous. 

4.12.4 The scrub edge SAT is closely related to both the Ecocline- and Structural Patchwork 
meso-habitats which were assessed in the Invertebrate Habitat Potential survey, and 
which is also provisionally assessed here as favourable under Common Standards 
Monitoring criteria. The importance of these habitats at the Common is therefore 
confirmed by the species data. 

4.12.5 The presence in the RAT scores of Bark and Sapwood Decay- and Heartwood Decay 
assemblages is unsurprising considering the number of old and veteran trees at the 
Common. This species-based data also reinforces the conclusions on the potential 
importance of Timber Decay meso-habitats as assessed in the Invertebrate Habitat 
Potential survey. 

4.12.6 Although there is no defined threshold, an assemblage type with a Rarity Score of 250 
and above may warrant special attention due to the presence of scarce species, and for 
the habitat’s particular importance. It is worth noting therefore that that the Wood Decay 
BAT has already achieved a Rarity Score of 219 (based on 17 species) as well as 
provisional Favourable status, even in circumstances where that habitat has not been 
targeted by species survey. 

 

4.12.7 Bare Sand & Chalk and Scrub-heath & Moorland assemblages are related to (although 
not synonymous with) the acid grassland habitats which were a main focus of the 
baseline survey of the Common. These are also elements within both Bare Earth 
Habitats and Structural Patchwork as assessed in the Invertebrate Habitat Potential 
survey. In addition, both this ISIS analysis and the Hymenoptera survey confirm that 
there are invertebrate communities at the Common which are closely dependent 
(stenotopic) on these habitats. 
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4.12.8 The conclusions drawn from the ISIS analysis presented here are of necessity 
provisional (see Limitations of Survey and Evaluation). The species-based assemblage 
types highlighted by this analysis of species data are however in broad agreement with 
the habitat elements prioritised in the light of the Invertebrate Habitat Potential survey 
carried out in 2015. In view of that it would be appropriate at an early stage to 
commence the process of integrating the key invertebrate habitats and resources 
highlighted in these reports into current site management and into future projects. 

4.12.9 The longer the species list which is analysed by ISIS, the sharper the focus and 
definition of the emerging picture, particularly if the spatial, habitat, taxonomic and 
seasonal scope of invertebrate sampling are extended. ISIS analysis of this data should 
therefore be repeated at milestones of invertebrate species data acquisition as they 
occur in the future, and those results fed-back into management as appropriate. 

4.12.10 The nature, role and appearance of many habitat elements of importance to 
invertebrates are not ‘general knowledge’. In consequence damage to these through 
inadvertency can occur, both in the course of site management and through unrelated 
activities. Raised awareness of these habitats amongst site volunteers, other users and 
contactors would have the additional benefits of enhancing passive surveillance of their 
condition, and potentially enhancing users’ enjoyment and involvement with the site. In 
the light of that consider strategies to raise awareness and understanding among site 
users of important invertebrate habitats and resources at the site. 
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5.0 Recommendations 
 

5.1 General management recommendations 

 

5.1.1 A number of recommendations can be applied to the site as a whole. These ‘strategic’ 
issues are summarised in this section. 

5.1.2 Consider all marshy/muddy habitats as potentially valuable asset and take account of 
their potential importance for invertebrates in management. The site is notable deficient 
in this resource, which may support a wide range of invertebrate taxa by providing 
breeding sites and a range of other resources, including accessible drinking water. 
Extend the availability of this habitat wherever practicable across the Common. This 
might be achieved through deculverting land drainage ditches (such as the ditch in 
10022/08) and by creating seasonally wet hollows, with the aim of significantly 
Increasing the availability of muddy/semi-aquatic resources throughout the site. 

5.1.3 Develop a nature conservation management plan for the wetland habitats at the 
Common, using survey-based species- and habitat data to integrate the interests of 
wetland wildlife (retention, enhancement and extension of habitats) with those of the 
site’s users. 

5.1.4 Pollen (larval food) and nectar (for adult insects) are essential resources for solitary 
bees and other taxa. In view of the seasonality of different bee species, pollen and 
nectar should ideally be freely available from late winter through to the first frost. 
Although unproven, in the light of the P1B survey the surveyor strongly suspects that 
there are substantial gaps in the seasonal (and perhaps spatial) availability of pollen 
and nectar sources at the Common, which would substantially limit the populations of 
both solitary bees and an unknown number of other phytophagous invertebrates at the 
site. For example there appears to be a general deficiency in common flowering ‘weedy’ 
species such as dead-nettles (Lamium spp.), ragworts (Senecio spp.) and dandelions 
(Taraxacum agg.), and so on. There also appears to be a general lack of nectar and 
pollen bearing plantings. 

5.1.5 In the light of the above a long-term program should be developed with the aim of 
identifying and addressing potential deficiencies. In the first place it would be necessary 
to monitor flower usage by solitary bees throughout the flight season and across the 
Common. That need not be a technically demanding audit (for example, identification of 
bee species would not be required), but the results should identify seasonal and spatial 
deficiencies in pollen and nectar resources throughout the Common.  

5.1.6 Equipped with that information, develop a long-term program working towards the ‘gold 
standard’ which would comprise all-year (late winter to late autumn) and widespread 
availability of appropriate pollen and nectar sources at the Common. 

5.1.7 Develop an Action Plan for stag beetles at Tooting Common. For example, establish 
whether artificial habitats such as purpose-built loggeries would be an appropriate use 
of resources, or whether adequate suitable breeding habitat is already present. Engage 
expert input: One of the national lead partners for stag beetles is The Peoples Trust for 
Endangered Species who are based in Battersea Park Road, and who should be 
contacted in the first instance for advice on current best practice in monitoring and 
conserving the species. 

5.1.8 Dryophilus anobioides (a beetle) larvae develop in the dead stems of native broom 
(Cytisus scoparius). Ensure that there is an adequate supply of native broom available 
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at the site, including encouraging regeneration where possible and leaving senescent 
as well as younger plants showing dead stems in their natural state. 

5.1.9 Recommendations for the conservation of Psylliodes cuprea (a beetle) appear in 
paragraph 5.1.4 above designed to address possible seasonal deficits in nectar and 
pollen sources at the Common. Ensure that the Brassicaceae are included in any such 
plans. However this is a scarce beetle utilising very common and widespread 
foodplants, so the availability of foodplants in itself is unlikely to be a factor in its current 
decline, and further investigation would therefore be required in order to establish those 
factors. 

5.1.10 Involvulus cupreus (a beetle) is dependent on Sorbus trees such as rowan (Sorbus 
aucuparia) and whitebeams. Ensure the continuing presence of native Sorbus trees at 
the Common.  

5.1.11 Old open-grown trees (as distinct from those growing within woodland) are known to 
have a particularly high value for saproxylic invertebrates, and may support a unique 
invertebrate fauna. Such trees can often be identified through their spreading lower 
branches, and through historical evidence. 

5.1.12 Where trees originally matured growing in the open but are now within more recent 
woodland their potential for supporting the rarer saproxylic fauna is likely to be severely 
compromised.  Where identified old (oak) trees should be returned to the open through 
management of surrounding scrub and secondary woodland. Reference should be 
made to recommendations arising from the Tooting Common Heritage Tree Survey, 
chapter 4 ‘Ancient and Veteran Trees’ (The Landscape Group, University of East 
Anglia, 2015). Advice may also be sought from the Ancient Tree Forum. It is likely 
however that there are potential drawbacks to returning an old tree to an open situation, 
which can be mitigated if the process is carried out piecemeal over an extended period, 
rather than all at once. 

5.1.13 An old tree growing within woodland often has more limited foliage which is 
concentrated at the top of the crown. Once that tree is returned to the open, substantial 
additional leaf cover may develop lower down the tree. At that stage however the tree’s 
existing vasculature may be inadequate to supply the additional demands, potentially 
causing stress and rendering the tree susceptible to disease.  

5.1.14 In addition, allowing sunlight and subsequent heating onto a large trunk acclimatised to 
growing in the shade can potentially lead to structural problems such a split bark. 
Allowing old trees to reacclimatise by removing shading trees piecemeal over an 
extended period should mitigate such potential problems. The Ancient Tree Forum 
should be consulted for detailed advice on these matters. 

5.1.15 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

5.1.16 Non-native trees including Turkey oak, holm oak and false-acacia should be controlled 
and, ideally, eliminated from the site. In general natural regeneration should be allowed 
to take place rather than planting. Any planting should be native species of known UK 
provenance which, apart from pedunculate oak, field maple and hawthorn, are under-
represented on the Common. More hazel, aspen, goat willow, wild cherry, and others 
should be planted, possibly as hedges, while tree seedlings (even including oak) should 
not be allowed to get established in acid grassland areas 

5.1.17 Manage the neutral rough grassland (mapped as poor semi-improved grassland) in the 
long-term, to increase its structural and species diversity. Mowing causes particular 
problems, not its frequency but the fact that it is usually done by machine, causing soil 
compaction at the same time. Jones (2004) has referred to mown grasslands as ‘green 
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deserts’ from the paucity of invertebrates in mown grassland and from a study in 
Battersea Park (L B Wandsworth) suggested that diversity of invertebrates as a whole 
was increased once mowing was relaxed. One of the main problems is the 
homogenisation of the habitat by soil compaction removal of anthills and the destruction 
of grass tussocks. A healthy/natural acid grassland will have an uneven surface with 
numerous anthills, some of which may be dug out by woodpeckers, some tussocks, 
scrapes etc., and hoof-indentations. Areas of tall herbs need to be encouraged for the 
benefit of larger orb-web spinners for example, and at least some of this habitat needs 
to be left without mowing as various species of spider and other invertebrates 
overwinter in dead stems and flowerheads. 

5.1.18 Grazing by animals (cows, sheep, deer or rabbits) would be preferable to mowing, 
partly because of the way they disturb the surface creating numerous microhabitats and 
because they do not compact the soil. Grazing by animals may be unrealistic for 
Tooting Common, so it is suggested that if at all possible mowing should be carried out 
by hand (strimming) always leaving substantial and irregular invertebrate refuge areas. 
Horse-riding on grass, especially during winter when the ground is soft can increase the 
irregularity of the surface which benefits spiders and other invertebrates. Any areas 
where nutrient levels are higher, producing vigorous growth of nettles or rank grasses, 
may need special attention; they should be discouraged by strimming or even machine-
mowing and the cut material removed.  

5.1.19 Heavy public usage over much of the central (acid soil) parts of the common (10022/04) 
mean that much of the grassland is currently very trampled and soil compacted as a 
result. Ways of reducing this should be explored. Cutting desire lines while leaving the 
rest of an area uncut has been successfully used at Windsor Great Park and to some 
extent on Hampstead Heath.  

5.1.20 Dog fouling is likely to be a major factor in constantly increasing soil nutrients across the 
site. Dog – free zones are currently within children’s playgrounds as well as the lakes 
and their environs.  This is also a dog control order which is proactively policed by the 
Wandsworth Council Parks and Events Police team. Under the control order ‘Fouling of 
land by dogs’ - an offence is committed when the person in charge of a dog fails to 
remove faeces deposited by the dog. It is recommended that the dog-free zones are 
extended to include area of sensitive grassland including areas of existing acid 
grassland as well as areas which have been identified for restoration. 

5.1.21 If any mature trees are proposed for felling or other arboricultural work, these should be 
individually assessed for their potential to support bat roosts by an experienced 
ecologist. Any individual trees with bat roost potential should be surveyed by a licensed 
ecologist prior to any works being carried out. A Natural England licence may be 
required. 

5.1.22 If substantial re-landscaping is proposed involving tree removal, surveys to establish the 
extent to which bat species use the site should be carried out. The survey should 
investigate bat commuting routes within the site and results used to inform any 
proposed works. 

5.1.23 If any buildings are to be renovated or other works proposed (e.g. tree removal) in the 
vicinity of buildings, these buildings should also be surveyed for bats. 

5.1.24 Do not use pesticides, fertilizers or herbicides (except in the treatment of non-native 
invasive species) 

5.1.25 Do not plant any non-native invasive species. 

5.1.26 Ideally any planting should be with UK native species of known provenance.  
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5.1.27 Do not carry out any tree works within the bird breeding season (March to July 
inclusive). 

5.2 Recommendations by compartment 

 

5.2.1 The following recommendations are compartment specific and are summarised in the 
management maps (appendix 10): 

 

Compartment 1021/01 

5.2.2 Pending supporting evidence, regard this low-lying area of woodland as potentially 
different from similar-looking woodland elsewhere at the site, and therefore 
management sensitive. 

5.2.3 Retain the trees and scrub surrounding the depression for their ‘draft-excluder’ effect on 
this area. 

5.2.4 Widen paths and create a scrub zone at path edges where possible. Ensure that paths 
are dog-legged to avoid a wind tunnel effect. 

5.2.5 Lightly thin woodland through removal of non-native invasive trees e.g. Turkey oak, 
Norway maple and sycamore. Treat stumps with an appropriate herbicide to prevent re-
growth. 

5.2.6 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

5.2.7 The poor semi-improved grassland to the east of the athletics stadium and other open 
grassland areas within the compartment should be cut on rotation once a year late in 
summer. A third of the area, should, however remain uncut in any one year. Cutting 
should be no lower than 10cm (5cm minimum). All arisings should be removed from the 
site. 

5.2.8 Desire lines through grassland areas should be mown regularly to reduce trampling and 
disturbance of the longer grass areas. 

5.2.9 Any seedlings should be removed from these grassland areas. 

 

Compartment 1021/02  

5.2.10 Regard the acid grassland as management sensitive due to the risk of local extinctions. 
In extending the habitat ensure that existing habitat is not subject to critical disturbance. 

5.2.11 The existing area of acid grassland should be cut in September and all arisings 
removed.  

5.2.12 Increase the extent of acid grassland through scraping around the periphery of the 
existing area and removing the stand of poor semi-improved grassland. The scrape 
should be down to the sand/gravel layer. Ideally scraped material should be removed 
from the site. The area should be allowed to naturally regenerate and not seeded. 
Temporary fencing for two years is recommended to allow vegetation to establish. 

5.2.13 The existing areas of acid grassland are threatened by the invasion of coarse grasses 
and nutrient enrichment. To reduce the risk of acid grassland loss and degradation 
areas surrounding stands of acid grassland (which have not subject to restorative 
scraping) should be cut at least three times a year, ideally in April/early May, leaving the 
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sward to develop over the summer and cutting again in August as well as in October. 
Cuttings should be removed immediately and not left in situ. 

5.2.14 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

 

Compartment 1022/01  

5.2.15 Consider the small marshy excavation as a potentially valuable asset in site 
management. Extend the existing habitat at this location, and where possible create 
similar habitats elsewhere at the site through deculverting land drainage ditches (such 
as occurs in 10022/08) and creating seasonally wet hollows, with the aim of significantly 
Increasing the availability of muddy/semi-aquatic resources throughout the Common. 

5.2.16 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

5.2.17 The grassy glades within the woodland should be maintained through the removal of 
saplings and cutting back bramble. 

5.2.18 The large amenity grassland area to the south-east of the compartment is of low 
conservation value and should be managed as present. 

 

Compartment 1022/02  

5.2.19 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

5.2.20 Old (oak) trees with spreading lower branches and which are currently within more 
recently grown woodland and scrub should, following expert advice, have their 
surrounding habitat opened up. 

5.2.21 The large amenity grassland area is of low conservation value and should be managed 
as present. 

 

Compartment 1022/03  

5.2.22 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

 

Compartment 1022/04  

5.2.23 Take into account the known value of the interstitial areas of bare soil within the eastern 
area of acid grassland during management. Add additional shallow scrapes to provide 
areas of topographical microclimate and additional bare soil habitat. Manage scrub 
development in existing scrapes, removing it piecemeal over several seasons to avoid 
disruption to existing sub-soil solitary bee nests (the bee nests are sealed following 
oviposition and stocking, and are thus invisible for much of the year). 

5.2.24 Develop a long-term program working towards the ‘gold standard’ which would 
comprise all-year (late winter to late autumn) availability of appropriate pollen and 
nectar sources. This strategy should be carried out on adjacent neutral grassland areas, 
not within the acid grassland habitat, and should also be applied to the entire Common.  

5.2.25 Develop a planting strategy to provide wind breaks/baffles for this area of acid and 
near-acid grassland. This could take the form of a native hedgerow planted along the 
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west margin of the existing area of the habitat, and/or an array of planted shrubs acting 
as wind baffles. The plantings should also be selected to contribute to the all-year 
pollen and nectar sources. Important candidates would include male plants of grey 
willow (Salix cinerea) and goat willow (Salix caprea), which bear pollen producing 
catkins (‘pussy-willow’) early in the year, and are of known importance for solitary bees 
and other early-flying insects. All such planting would need to be maintained at 
shrub/hedge height and should not be allowed to develop into (overshading) trees. 

5.2.26 Address habitat fragmentation by creating acid grassland habitat connecting the acid 
grassland at the north of 10022/03 (and in the NE corner of 10022/04) with similar 
habitat in 10022/04 to the north of the pond. Depending on the underlying soil, this 
could potentially be achieved by removing top soil in the intervening area, without 
impinging on sports pitches and their surrounds. This new habitat would be enhanced if 
topographical variation were introduced through creation of a series of shallow 
depressions and low mounds, including south-facing banks for nesting bees. A pilot 
project in a limited area would determine whether appropriate plantings would be 
required, or whether characteristic acid grassland flora will appear from the soil bank. 
Temporary fencing for two years is recommended to allow vegetation to establish. 

 

5.2.27 The existing areas of acid grassland should be cut in September and all arisings 
removed.  

5.2.28 Remove/thin out the two large copses to the south of the area of acid grassland. 
Remove all Turkey oak and treat stumps with a suitable herbicide to prevent 
regeneration. 

5.2.29 Restore acid grassland through the creation of scrapes in selected areas (see 
management map, appendix 11). Temporary fencing for two years is recommended to 
allow vegetation to establish. 

5.2.30 Remove/control bramble from acid grassland areas and from around gorse scrub. 

5.2.31 The areas of more species-rich semi-improved neutral grassland should be cut at least 
twice a year. A number of studies have shown that more than one cut per year can be 
effective at reducing the cover of coarse grasses and increasing floral diversity. For 
example Leaney (2005) showed that a cut once per month from early April each year 
until October but with a gap where no cutting occurs from early May to early July (an 8 
week period) reduced the dominance of coarse grasses in a churchyard but still allowed 
a good variety of plants to flower. In chalk grassland, a spring (April) cut was found to 
be as effective in reducing competitive ability of upright brome Bromopsis erectus as 2 
or 3 cuts a year (Wells et al 1993). Hayes et al (2001) found that two hay cuts with 
aftermath grazing was more successful in restoring a neutral meadow than a single hay 
cut and aftermath grazing. Olff et al (1991) also showed an increase in diversity by 
cutting a hay meadow twice a year (July and Sept) in preference to cutting once a year 
in July (Cutting without aftermath grazing). 

5.2.32 The large amenity grassland area is of low conservation value and should be managed 
as present. 

 

Compartment 1022/05 (lake) 

5.2.33 Take any opportunity to selectively regrade the lake bank to allow the development of 
marginal marshy habitat. If that approach is impractical then soften the pond bank using 
appropriate plantings, both in lake bed at the margins, and containerised sections 
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creating shallow vegetated habitats. Only plant with native species of known UK 
provenance. Care should be taken not to introduce non-native invasive aquatic plants. 

5.2.34 The following plants are recommended: 

 Grasses including sweet grasses and creeping bent 

 Tall emergents including branched bur-reed, greater pond sedge and reed 
sweet grass 

 Marginal herbs: water mint, water forget-me-not, lesser spearwort, 
watercress and fool's watercress 

 Floating-leaved plants such as amphibious bistort and broad-leaved 
pondweed 

 Visually attractive plants: Marsh-marigold, yellow iris, marsh woundwort and 
purple loosestrife. 

5.2.35 Remove/thin low value trees around the pond to reduce shading. 

5.2.36 Extend significantly the areas of emergent marginal vegetation. Allow the development 
of areas of persistent decaying emergent vegetation, rather than clear these out as 
‘unsightly’. 

5.2.37 Consider dividing the lake into an ‘angling area’ and an ‘invertebrate/amphibian area’ 
using a natural barrier; a densely planted belt of emergent vegetation or physically 
divide the pond by bunding. Encourage anglers to ‘fish-out’ the ‘invertebrate area’ 
transferring their catches to the angling side of the barrier. Fish fry will however tend to 
move through the barrier in time, depending on its breadth and density. Naming the 
‘invertebrate area’ a ‘dragonfly reserve’ may encourage public support. 

5.2.38 Alternatively, prohibit angling and remove all fish through a program of electrofishing.  

5.2.39 Dogs should be prevented from entering the pond to reduce water turbidity due to 
disturbance of sediment. 

5.2.40 Members of the public should be discouraged from feeding wildfowl. It is likely that 
excessive feeding is acting to increase the population of wildfowl, increase nutrient input 
to the lake and encourage rats. 

5.2.41 Remove non-native invasive species from the island including false-acacia, 

5.2.42 Selectively thin young trees and scrub to develop open sunlit patches within the 
woodland. 

5.2.43 Maintain the existing roughland patchwork through selective rotational management. 
Extend this habitat outwards and around the perimeter where opportunities arise. 

 

Compartment 1022/06  

5.2.44 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

5.2.45 Remove Turkey oak and treat stumps with a suitable herbicide to prevent regeneration. 

 

Compartment 1022/07 

5.2.46 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

5.2.47 The grassy glades within the woodland should be maintained through the removal of 
saplings and cutting back bramble. 



 

123 

   

5.2.48 The small area of semi-improved acid grassland should be cut in September and all 
arisings removed.  

5.2.49 Remove Turkey oak and treat stumps with a suitable herbicide to prevent regeneration. 
 

Compartment 1022/08  

5.2.50 Consider the open drainage ditch as a potentially valuable asset for invertebrates in 
management. Where possible create similar habitats elsewhere at the site through 
deculverting land drainage ditches and creating seasonally wet hollows (such as occurs 
in 10022/01), with the aim of significantly Increasing the availability of muddy/semi-
aquatic resources throughout the Common. 

5.2.51 The semi-improved grassland to the west of the compartment should be cut on rotation 
once a year late in summer. A third of the area, should, however remain uncut in any 
one year. Cutting should be no lower than 10cm (5cm minimum). All arisings should be 
removed from the site. 

5.2.52 The semi-improved acid grassland along the eastern boundary of the compartment 
could be managed by more regular cutting to increase species diversity as for the semi-
improved neutral grassland in 10022/04. In addition a series of scrapes could be 
created in this area. The scrape should be down to the sand/gravel layer. Ideally 
scraped material should be removed from the site. The area should be allowed to 
naturally regenerate and not seeded. Temporary fencing for two years is recommended 
to allow vegetation to establish. 

 

Compartment 1022/09  

5.2.53 Consider enhancing the structural and floral diversity of the broad strip of rough 
grassland on the south margin (Target note 1 appendix 6). It has the potential to be 
developed as an all year pollen/nectar feeding station. 

5.2.54 The large cut trunks left on the ground are no longer in optimal condition as potential 
invertebrate habitats. As these trunks move beyond their optimal condition for 
invertebrates (retaining bark and sap), periodically add fresh cut logs. If the 
recommendation that fallen or cut large branches are left in situ (except where they 
present a hazard, cause obstruction or disrupt sensitive habitats) is adopted, then 
provision of these cut trunk sections becomes less of a priority, except if they are 
intended primarily as seating. 

5.2.55 Regularly cut the grass on the north-facing well-drained bank on the south margin of the 
compartment (Target note 2, appendix 6). The objective is to prevent the interstitial bare 
soil from being shaded by long grass. 

5.2.56 Develop a bespoke management plan for the semi-enclosed area around the ponds to 
the south-west of the compartment (Target note 3, appendix 6). The plan should 
integrate the invertebrate habitat considerations outlined here as well as data from 
invertebrate species audits. 

5.2.57 Retain areas around the ‘Froglife’ ponds as sparsely-vegetated habitat, and therefore 
as suitable perching/territory-holding areas for Black-tailed Skimmers, and as potentially 
valuable habitat for a range of other invertebrate taxa. 

5.2.58 No specific management is currently needed for the ponds although some scrub control 
may be required in the future. 
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5.2.59 The area at Target note 3 (appendix 6) is substantially open to a large area of amenity 
grassland the north. Enhance the potential for local microclimate development within 
the area at T3 by planting a native hedgerow close to its north (open) margin. 

5.2.60 In management, regard veteran native trees such as hawthorns as having a particular 
value for invertebrates. Although the older oaks are of potentially very high value for 
invertebrates at the site, other older and veteran native trees are also very likely to be 
important in that respect. 

5.2.61 In enhancing the wildlife value of the shallow elongate depression (comprising species-
poor rough grassland and a scattering of trees) at T6, a suggested approach would be 
to develop it as an all-year pollen/nectar feeding station (ideally one of many in the 
longer term). Appropriate shade-loving native and non-native nectariferous plants could 
be incorporated in the planting beneath the trees. 

5.2.62 Scrape the area of improved grassland immediately to the west of the tennis courts to 
restore acid grassland.  The scrape should be down to the sand/gravel layer. Ideally 
scraped material should be removed from the site. The area should be allowed to 
naturally regenerate and not seeded. Temporary fencing for two years is recommended 
to allow vegetation to establish. 

5.2.63 The areas of semi-improved grassland to the east of the cafe should be increased in 
extent by a general relaxation of the mowing regime in surrounding grassland areas. 
However, the grass should be cut at least twice a year and arisings removed (see 
comments for compartment 10022/04 in para 3.3.31 above. 

 

Compartment 1022/10  

5.2.64 Use the habitat mosaic present around T1 as an exemplar for managing vegetation in 
suitable semi-natural areas elsewhere at the Common. 

5.2.65 Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, except where they present a 
hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the ground. 

5.2.66 The improved grassland to the south of the compartment should be cut on rotation once 
a year late in summer. A third of the area, should, however remain uncut in any one 
year. Cutting should be no lower than 10cm (5cm minimum). All arisings should be 
removed from the site. 

 

Compartment 2022/11 

5.2.67 The majority of the compartment is amenity grassland and of low nature conservation 
value. No change of management is recommended. 

 

5.3 Further study 

5.3.1 Further study is recommended both to extend the current survey over a greater range of 
habitats as well as to monitor the condition of selected habitats. 

 

Habitats 

5.3.2 Continue to monitor the condition of existing acid grassland habitats. This may be 
through the condition assessment method described in this report or through a more 
objective approach using fixed quadrats. 
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5.3.3 Monitor any acid grassland areas restored or created on an annual basis. 

5.3.4 Carry out a PSYM survey of the lake in compartment 10022/05. This standard method 
provides an assessment of the ecological quality of a site compared to ponds nationally. 

5.3.5 Investigate the feasibility of reinstating lost steams to the Common. 
 

Saproxylic Coleoptera and Diptera 

5.3.6 It appears likely that the large population of old oaks and other old and veteran trees at 
the site are capable of supporting a significant saproxylic fauna, and this community 
might turn out to be of metropolitan importance. Saproxylic invertebrates may be cryptic 
in their habits and may occur naturally in relatively low numbers. Thus they can be 
difficult to survey and their recording may require a significant effort where luck as well 
as skill can play a role. The most important large saproxylic taxa are the coleoptera 
(beetles) and diptera (flies), although for historic rather than ecological reasons, only the 
beetles are considered in calculating the widely used metrics ‘Saproxylic Quality Index’ 
(SQI) and the related ‘Index of Ecological Continuity’ (IEC). 

 

Aquatic Invertebrates: 

5.3.7 There is potential to audit riverflies, water beetles, water bugs and a range of other 
aquatic macro-invertebrates occurring in the sites wetland habitats (the pond in 
10022/05, the ponds to the south-west corner of the site, the excavated marshy area in 
10022/01 and the ditch in 10022/08). In addition to informing management, and given 
sufficient data, the quality of the ponds can also be assessed against national norms. 

 

General Invertebrate Audit 

5.3.8 A general audit of the habitat area to the south-west of 10022/09: This area presents a 
mosaic of habitats likely to be favourable for a wide range of insects and other 
invertebrates. It might be expected to be a hub of invertebrate diversity, although any 
complement of uncommon species is unestablished. 

 

Hoverflies, Soldierflies and related families (Syrphidae and Lower Brachycera). 

5.3.9 These fly families include many indicator species, which are informative about the 
relative importance and condition of habitats and meso-habitats at a site, and can thus 
be fed into site management. For example both wetland and saproxylic species are well 
represented. They are generally not cryptic in their habits and are thus easier to sample 
than some other invertebrate taxa. In addition they are (mostly) relatively 
straightforward to identify. There are spring, summer and autumn faunas, and survey 
effort can be restricted spatially, seasonally or by a combination of two. 

 

Nocturnal Moths 

5.3.10 Light trapping for moths has been previously identified by site managers as a priority for 
future survey effort. 
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Odonata 

5.3.11 Continue to audit and monitor Odonata at the site, both adults and larvae. The 
outcomes will alert to declines, losses or additions to the fauna over time, establish 
breeding statuses, and inform nature conservation management at the site. The British 
Dragonfly Monitoring Scheme Odonata transect protocol included here (Appendix 7) 
allows monitoring of species populations within specified areas of the site. At this stage 
however the species list for the site is incomplete, and it is therefore important to place 
equal emphasis on auditing (as opposed to monitoring), gathering species records for 
the Common from all locations and sources. 

5.3.12 In order to determine Odonata species breeding in the main lake (10022/05), the lake 
should be resampled more intensively than in the Baseline Survey carried out in 2015. 
That would entail collecting significantly more than five samples and accessing by boat 
sampling points in various regions of the pond. That sampling would inevitably collect a 
range of other aquatic macro-invertebrates and it would therefore be appropriate to 
extend the survey to include these. Additional target groups would include for example 
mayflies, caddisflies, water beetles, water bugs and other taxa. There would be the 
additional option to extend this aquatic macro-invertebrate survey to include other 
wetland habitats at the Common namely; the ‘Froglife’ ponds, the marshy excavation in 
compartment 10022/01 and the ditch in compartment 10022/08. 

 

Lepidoptera 

5.3.13 Continue to monitor butterflies through the ongoing butterfly transect which is being 
carried out by volunteers.  

5.3.14 The adults of Ringlet and Marbled White butterflies may be wide-ranging. Attempt to 
determine whether either or both are breeding at the site, and if so integrate their 
breeding requirements into site management. 

5.3.15 In the light of any future moth surveys (e.g. light-trapping) seek any preliminary 
evidence that moth species numbers or diversity at the sight might be limited by the 
availability of larval food plants. 

5.3.16 Include the Jersey Tiger moth in the butterfly monitoring program, should it appear at 
the site. 

 

Butterflies and Odonata 

5.3.17 Following establishment transects in the course of the 2015 baseline survey, and an 
Odonata training workshop in 2015, these groups are to be surveyed and monitored 
henceforth by volunteers at the site. 

 

Orthoptera (Grasshoppers and Crickets). 

5.3.18 The specified survey period during the 2015 baseline survey (May/June) was quite 
suboptimal for these taxa. Resurvey should be carried out later in the year 
(August/September). 

5.3.19 An Orthoptera survey should be conducted, timed to coincide with the presence of adult 
insects at the Common. The scope of that survey could be extended to include 
additional areas and habitats at the site. 
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5.3.20 Encourage volunteers to record the presence of groundhoppers and native cockroaches 
at the site. Their presence at the site would be of some interest, even if not identified to 
species. 

 

Hymenoptera (bees, wasps and ants) 

5.3.21 The positive, although preliminary, results from the baseline survey suggest the need 
for additional survey of aculeate hymenoptera at the site. Further survey could be 
directed for example at broadening the seasonality of survey in the acid grassland 
areas, surveying other open areas of sandy-soil habitat which are not currently acid 
grassland, and/or extending the scope to include woodland habitats. 

5.3.22 The confirmation of an existing invertebrate fauna associated with acid grassland/sandy 
soil habitats lends weight to particular recommendations on habitat management below. 
In particular: 

 

1. Management of these areas could include extensions to these habitats, and creation 

of additional scrapes in existing habitats, as discussed. 

2. Attention should be paid to both seasonal and spatial deficiencies in appropriate 

pollen and nectar sources at the Common. Populations of fossorial solitary bees are 

more likely in general to be limited by the availability of the appropriate pollen/nectar 

plants than by their ground nesting habitats. 

5.3.23 Publications which list ‘nectar plants for bees’ tend to either: 
 

1. Address the requirement of honeybees and bumblebees, while neglecting our many 

species of solitary bees; or 

2. List either wild plants or cultivated plants but rarely both; or 

3. Do not properly address seasonality by listing separately recommended 

pollen/nectar sources for winter, spring, summer and autumn. 

5.3.24 Lists which go some way to addressing these issues include downloadable information 
sheets by Roberts (2009) and Hislop (2010). A privately run blogsite (thedrurys) is also 
helpful, and Kirk & Howes (2012) is authoritative. 

 

Coleoptera (beetles) 

5.3.25 The 2015 survey did not in general target woodland and saproxylic beetle fauna of the 
site. The habitat potential for saproxylic species at the Common is thought to be 
significant and possibly of some importance. In view of that it is recommended that the 
saproxylic fauna should be targeted by survey; in particular the Coleoptera (beetles) 
and Diptera (flies) associated with decaying wood. 

5.3.26 Any survey of wetland invertebrates should include not only aquatic water beetles but 
also terrestrial species of wetland habits. This would include those species associated 
with emergent vegetation and those of muddy habitats.  

5.3.27 Extending the current survey methodology to take in sandy soil and sparsely vegetated 
substrates elsewhere at the Common would be required in order to build a clearer 
picture of the associated fauna at the Common. 
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5.3.28 Establish whether stag beetles are breeding at the site. Positively encourage park users 
to submit records and photos of stag beetles to the Council. 

 

Arachnids  

5.3.29 It is clear that current records of spiders from the Common do not by any means make 
up a complete list of the spiders present, and the results of this survey are very much 
skewed by the limited period of the fieldwork. Late-season sweepnetting would be 
advisable as at least some of the web-spinning spiders present were only seen as 
juveniles. Even the common Garden Spider Araneus diadematus present in large 
numbers as very young spiderlings was only confirmed as a record in late June when a 
single adult male was found.  

5.3.30 Twelve-month sampling should be done at selected sites, and in the future this should 
include any areas where management changes are to be made so that progress, as 
indicated by the spider fauna, could be monitored. The sort of model that could be 
followed is that of Mile End Park and Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park; in both these 
parks long-term pitfalls have now been operating for nearly ten years and improvements 
to the habitat in particular areas has been shown in some detail (Milner, 2013).  

5.3.31 Further investigation of other parts of the Common could be envisaged: pitfall-trapping 
around existing damp areas such as those in 10022/08 and 10022/01, and inside the 
woodland (10022/07) and possibly 10022/01. 

5.3.32 At least two other corners of the Common could be investigated in more detail: the 
uncut grassland at the south west corner of 10021/01, the areas of 10022/10 and 
10022/01 along the eastern fringe of the railway embankment. 
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Appendix 1: Photographs  
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Compartment 
10021/01: 

Dense woodland with 
bramble ground layer 

 

Compartment 
10021/01: 

Poor semi-improved 
grassland with a high 
cover of California 
brome 
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Compartment 
10021/02: 

Lowland acid grassland, 
a priority habitat  

 

 

Compartment 
10021/02: 

Black-tailed Skimmer 
(Orthetrum cancellatum) 
A female in acid 
grassland 

 

Compartment 
10022/01: 
 
A seasonally dry pond of 
high value for 
invertebrates  
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Compartment 
10022/01: 

 
Parkland along the 
eastern boundary 

 

Compartment 
10022/02: 
 
High value veteran oak on 
eastern boundary 
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Compartment 
10022/03: 

High value veteran oak  

 

Compartment 
10022/04: 

Lowland acid grassland, 
a priority habitat 
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Compartment 
10022/04: 
 

Semi-improved acid 
grassland. A candidate 
for restoration 

 

 

Compartment 
10022/04: 

Semi-improved neutral 
grassland 
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Compartment 
10022/05: 
 

Marginal vegetation at 
the lake. Extending this 
habitat is recommended 

 

 

Compartment 
10022/05: 
 

Densely wooded island 
on lake 

 

 

Compartment 
10022/05: 
Azure Damselfly 
(Coenagrion puella) 
A male in grassland just 
north of the lake 
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Compartment 
10022/07: 
 

A small area of semi-
improved acid 
grassland 

 

 

Compartment 
10022/08: 

Semi-improved acid 
grassland along the 
eastern boundary. A 
candidate for 
restoration. 
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Compartment 
10022/09: 

High value seasonal 
ponds to the south-west 
of the compartment 

 

Compartment 
10022/10: 
 
A small area of acid 
grassland, a priority 
habitat 
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Appendix 2: Habitat maps
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Figure 9: Map to show habitats in compartments 10021/01 & 10021/02 
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Figure 10: Map to show habitats in compartments 10022/01 & 10022/03 
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Figure 11: Map to show habitats in compartment 10022/02 
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Figure 12: Map to show habitats in compartments 10022/07 & 10022/08 
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Figure 13: Map to show habitats in compartments 10022/04 & 10022/05 
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Figure 14: Map to show habitats in compartment 1022/09 
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Figure 15: Map to show habitats in compartment 10022/10 & 1022/11 
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Appendix 3: Vascular plant species list
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The vascular plant species list was compiled from the Phase 1 field survey. Scientific nomenclature follows Stace (2010) for vascular plant 

species. Vascular plant common names follow the Botanical Society of the British Isles 2003 list, published on its web site, www.bsbi.org.uk. 

Please note that this plant species list was generated as part of a Phase 1 Habitat survey, does not constitute a full botanical survey and 

should be read in conjunction with the associated report.  

Abundance was estimated using the DAFOR scale as follows: 

D (Dominant), A (Abundant), F (Frequent), O (Occasional), R (Rare). The modifier L (Locally) is used to describe a clumped or local 

distribution of a species. 
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Malva sylvestris Common Mallow 
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 Matricaria discoidea Pineappleweed  
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   Papaver rhoeas Common Poppy 
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R 

      
R 

 
R 
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R 
       

O 
   Populus nigra ' italica' Lombardy poplar 
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R 

     Quercus petraea Sessile Oak 
  

R 
           Quercus robur Pedunculate Oak D O F R O F F F R O F O F 

 Ranunculus acris Meadow Buttercup 
 

R LF 
 

O LF R 
   

O R 
  Ranunculus bulbosus Bulbous Buttercup 

 
O 

   
R 

        Ranunculus repens Creeping Buttercup O O LF 
 

LF LA 
   

LF F LF 
 

F 

Rhinanthus minor Yellow-rattle  
     

O 
    

LF 
   Robinia pseudoacacia False-acacia  

 
R 

  
R 

 
R O R 

     Rosa canina Dog-rose  R 
 

R 
   

R 
       Rosa sp A rose R 

   
O 

     
O O R 

 Rubus fruticosus agg. Bramble A O A LA LA LA F A LA F O O O F 

Rumex acetosa Common sorrel 
  

O 
 

R LF 
        Rumex acetosella Sheep's Sorrel 

 
LF 

  
R LF 

     
O R 

 Rumex obtusifolius Broad-leaved Dock R R 
  

R R O 
  

R R O R 
 Rumex sanguineus Wood-dock 

  
R O 

      
LF 

 
O R 

Ruscus aculeatus Butcher's-broom  
      

R 
       Salix alba White Willow 

    
R O 

    
O 

 
R 

 Salix alba x babylonica = 
S. x sepulcralis Weeping Willow 

      
R 

     
R 
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Compartment 

Scientific name Common name 

1
0
0
2
1

/0
1
 

1
0
0

2
1

/0
2
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
1
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
2
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
3
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
4
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
5

 

is
la

n
d

 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
5
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
6
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
7
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
8
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
9
 

1
0
0

2
2

/1
0
 

1
0
0

2
2

/1
1
 

Salix caprea Goat Willow 
  

R 
           Salix cinerea Grey willow R 

 
R 

   
O R 

  
R O O 

 Salix fragilis Crack-willow  
  

R 
  

R R 
     

R 
 Salix fragilis var fragilis Crack-willow  

  
R 

 
R 

         Salix sp. A willow 
      

R O 
      Salix viminalis Osier  

      
R 

       Sambucus nigra Elder  A O F R LF O R 
 

F O R F 
 

F 

Scorzoneroides 
autumnalis Autumn Hawkbit 

    
R LF 

  
R LF F 

   Senecio jacobaea Common Ragwort 
    

O 
        

R 

Senecio vulgaris Groundsel  
           

R 
  Silene dioica Red Campion 

      
R 

  
R 

    Sisymbrium officinale Hedge Mustard R 
 

R 
 

LF 
      

O 
  Solanum dulcamara Bittersweet  

           
O 

  Sonchus oleraceus Smooth Sow-thistle 
     

O R 
       Sorbus aria Common Whitebeam 

 
O R 

        
R 

  Sorbus aucuparia Rowan  O 
    

R 
 

R 
   

R 
  Sorbus intermedia Swedish Whitebeam 

          
R 

   Stachys sylvatica Hedge Woundwort 
           

R 
  Stellaria graminea Lesser Stitchwort 

    
R 

         Stellaria media Common Chickweed 
 

R R 
      

R 
    Symphoricarpos albus Snowberry  

             
R 

Symphytum officinale Common Comfrey 
      

R 
 

R 
     Tanacetum parthenium Feverfew  

             
R 

Tanacetum vulgare Tansy  
     

R 
        Taxus baccata Yew  O 

 
R 

 
R 

  
R 

 
R 

    Tilia platyphyllos Large-leaved Lime O 
   

LF O R 
 

R 
  

R 
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Compartment 

Scientific name Common name 

1
0
0
2
1

/0
1
 

1
0
0

2
1

/0
2
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
1
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
2
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
3
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
4
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
5

 

is
la

n
d

 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
5
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
6
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
7
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
8
 

1
0
0

2
2

/0
9
 

1
0
0

2
2

/1
0
 

1
0
0

2
2

/1
1
 

Tilia platyphyllos x 
cordata = T. x europaea Lime  O R R 

 
R 

     
R O 

 
R 

Tragopogon pratensis Goat's-beard  
  

R 
        

LF 
  Trifolium campestre Hop Trefoil 

     
LF 

        Trifolium dubium Lesser Trefoil 
 

F 
   

LF 
        Trifolium pratense Red Clover 

     
O O 

  
R O R 

  Trifolium repens White Clover 
 

LF LA LA R LA 
   

R 
 

LA R F 

Tussilago farfara Colt's-foot  
           

R 
  Typha latifolia Bulrush  

           
LA 

  Ulex europaeus Gorse  
 

R R 
 

R O R 
    

R 
  Ulmus glabra Wych Elm 

 
O 

  
R 

  
R 

    
O 

 Ulmus procera English Elm 
  

LF R LF 
 

O 
  

F 
 

LF O 
 Urtica dioica Common Nettle F R LA LA LA 

 
F 

 
R LA O LF LA F 

Vicia hirsuta Hairy Tare 
  

LF 
  

R 
        Vicia sativa Common vetch O O F 

  
R 

     
R 

  Vicia tetrasperma Smooth Tare 
          

O 
    

*Provisional I.D – requires confirmation.  
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Appendix 4: Habitat cover 
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Table showing habitat % cover by compartment 

Habitat 

Compartment 

1
0
0
2

1
/0

1
 

1
0
0
2

1
/0

2
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

1
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

2
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

3
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

4
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

5
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

6
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

7
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

8
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

9
 

1
0
0
2

2
/1

0
 

1
0
0
2

2
/1

1
 

Broadleaf woodland 88.11 80.34 59.71 21.35 83.27 29.28 58.10 78.74 75.41 50.06 12.08 27.23 8.56 

Improved  
grassland 0.27 0.00 0.29 7.28 1.31 7.10 0.00 18.55 0.00 5.45 14.42 14.27 0.00 

Poor semi-improved grassland 11.63 6.63 2.75 0.00 3.19 0.73 0.00 1.87 0.82 24.80 0.09 0.38 0.00 

Semi-improved neutral grassland 0.00 11.40 0.99 0.00 4.17 6.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.00 

Semi-improved acid grassland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 1.11 0.00 0.00 2.92 8.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Acid grassland 0.00 1.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.00 

Amenity grassland 0.00 0.00 7.53 70.00 5.63 45.43 0.00 0.85 0.00 31.15 68.79 49.19 90.66 

Parkland 0.00 0.00 28.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Standing water 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 39.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 

Tall ruderal vegetation 0.00 0.00 0.22 1.37 1.01 0.00 1.81 0.00 0.44 0.34 0.00 0.66 0.77 

Bare ground 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.00 0.00 

Marginal vegetation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.05 0.00 0.00 

Scrub 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 3.66 0.00 

* Habitat present. Stand too small to calculate area   
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Table showing habitat area by compartment (ha) 

Habitat Compartment  

1
0
0
2

1
/0

1
 

1
0
0
2

1
/0

2
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

1
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

2
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

3
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

4
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

5
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

6
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

7
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

8
 

1
0
0
2

2
/0

9
 

1
0
0
2

2
/1

0
 

1
0
0
2

2
/1

1
 

T
O

T
A

L
 

Broadleaf woodland 7.16 0.99 4.59 1.02 1.48 4.34 1.12 1.19 3.33 1.05 1.65 2.58 0.10 30.59 

Improved  
grassland 

0.02 0.00 0.02 0.35 0.02 1.05 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.19 1.97 1.35 0.00 5.26 

Poor semi-improved grassland 0.95 0.08 0.21 0.00 0.06 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.88 0.01 0.04 0.00 2.39 

Semi-improved neutral grassland 0.00 0.14 0.08 0.00 0.07 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 1.34 

Semi-improved acid grassland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59 

Acid grassland 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 1.22 

Amenity grassland 0.00 0.00 0.58 3.34 0.10 6.73 0.00 0.01 0.00 1.11 9.39 4.67 1.06 26.98 

Parkland 0.00 0.00 2.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.18 

Standing water 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.79 

Tall ruderal vegetation 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.23 

Bare ground 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.39 

Marginal vegetation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.16 

Scrub 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.35 0.00 0.47 

* Habitat present. Stand too small to calculate area  
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Appendix 5: Arachnid  records  
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Provisional list of characteristic acid grassland spider species for London Area and their occurrence in the pitfall samples.  

 
G = London conservation status : A = <12 sites,  B = 13-30 sites, C = >31 sites  
L = sites in county of London  M = sites in county of Middlesex 
00 – 18 = trap sites at Tooting Common during survey 
Woodland sites shaded 
 X = recorded at Tooting Common but not from this pitfall survey 
 
No Family Species G L M 00 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 X 

1 Atypidae Atypus affinis A 2 -                     

2 Theridiidae Steatoda phalerata A 2 3             1        

3 Theridiidae Enoplognatha 
thoracica 

C 22 18 3 1 9 5     1 1  5         

4 Theridiidae Robertus arundineti A 3 8       4          2    

5 Linyphiidae Ceratinella brevipes B 5 10                     

6 Linyphiidae Walckenaeria 
atrotibialis 

C 16 20    1            1 3    

7 Linyphiidae Pelecopsis parallela C 15 55  7   5      2 8 6 10       

8 Linyphiidae Ceratinopsis stativa A 5 7                     

9 Linyphiidae Tapinocyba praecox B 14 8   1 3       1    4 5     

10 Linyphiidae Micrargus 
subaequalis 

C 24 21          1 1          

11 Linyphiidae Panamomops 
sulcifrons 

C 19 17 31 4 1 2 1 - 0 - 9 7 4 1 2  5 22 7 15   

12 Linyphiidae  Porrhomma errans A 2 -                     

13 Linyphiidae Meioneta beata C 21 27 9 1
2 

 1   1 1 1 2      20  1   

14 Linyphiidae Syedra gracilis A 1 1                     

15 Linyphiidae Centromerus 
incilium 

A 2 9   1      1  1 1         

16 Linyphiidae Bathyphantes 
parvulus 

C 21 30    1      1       2    

17 Linyphiidae Floronia bucculenta A 2 3                     

18 Linyphiidae Stemonyphantes 
lineatus 

C 30 31     1  3   1           

19 Linyphiidae Palliduphantes 
ericaeus 

C 28 45  1                   

20 Linyphiidae Palludiphantes 
insignis 

A 8 1  1                   
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No Family Species G L M 00 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 X 

21 Linyphiidae Microlinyphia pusilla B 10 18                    X 

22 Araneidae Araneus quadratus B 5 10                     

23 Araneidae Agalenatea redii B 5 14                     

24 Araneidae Larinioides cornutus B 6 24                     

25 Araneidae Neoscona adianta A - 9                     

26 Araneidae Hypsosinga 
pygmaeus 

B 9 11                     

27 Lycosidae Pardosa monticola A 1 -                     

28 Lycosidae Pardosa nigriceps B 6 14 1 2     8   2           

29 Lycosidae Trochosa cuneata B 6 9                     

30 Lycosidae Alopecosa barbipes A - 2                     

31 Hahniidae Hahnia nava C 19 28 9 1
6 

       4  10 1   26  3   

32 Dictynidae  Argenna subnigra A 3 9             1   1     

33 Liocranidae Agroeca proxima A 2 -                     

34 Liocranidae Agroeca inopina A 6 6                     

35 Clubionidae Clubiona neglecta B 6 9                     

36 Drassidae Haplodrassus 
signifer 

A 4 7                     

37 Gnaphosida
e 

Zelotes petrensis A - 1                     

38 Gnaphosida
e 

Micaria pulicaria C 21 20 1 1                   

39 Zoridae Zora spinimana C 13 28       1     1    1     

40 Thomisidae Thanatus striatus A - 1                     

41 Thomisidae Xysticus acerbus A - 1                     

42 Thomisidae Xysticus bifasciatus A - 1                     

43 Thomisidae Xysticus erraticus A 3 3                     

44 Thomisidae Ozyptila atomaria A - 1                     

45 Thomisidae  Ozyptila sanctuaria B 8 12                    X 

46 Thomisidae Ozyptila simplex B 9 10 1    6  1     1    2 10    

47 Salticidae Euophrys frontalis C 25 33  7                   

48 Salticidae Sibianor 
aurocinctus 

A 4 8                     

49 Salticidae Talavera aequipes B 9 6                     

50 Corinnidae Phrurolithus festivus C 19 28  6     1     1    1     

      7 1
1 

4  4  7  4 7 5 8 5 1  9 4 3 0  
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List of all spider, spider parasitoids and pseudoscorpions recorded from Tooting Common with conservation status and date of first 

record. 

 
Legend (spiders): column 1: National Conservation Status (if known) 
                         2: Name of spider etc 
                         3: method of capture 
                         4: date of first record 
                         5: Nos: male, female, total 
                         6: computer reference  
         .                                   

Pseudoscorpion 
 
     Chthonius orthodactylus   (site001)          17/05/2015           1 020003 
   

Spider parasitoids 
 
         ICHNEUMONIDAE 
     Zatypota ICHNEUMONIDAE 
   
     Zatypota percontatoria       sweep           17/05/2015   0   0   1 019978 
          (host: Theridion sp. (?varians) 
     Sinarachna nigricornis       sweep           17/05/2015       0   1 019982 
          (host: Araniella sp. ? sturmi)  
     Schizopyga sp.               search          24/07/2015   0   0   1 020103 
          (host: Clubiona lutescens)        
 
        

Spiders 
         DYSDERIDAE         (Six-eyed spiders)             
 
Comm Dysdera crocata              pitfall         15/04/2015   0   1   1 019947 
Comm Harpactea hombergi           pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 019997 
  
         MIMETIDAE                                         
 
RD-2 Ero aphana                   sweep           17/05/2015   0   2   2 019977 
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         THERIDIIDAE        (Tangle Web Spiders)           
 
Comm Anelosimus vittatus          sweep           17/05/2015   1   0   1 019978 
Comm Phylloneta sisyphia (imm)    sweep           17/05/2015   0   1   1 019982 
Loc  Theridion pictum             search          29/07/1986   1   0   1 000823 
RDBK Theridion pinastri           sweep           20/06/2015   1   1   2 020041 
Comm Theridion varians (imm)      sweep           24/06/2015   0   1   1  
Comm Paidiscura pallens           sweep           17/05/2015   0   1   1 019980 
Loc  Enoplognatha thoracica       pitfall         15/03/2015   0   1   1 019904 
Comm Robertus lividus             pitfall         15/04/2015   1   0   1 019944 
Loc  Robertus arundineti          pitfall         15/02/2015   1   1   2 019856 
  
         LINYPHIIDAE        (Money spiders)                
 
Comm Walckenaeria acuminata       pitfall         17/05/1991   0   2   2 003312 
Comm Walckenaeria antica          pitfall         20/07/1991   0   1   1 003425 
Loc  Walckenaeria atrotibialis    pitfall         20/07/1991   3   0   3 003425 
Loc  Dicymbium brevisetosum       pitfall         15/02/2015   1   5   6 019853 
Comm Gongylidium rufipes          sweep           04/10/2014   1   0   1 019758 
Comm Maso sundevalli              pitfall         21/06/2015   1   0   1 020043 
Comm Pocadicnemis pumila          pitfall         17/05/2015   1   1   2 019997 
Comm Pocadicnemis juncea          pitfall         21/06/2015   5   0   5 020043 
Comm Oedothorax fuscus            search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
Comm Oedothorax retusus           pitfall         15/02/2015   0   2   2 019856 
Loc  Pelecopsis parallela         pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019855 
Loc  Cnephalocotes obscurus       pitfall         15/04/2015   1   0   1 019931 
Comm Tiso vagans                  pitfall         15/02/2015   1   3   4 019860 
Loc  Troxochrus scabriculus       pitfall         15/02/2015   3   3   6 019861 
Loc  Tapinocyba praecox           pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019857 
Comm Monocephalus fuscipes        pitfall         15/02/2015   0   2   2 019861 
Comm Gongylidiellum vivum         pitfall         15/02/2015   0   1   1 019853 
Comm Micrargus herbigradus        pitfall         17/05/1991   1   0   1 003312 
Loc  Micrargus subaequalis        pitfall         20/07/1991   3   0   3 003425 
Comm Erigonella hiemalis          pitfall         15/02/2015   0   1   1 019861 
Comm Diplocephalus latifrons      pitfall         15/03/2015   1   1   2 019903 
Comm Diplocephalus picinus        pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 019997 
Loc  Panamomops sulcifrons        pitfall         15/02/2015   2   0   2 019856 
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Nb   Centromerus incilium         pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019853 
Loc  Milleriana inerrans          pitfall         09/06/1991   1   0   1 003357 
Comm Erigone dentipalpis          sweep           04/10/2014   2   0   2 019758 
Comm Erigone atra                 pitfall         20/07/1991   2   0   2 003425 
RDBK Mermessus trilobatus         pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 019985 
Comm Porrhomma pygmaeum           pitfall         15/02/2015   1   2   3 019856 
Loc  Porrhomma microphthalmum     pitfall         15/04/2015   1   0   1 019937 
Loc  Agyneta decora               pitfall         17/05/2015   2   0   2 019999 
Comm Meioneta ?rurestris          pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 019995 
Comm Meioneta saxatilis           pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 019997 
Loc  Meioneta beata               pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019868 
Comm Microneta viaria             search          02/03/1991   1   1   2 003289 
Comm Centromerus sylvaticus       pitfall         15/02/2015   0   1   1 019868 
Comm Centromerita bicolor         pitfall         15/02/2015   1   7   8 019853 
Comm Macrargus rufus              pitfall         17/05/1991   0   1   1 003312 
Comm Bathyphantes gracilis        pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019855 
Comm Bathyphantes parvulus        pitfall         15/04/2015   1   1   2 019930 
Comm Diplostyla concolor          pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019867 
Comm Stemonyphantes lineatus      search          02/03/1991   0   2   2 003289 
RDBK Megalepthyphantes sp.        pitfall         15/03/2015   1   0   1 019902 
Comm Tenuiphantes tenuis          search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
Comm Tenuiphantes zimmermanni     pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019854 
Comm Tenuiphantes flavipes        search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
Loc  Tenuiphantes tenebricola     pitfall         15/02/2015       1   1 019863 
Comm Palliduphantes ericaeus      pitfall         17/05/1991   1   0   1 003312 
Nb   ?Palliduphantes insignis     pitfall         15/04/2015   1   0   1 019947 
Comm Neriene clathrata            search          02/03/1991   1   2   3 003289 
Comm Neriene peltata              sweep           17/05/2015   1   0   1 019979 
Comm Microlinyphia pusilla        search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
  
         TETRAGNATHIDAE     (Orb Web spiders)              
 
Loc  Tetragnatha montana          sweep           17/05/2015   0   2   2 019977 
Comm Pachygnatha clercki          pitfall         15/02/2015   0   1   1 019859 
Comm Pachygnatha degeeri          pitfall         17/05/1991   0   3   3 003312 
Comm Metellina mengei             sweep           17/05/2015   1   2   3 019980 
  
         ARANEIDAE          (Orb Web spiders)              
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Comm Araniella cucurbitina s l    sweep           17/05/2015   0   1   1 019982 
Nb   Zilla diodia                 sweep           20/06/2015   0   1   1 020041 
Comm Mangora acalypha (imm)       sweep           17/05/2015   0   1   1 019979 
  
         LYCOSIDAE          (Wolf Spiders)                 
 
Comm Pardosa palustris            pitfall         17/05/2015   5   0   5 019994 
Comm Pardosa pullata              search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
Comm Pardosa prativaga            search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
Comm Pardosa amentata             pitfall         09/06/1991   0   1   1 003357 
Comm Pardosa nigriceps            pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 020001 
Comm Pardosa saltans              pitfall         15/04/2015   4   0   4 019935 
Comm Alopecosa pulverulenta       pitfall         09/06/1991   2   0   2 003357 
Comm Trochosa ruricola            pitfall         17/05/2015   2   1   3 019985 
Comm Trochosa terricola           pitfall         15/02/2015   0   1   1 019853 
Loc  Pirata uliginosus            pitfall         17/05/2015   2   0   2 019992 
  
         PISAURIDAE         (Nursery Web Spiders)          
 
Comm Pisaura mirabilis            search          02/03/1991       1   1 003289 
  
         AGELENIDAE         (House spiders & allies)       
 
Comm Agelena labyrinthica ?(imm)  sweep           20/06/2015   0   1   1 020041 
  
         HAHNIIDAE                                         
 
Loc  Hahnia nava                  pitfall         15/04/2015   0   1   1 019947 
  
         DICTYNIDAE         (Blue Web spiders)             
 
Comm Dictyna uncinata             sweep           17/05/2015   1   0   1 019978 
Na   Nigma walckenaeri            sweep           04/10/2014   0   1   1 019758 
Loc  Lathys humilis               sweep           17/05/2015   0   5   5 019978 
  
         AMAUROBIIDAE       (Blue Web spiders)             
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Comm Amaurobius similis           pitfall         15/02/2015   1   0   1 019857 
  
         ANYPHAENIDAE       (Buzzing spiders)              
 
Comm Anyphaena accentuata         sweep           04/10/2014   1   0   1 019758 
  
         CLUBIONIDAE        (Mouse spiders)                
 
Comm Clubiona reclusa             pitfall         17/05/2015   2   0   2 019992 
Comm Clubiona terrestris          search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
Comm Clubiona comta               pitfall         17/05/2015   0   1   1 020004 
  
         GNAPHOSIDAE        (Hunter Spiders)               
 
Loc  Zelotes latreillei           pitfall         15/04/2015   1   0   1 019938 
Nb   Trachyzelotes pedestris      pitfall         21/06/2015   1   1   2 020043 
Loc  Drassyllus pusillus          pitfall         15/03/2015   1   0   1 019904 
Comm Micaria pulicaria            pitfall         17/05/2015   0   1   1 020001 
  
         ZORIDAE                                           
 
Comm Zora spinimana               pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 019992 
  
         PHILODROMIDAE      (Elongate Crab spiders)        
 
Comm Philodromus dispar           search          02/03/1991   2   1   3 003289 
Comm Philodromus aureolus         sweep           17/05/2015   1   1   2 019978 
Comm Philodromus cespitum         sweep           20/06/2015   0   1   1 020041 
Nb   Philodromus albidus          sweep           30/05/2015   1   0   1 020008 
Comm Tibellus oblongus            search          02/03/1991   0   1   1 003289 
  
         THOMISIDAE         (Crab spiders)                 
 
Comm Xysticus cristatus           pitfall         15/04/2015   1   0   1 019934 
Comm Ozyptila praticola           pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 020004 
Loc  Ozyptila simplex             pitfall         20/06/2015   0   1   1 020041 
  
         SALTICIDAE         (Jumping spiders)              
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Comm Heliophanus cupreus          sweep           04/10/2014   1   0   1 019758 
Comm Heliophanus flavipes ? imm   pitfall         17/05/2015   0   1   1 019993 
Comm Euophrys frontalis (imm)     pitfall         17/05/2015   0   1   1 020003 
  
         CORINNIDAE                                        
 
Comm Phrurolithus festivus        pitfall         17/05/2015   1   0   1 020003 
================== 
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Appendix 6: Invertebrate Habitat Potential target notes 
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Figure 16: Map to show location of Invertebrate habitat potential target notes 
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Appendix 7: Protocol for monitoring of adult Odonata  
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Protocol for Transect-based monitoring of adult Odonata at Tooting Common. 
 
Introduction 
The protocol presented here is designed to yield internally consistent monitoring data enabling 
long-term tracking of changes to populations of Odonata adults at the Common.  

There is a degree of flexibility within the published protocol (Smallshire & Beynon, 2010) 
allowing it to be adapted for use in a wide range of Odonata habitats, and that flexibility is 
utilised here to propose a monitoring protocol specific to the conditions at Tooting Common. 

This is a monitoring protocol, where species are recorded over short, timed intervals from 
restricted specified areas (see next paragraph - Methods). Therefore this procedure is sub-
optimal for Odonata species audit, where records from all areas of the site are logged. 

Methods 
Odonata are recorded on transects using the accepted standardised methodology as set out by 
Smallshire & Beynon (2010), referred to henceforth as the manual. Data is recorded in the field 
using the form BDMS F2: (Dragonfly Transect All Species Recording Form). The data on the 
completed forms is subsequently digitised e.g. on an Excel spreadsheet. The manual and form 
are available for download at: 
http://www.british-dragonflies.org.uk/content/british-dragonfly-monitoring-scheme. 

This section of the Odonata Baseline Survey report summarises the procedure to be followed 
including modifications specific to Tooting Common. All surveyors must however familiarise 
themselves with the published manual. 

In summary the published methodology involves either (a) recording and counting Odonata 
observed within a set distance while walking a pre-defined transect at a slow pace; or (b) where 
site-lines are restricted, observing and recording for timed intervals from fixed points. 

A Tooting Common there are two areas to be monitored; the main pond in compartment 
10022/05, and the three closely adjacent ‘Froglife’ ponds situated to the south-west of 
compartment 10022/09. 

The manual provides that transects can be split into sections which are recorded separately. 
Each of the two sub-sites at Tooting Common is therefore to be recorded as a separate section 
within the overall transect, which is therefore a non-contiguous transect. 

Sight-lines, and access to the bank of the main pond are restricted by scrub and trees around 
much of the perimeter. It is therefore proposed that timed monitoring of the main pond will be 
conducted from fixed observation points. 

Paths run to the south and east sides of the group of three small ponds in compartment 
10022/09. A transect route based on these paths would however be very short. In addition, 
monitoring this restricted area of habitat from a stationary vantage point, rather than ambulatory, 
would tend to reduce the risk of double-counting. It is therefore proposed that timed monitoring 
of the ‘Froglife’ ponds will be conducted from a single fixed observation point. 

The frequency with which Odonata monitoring is carried out will depend primarily on the 
availability of volunteers with Odonata identification skills. Ideally weekly monitoring from May to 
October should take place. Fortnightly or even monthly observations would however fulfil the 
protocol, although of course would yield proportionally less information. 

It is suggested that this protocol is piloted in 2015 and that any agreed modifications found to be 
necessary are introduced before for the 2016 monitoring season gets underway. 

Protocol: Main Pond in 10022/05. 
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From three fixed observation points (figure 17) count all the individuals seen within a strip 2m 
inland and 5m out from the water’s edge, for a timed period of 2 minutes at each observation 
point. 

Protocol: Three small ponds to the SW of 10022/09. 
From a fixed observation point near the edge of the largest (south) pond (precise location to be 
specified and marked on site) count all the individuals seen within a strip 2m inland and 5m out 
from the water’s edge (or to the opposite edge if narrower than 5m) for a timed period of 3 
minutes. 

An overriding consideration in performing Odonata monitoring using this protocol is that it is 
performed consistently, and that the duration and locations of observations are precisely 
observed. 

Not all species of Odonata are readily identifiable in the field without close examination. 
Binoculars can be very helpful in this respect during the count. If species remain unidentified 
following the count it may be possible at that stage to stalk and/or net them for verification, and 
a clear photograph should be obtained if possible. When a species cannot be unambiguously 
identified it can be recorded as ‘Genus (if known), sp.’, or an equivalent phrase, or left 
unrecorded. Guesswork has no role in species identification, and is likely to result in inaccurate 
and misleading data, undermining the value of the entire monitoring effort. 

In addition to the survey form (BDMS F2), pen, clipboard and watch, surveyors should be 
equipped with copies of the protocol and manual, an identification manual; for example Brooks 
& Cham (2104) or Smallshire & Swash (2004), binoculars (preferably close-focussing), and a 
thermometer. A hand-net is also recommended to aid examination of unidentified individuals 
following the timed monitoring period, as is a camera. 

The manual places a number of conditionalities on carrying out dragonfly monitoring, and 
should be consulted for detailed guidance; in particular: 

 Counts should be carried out between 10:00 and 16:00 BST. On hot days (above 22°C), 
counts between 09:30 and 16:30 are permissible.  

 Count during sunny weather, with cloud cover less than 60%.  

 Do not count if the wind is stronger than force 4 on the Beaufort scale (i.e. >18 mph, 
when small trees in leaf begin to sway). 

 The temperature should be at least 17°C in the shade. On sunny, calm days, counts 
may be made at a slightly lower temperature, but never lower than 15°C. 

Do not count during rain, or when the temperature exceeds 30°C. 
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Figure 17: Locations of the three proposed monitoring sites for Odonata adults at the 

main pond. 
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Appendix 8: Coleoptera species list 
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Alphabetical list of: Coleoptera species recorded in acid grassland and the areas around the 
main pond during the Baseline Coleoptera Survey 2015 (139 species); and 8 post-1980 historic 
species records from the site, totalling 147 species. 

 

Beetle records in 2015 from pitfalls installed outside the specified survey areas are beyond the 
scope of this report and are not included in this list. 

 

Acupalpus dubius 

Agrilus biguttatus 

Agrilus sinuatus 

Agriotes obscurus 

Agriotes sputator 

Aleochara curtula 

Aloconota gregaria 

Altica lythri 

Altica palustris 

Amara aenea 

Amara convexior 

Amara lunicollis 

Amara tibialis 

Amischa analis 

Anotylus rugosus 

Anotylus tetracarinatus 

Anthobium atrocephalum 

Aphodius sphacelatus 

Aphthona euphorbiae 

Apion haematodes 

Atomaria fuscata 

Aulonium trisulcus 

Badister bullatus 

Barypeithes pellucidus 

Bembidion obtusum 

Bembidion properans 

Bruchidius villosus 

Byrrhus pilula 

Calathus fuscipes 

Calathus melanocephalus 

Calathus mollis 

Calathus rotundicollis 

Callicerus rigidicornis 

Cantharis nigricans 

Chaetocnema hortensis 

Chrysolina oricalcia 

Cortinicara gibbosa 

Crepidodera aurea 

Cypha longicornis 

Datomicra nigra 

Demetrias atricapillus 

Dinaraea aequata 

Dorytomus taeniatus 

Drusilla canaliculata 

Dryophilus anobioides 

Euraea biguttata 

Exapion ulicis 

Gabrius appendiculatus 

Gabrius breviventer 

Grammoptera ruficornis 

Harmonia axyridis 

Harpalus affinis 

Harpalus rubripes 

Harpalus rufipes 

Involvulus cupreus 

Ischnopterapion loti 

Kibunea minuta 

Kissister minimus 

Lathrobium fulvipenne 

Leistus fulvibarbis 

Leistus rufomarginatus 

Leptusa ruficollis 

Lobrathium multipunctum 

Longitarsus melanocephalus 

Longitarsus pratensis 

Longitarsus reichei 

Loricera pilicornis 

Lucanus cervus 

Magdalis cerasi 

Mecinus pascuorum 

Megasternum concinnum 

Meligethes aeneus 

Micropeplus staphylinoides 

Mocyta fungi 

Nanophyes marmoratus 

Nargus velox 

Nargus wilkini 

Nebria brevicollis 

Nedyus quadrimaculatus 

Neocoenorrhinus aequatus 

Neocrepidodera ferruginea 

Neuraphes angulatus 
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Notiophilus biguttatus 

Notiophilus rufipes 

Notiophilus substriatus 

Ocypus olens 

Ocys harpaloides 

Olibrus flavicornis 

Omalium rivulare 

Omosita discoidea 

Onthophagus coenobita 

Othius laeviusculus 

Othius punctulatus 

Othius subuliformis 

Otiorhynchus ovatus 

Oxypoda acuminata 

Paradromius linearis 

Paromalus flavicornis 

Philonthus carbonarius 

Philonthus cognatus 

Philonthus decorus 

Philonthus laminatus 

Philonthus nitidicollis 

Philonthus varians 

Phloeophagus lignarius 

Phyllobius pyri 

Phyllobius virideaeris 

Poecilus cupreus 

Protapion assimile 

Protapion fulvipes 

Psylliodes cuprea 

Psyllobora vigintiduopunctata 

Pterostichus madidus 

Pterostichus melanarius 

Pterostichus strenuus 

Pterostichus vernalis 

Ptomaphagus subvillosus 

Quedius boops 

Quedius curtipennis 

Quedius fumatus 

Quedius schatzmayri 

Quedius semiobscurus 

Rhinoncus castor 

Rhizobius litura 

Rugilus orbiculatus 

Sepedophilus nigripennis 

Sitona lepidus 

Sitona lineatus 

Staphylinus dimidiaticornis 

Stenus fulvicornis 

Stenus ossium 

Strophosoma melanogrammum 

Subcoccinella 24-punctata 

Syntomus foveatus 

Tachinus marginellus 

Tachinus signatus 

Tachyporus chrysomelinus 

Tachyporus dispar 

Tachyporus hypnorum 

Tachyporus pusillus 

Trechus obtusus 

Trechus quadristriatus 

Tychius picirostris 

Tytthaspis sedecimpunctata 

Xantholinus linearis 

Xantholinus longiventris 

Zyras limbatus 
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Appendix 9: Introduction to ISIS Analysis 
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The Invertebrate Species-habitat Information System (ISIS) is being developed as a method of 
analysing and classifying invertebrate faunas in terms of the species’ known associations and 
fidelity to specified habitats, and subsequently derived species assemblages. In this sense it is 
to invertebrates what the National Vegetation Classification system (NVC) is to plants. 

It is a spreadsheet-based tool which works by grouping invertebrate species into Assemblage 
Types: Broad Assemblage Types (BATS), the nested Specific Assemblage Types (SATS), and 
subsequent scoring based on rarity- and other criteria. 

Although the latest released version (ISIS 2010) represents an advanced stage it is anticipated 
that significant developments will be incorporated in future versions. ISIS 2010 is currently 
widely used in the analysis and prioritisation of invertebrate faunas e.g. for Condition 
Assessment of SSSIs, for Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) and for invertebrate site quality 
assessment and subsequent development of site management priorities and strategies. 

Over 12,000 species are currently included in ISIS analysis, so current coverage of invertebrate 
species is extensive but incomplete (There are over 32000 species of terrestrial and freshwater 
invertebrates in the UK, although lack of data on their habitats and life-histories would exclude 
many of these from inclusion in ISIS species assemblage analysis). 

A brief overview of ISIS and its development can be found at:- 

http://www.ieem.net/data/files/Resource_Library/Conferences/2012_RES_IEEM_Invertebrates/0
1_Jon_Webb_FINAL.pdf 

ISIS analysis requires that invertebrates are sampled using standard protocols, normally based 
on a minimum of four site visits in a single year.  As with many sites, the records for Tooting 
Common are derived from surveys using non-standardised sampling techniques.  Full ISIS 
analysis, including scoring, of the Tooting Common data would therefore be likely to give rise to 
potentially misleading results. 

The main value therefore of performing ISIS analysis of the Tooting Common data at this stage 
is to reveal the species assemblages (BATs and SATs) which are present based on the current 
data, and to make a first approximation of their relative importance. 

Drake et al (2007) includes the following definitions of BATs and SATs 

 Broad Assemblage Types (BATs). There are 11 Broad Assemblage Types (BATs) 
utilised in ISIS 2010, and these are characterised by species that are more widespread. 
BATs can be found in a wide range of sites. Their classification reflects environmental 
factors such as hydrology and disturbance cycles that have an important effect on 
invertebrate assemblages. 

 Specific Assemblage Types (SATs). There are 22 Specific Assemblage Types (SATs) 
utilised in ISIS 2010. These are characterised by stenotopic species and are considered 
to have an intrinsic conservation value, as such they are generally only found in sites 
with conservation value. SATs are more narrowly defined than BATs and each SAT is 
nested within a parent BAT. 

 There are also an additional 11 ‘Resource-based Assemblage Types’ which are utilised 
in ISIS 2010. These assemblage types often cut across BATs and are defined in terms 
of shared species dependencies on particular resources. 

Definition: Stenotopic species are those which are able to tolerate only a narrow range of 
environmental changes (the opposite of which is Eurytopic). Stenotopic species display a high 
fidelity to particular habitats or habitat elements. 
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Definitions of Broad Assemblage Types (BATs) occurring at Tooting Common. 
(Definitions from Drake et al., 2007) 

F21 Grassland & Scrub Matrix 

 The assemblage type is dominant in areas of dense herbage or partial shade where a 

humid microclimate is maintained at ground level. Dominance by woody plants is limited by 

exposure, grazing or cutting of vegetation, but they often form an important component of 

the habitat. Semi-natural systems supporting important examples of this assemblage type 

include hay meadows, scattered scrub and woodland edge. Sward height and density is 

often an important factor in species representation, as are the extent of flowering and seed-

set. The juxtaposition of open grassland matrix with woody development is often important 

to insects with complex life cycles that require different microhabitats at different stages of 

development. The balance between woody growth and the factors which limit it is often a 

fine one and sites may undergo cycles of changing proportions of open grassland and 

woody growth as a result. 

F11 Unshaded Early Successional Mosaic 

 The assemblage type is dominant in lowland habitats where disturbance removes vegetation 

to create areas of bare or sparsely vegetated ground. Suitable sources of disturbance 

include landslips, wind and salt blast on sea cliffs, sand accretion on sand dunes and small-

scale poaching by grazing animals. The juxtaposition of disturbed areas of bare ground with 

other structural types of vegetation is often important to insects with complex life cycles that 

require different microhabitats at different stages of development. This juxtaposition is 

associated with small-scale dynamic processes driven by cyclical disturbance patterns. Many 

species are efficient at dispersing and colonising newly formed habitats, but landscapes with 

some degree of continuity of habitat are more likely to hold assemblages of the highest 

conservation value. Habitat continuity is often associated with nutrient-deficient soils or 

exposure regimes that deflect ecological succession. Semi-natural biotopes supporting 

important examples of this assemblage type include sea cliffs, sand dunes, heathland and 

chalk downland. Arable land on nutrient-poor and freely- draining soils can also support 

interesting examples as can recently disused quarries and post-industrial and urban 

demolition sites. However, at these latter sites, the original source of disturbance is not 

cyclical, so the assemblage cannot sustain itself without the imposition of a management 

regime that introduces a suitable disturbance pattern. 

Many characteristic species develop in the soil and have thermophilic larvae that benefit from 

insolation of the breeding habitat. Bare ground on south-facing slopes is therefore a 

particularly valuable microhabitat for this assemblage type. Several species are seed eaters 

that profit from the high seed production of annual plants that share the same habitats. 
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A11 Arboreal Canopy 

 The assemblage type is found in the canopy of trees and shrubs irrespective of their density 

and occupies space that overlaps with other arboreal assemblage types. It is found in 

situations that range from woodland and scrub through to isolated open-grown trees and 

shrubs. Open-grown trees and shrubs have full canopy development and therefore the 

greatest potential for full expression of the assemblage. Assemblages include phytophagous 

species that feed on leaves, flowers and fruits, and their predators and parasites. Many 

phytophagous species target new shoots for feeding, so, unlike saproxylic species, they are 

found as commonly, if not more commonly on young trees and shrubs as on mature trees. 

Some even specialise in young growth of trees and shrubs developing within an unshaded 

field layer matrix. The height in the canopy that particular species prefer for larval 

development is a poorly studied subject, and little more is known about the height 

preferences of the adults. There is some overlap with ‘Wood decay’ assemblages, 

particularly with regard to predatory species 

A21 Wood Decay 

 This assemblage type is associated with trees and shrubs wherever they are growing (in 

woodland, wood-pasture, scrub and as isolated trees) and occupies space that overlaps 

with other arboreal assemblage types. Wood-decay species are saproxylic, which means 

that they are associated with the decomposition of woody tissues and their agents, notably 

fungi. Many species develop in specific microhabitats, some of which are mostly or entirely 

restricted to mature trees. Many of the rarest species are dependent on the presence of 

ancient trees, whose age can be measured in centuries. For these species, the rarity and 

isolation of prime habitat in the modern landscape makes colonisation of new sites all but 

impossible. Consequently, internationally important examples of this assemblage type can 

be found in a handful of sites that have a history of continuity of ancient tree cover stretching 

back over a thousand years. The epiphyte fauna includes grazers of algae, lichens and 

mosses on the surface of trunks and branches, as well as their predators and parasites. 

Many species benefit from insolation of their breeding habitat and prefer open-grown trees 

and shrubs to closed canopy woodland. Assemblages of national importance often occur in 

parkland, old orchards and other open landscapes with concentrations of old trees. Although 

dead trees may retain an interesting fauna for several years, living trees with plentiful wood 

decay provide much longer term continuity of habitat. 
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F31 Shaded Field & Ground Layer 

 
The assemblage type is dominant in closed canopy woodland and scrub, where it is 

separated vertically rather than horizontally from arboreal assemblage types. It is associated 

with low levels of disturbance. Plant cover at ground level is restricted by relatively low light 

levels and accumulations of leaf litter. 

Ground-living species tend to have hygrophilous larvae and some species can also occur in 

assemblages on damp open moorland mixed with the ‘Scrub-heath and moorland’ 

assemblage type. Many characteristic species occur in or under leaf litter and are either 

saprophagous or predaceous. Several of these are associated with fungal fruiting bodies, 

either fresh or decomposing, and in this area there is some overlap with species that are 

found on gill fungi fruiting from stumps and fallen branches, and that are associated with 

saproxylic assemblage types (‘Wood decay’). A smaller number of species are 

phytophagous and develop on shade-loving plants. The presence or absence of grazing 

animals may not be of great significance as there is relatively little forage available, although 

trampling and poaching will alter the characteristics of both the soil surface and the soil 

structure below to some extent and this will have consequences on the invertebrate 

assemblage. 

In Britain, assemblages seem to be able to survive clear-felling as long as the woodland 

canopy is allowed to regenerate and close over again naturally. Some species may be 

associated with ancient woodland and further work needs to be done in this area. As well as 

the assemblage types mentioned above, this Broad Assemblage Type forms mixed 

assemblages with ‘Grassland and scrub matrix’ and ‘Litter-rich fluctuating wetland’ types. 
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Species List utilised for the ISIS Analysis discussed in this Report. 

The list includes all sampled taxa and appears in alphabetical order. Note that this list includes a 

small number of synonyms which were added by the surveyor in order to enhance the data 

capture efficiency of the ISIS software. This list includes 323 names of which 329 comprise 

unique species. 

Acupalpus dubius Bombus lapidarius Dryophilus anobioides 

Agelena labyrinthica Bombus lucorum Dysdera crocata 

Aglais urticae Bombus pascuorum Enoplognatha thoracica 

Agrilus biguttatus Bombus terrestris Dryophilus anobioides 

Agrilus sinuatus Bruchidius villosus Dysdera crocata 

Agriotes obscurus Byrrhus pilula Enoplognatha thoracica 

Agriotes sputator Calathus fuscipes Dryophilus anobioides 

Agyneta decora Calathus melanocephalus Dysdera crocata 

Aleochara curtula Calathus mollis Enoplognatha thoracica 

Aloconota gregaria Calathus rotundicollis Dryophilus anobioides 

Alopecosa pulverulenta Callicerus rigidicornis Dysdera crocata 

Altica lythri Cantharis nigricans Enoplognatha thoracica 

Altica palustris Celastrina argiolus Erigone atra 

Amara aenea Centromerita bicolor Erigone dentipalpis 

Amara convexior Centromerus incilium Erigonella hiemalis 

Amara lunicollis Centromerus sylvaticus Ero aphana 

Amara tibialis Cerceris rybyensis Euophrys frontalis 

Amaurobius similis Chaetocnema hortensis Euplagia quadripunctaria 

Amischa analis Chorisops nagatomii Euraea biguttata 

Andrena bicolor Chorthippus albomarginatus Euraea unicolor 

Andrena fulvago Chorthippus parallelus Exapion ulicis 

Anelosimus vittatus Chrysolina oricalcia Gabrius appendiculatus 

Anotylus rugosus Chrysoteuchia culmella Gabrius breviventer 

Anotylus tetracarinatus Clubiona comta Gabrius subnigritulus 

Anthobium atrocephalum Clubiona reclusa Gongylidiellum vivum 

Anyphaena accentuata Clubiona terrestris Gongylidium rufipes 

Aphantopus hyperantus Cnephalocotes obscurus Grammoptera ruficornis 

Aphodius sphacelatus Coenagrion puella Gypsonoma dealbana 

Aphthona euphorbiae Conocephalus fuscus Hahnia nava 

Apion haematodes Cortinicara gibbosa Halictus tumulorum 

Apis melifera Crabro cribrarius Harmonia axyridis 

Araniella cucurbitina Crepidodera aurea Harpactea hombergi 

Atheta fungi Cypha longicornis Harpalus affinis 

Atomaria fuscata Datomicra nigra Harpalus rubripes 

Aulonium trisulcus Demetrias atricapillus Harpalus rufipes 

Auplopus carbonarius Dictyna uncinata Heliophanus cupreus 

Badister bipustulatus Dicymbium brevisetosum Heliophanus flavipes 

Badister bullatus Dinaraea aequata Inachis io 

Barypeithes pellucidus Diplocephalus latifrons Involvulus cupreus 

Bathyphantes gracilis Diplocephalus picinus Ischnopterapion loti 

Bathyphantes parvulus Diplostyla concolor Kibunea minuta 
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Bembidion obtusum Dorytomus taeniatus Kissister minimus 

Bembidion properans Drassyllus pusillus Lasioglossum leucopus 

Bombus hypnorum Drusilla canaliculata Lasioglossum leucozonium 

 

Lasius brunneus Nebria brevicollis Pemphredon lethifer 

Lasius flavus Nedyus quadrimaculatus Philodromus albidus 

Lasius niger agg. Nemophora degeerella Philodromus aureolus 

Lasius platythorax Neocrepidodera ferruginea Philodromus cespitum 

Lathrobium fulvipenne Neriene clathrata Philodromus dispar 

Lathys humilis Neriene peltata Philonthus carbonarius 

Leistus fulvibarbis Neuraphes angulatus Philonthus cognatus 

Leistus rufomarginatus Nigma walckenaeri Philonthus decorus 

Leptusa ruficollis Nomada conjungens Philonthus laminatus 

Libellula depressa Notiophilus biguttatus Philonthus nitidicollis 

Lindenius albilabris Notiophilus rufipes Philonthus varians 

Lobrathium multipunctum Notiophilus substriatus Philonthus varius 

Longitarsus melanocephalus Ochlodes sylvanus Phloeophagus lignarius 

Longitarsus pratensis Ocypus olens Phrurolithus festivus 

Longitarsus reichei Oedothorax fuscus Phyllobius pyri 

Loricera pilicornis Oedothorax retusus Phyllobius virideaeris 

Lucanus cervus Olibrus flavicornis Phylloneta sisyphia 

Macrargus rufus Omacestus viridulus Pieris brassicae 

Magdalis cerasi Omalium rivulare Pieris napi 

Mangora acalypha Omosita discoidea Pieris rapae 

Maniola jurtina Onthophagus coenobita Pirata uliginosus 

Maso sundevalli Orthetrum cancellatum Pisaura mirabilis 

Mecinus pascuorum Othius laeviusculus Pocadicnemis juncea 

Megachile ligniseca Othius punctulatus Pocadicnemis pumila 

Megachile willughbiella Othius subuliformis Poecilus cupreus 

Megasternum concinnum Otiorhynchus ovatus Polygonia c-album 

Meioneta beata Oxypoda acuminata Polyommatus icarus 

Meioneta rurestris Oxypoda lividipennis 
Porrhomma 
microphthalmum 

Meioneta saxatilis Ozyptila praticola Porrhomma pygmaeum 

Melanargia galathea Ozyptila simplex Protapion assimile 

Meligethes aeneus Pachygnatha clercki Protapion fulvipes 

Mermessus trilobatus Pachygnatha degeeri Psenulus pallipes 

Metellina mengei Paidiscura pallens Psylliodes cuprea 

Metrioptera roeselii Palliduphantes ericaeus 
Psyllobora 
vigintiduopunctata 

Micaria pulicaria Palliduphantes insignis Pterostichus madidus 

Micrargus herbigradus Panamomops sulcifrons Pterostichus melanarius 

Micrargus subaequalis Panurgus banksianus Pterostichus strenuus 

Microdynerus exilis Paradromius linearis Pterostichus vernalis 

Microlinyphia pusilla Pararge aegeria Ptomaphagus subvillosus 

Microneta viaria Pardosa amentata Pyrrhosoma nymphula 
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Micropeplus staphylinoides Pardosa nigriceps Pemphredon lethifer 

Milleriana inerrans Pardosa palustris Philodromus albidus 

Mocyta fungi Pardosa prativaga Philodromus aureolus 

Monocephalus fuscipes Pardosa pullata Philodromus cespitum 

Nanophyes marmoratus Pardosa saltans Philodromus dispar 

Nargus velox Paromalus flavicornis  

Nargus wilkini Pelecopsis parallela  

 

Quedius boops Trochosa ruricola  

Quedius curtipennis Trochosa terricola  

Quedius fumatus Troxochrus scabriculus  

Quedius schatzmayri Tychius picirostris  

Quedius semiobscurus Tytthaspis sedecimpunctata  

Rhinoncus castor Vespula vulgaris  

Rhizobius litura Walckenaeria acuminata  

Rhynchites cupreus Walckenaeria antica  

Rhyncolus lignarius Walckenaeria atrotibialis  

Robertus arundineti Xantholinus linearis  

Robertus lividus Xantholinus longiventris  

Rugilus orbiculatus Xysticus cristatus  

Satyrium w-album Zelotes latreillei  

Sepedophilus nigripennis Zilla diodia  

Sitona hispidulus Zora spinimana  

Sitona lepidus Zyras limbatus  

Sitona lineatus   

Sphecodes monilicornis   

Staphylinus dimidiaticornis   

Stemonyphantes lineatus   

Stenus fulvicornis   

Stenus ossium   

Stigmus pendulus   

Strophosoma 
melanogrammum  

 

Subcoccinella 24-punctata   

Syntomus foveatus   

Tachinus marginellus   

Tachinus signatus   

Tachyporus chrysomelinus   

Tachyporus dispar   

Tachyporus hypnorum   

Tachyporus pusillus   

Tapinocyba praecox    

Tenuiphantes flavipes   

Tenuiphantes tenebricola   

Tenuiphantes tenuis   

Tenuiphantes zimmermanni   
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Tetragnatha montana   

Theridion pictum   

Theridion pinastri   

Theridion varians   

Thymelicus sylvestris   

Tibellus oblongus   

Tiso vagans    

Trachyzelotes pedestris   

Trechus obtusus   

Trechus quadristriatus   
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Appendix 10: A brief background to Invertebrate Conservation 
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The following key considerations should be kept in mind when managing sites for invertebrates; 
including prioritising, managing and creating invertebrate habitats: 

 Descriptions of invertebrate habitats and botanical habitats are based on different sets of 
criteria. They are cross-cutting with points of intersection; ‘invertebrate habitat quality’ and 
‘botanical habitat quality’ are therefore generally disjunct, and one does not lead to the other. 

 Many plant species are able to persist without vegetative growth for periods of decades and 
longer as dormant seeds/spores in the soil bank. This enables them to survive at a site for 
extended periods where conditions for their growth and reproduction are in some way 
unfavourable. Most invertebrates however have an annual life-cycle, and must breed each year 
if a population is to survive. It follows from this that a single year where a required habitat 
element is either compromised, atypically rare or absent, is likely to have a negative effect on 
the populations of dependent invertebrate species, and this can lead to local extinctions. Where 
sites are ecologically isolated (e.g. those in urban or agricultural settings) recolonisation by 
species with specialist habitat requirements is unlikely to occur. 

 Every invertebrate species requires the presence of a number of habitats during its life-cycle. 
For instance each of the following may require particular habitat requirements to be met: 

Egg-development, development of young larva, development of older larvae, pupation, 
hibernation, adult feeding, adult courtship and mating, and selection of egg-laying site. 

This may be expressed in the literature using the following terminology: 

Partial Habitat: Species-based terminology; for instance a solitary bee may specialise in pollen 
collection from a particular plant species/group, in which case that plant taxon is a ‘partial 
habitat’ of the bee species in question. 

Meso-habitat: The equivalent habitat-based terminology; for instance a pond edge (itself a 
meso-habitat of a pond) may be subdivided according to usage by invertebrates. In this 
example the meso-habitats might include: The submerged region of the pond bank; submerged 
exposed tree roots; the basal submerged area and roots of emergent vegetation; semi-aquatic 
marginal zones etc. 

It is clearly impossible to consider every partial- and meso- habitat for every invertebrate species, 
even where these are known! Although there are exceptions, it is generally observed that 
invertebrate populations benefit from structurally diverse habitat mosaics (aka patchwork). 

 In practice invertebrate habitat management and conservation aims can be addressed through 
a combination of approaches: 

Protect and where practicable enhance partial habitats of locally targeted species/species-
communities where these have been identified as being of local significance. For example 
measures to protect and enhance the population of a common plant species where it is a 
known partial-habitat of a locally uncommon bee. 

The availability meso-habitats can be addressed in general by maintaining and enhancing 
the complexity of habitats. For example the habitat quality of flat areas of (acid) grassland 
can be enhanced through: increasing the topographical complexity; allowing limited shrub 
growth as an integral element in that habitat; increasing the total area of habitat where 
practicable, encouraging where possible wet (or seasonally wet) habitats and by extending 
bare soil elements. 

 In cases where internationally designated or (e.g. IUCN designated,) or locally designated (e.g. 
Habitats and Species of Principal Importance in England, Red Data Book and Nationally Scarce 
species) are present, the development of a Species/Habitat Action Plan may be appropriate. 

Further information on these topics can be found in Kirby (2001) and via the Buglife website.  
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Appendix 11: Summary of management prescriptions 
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Key to maps below 

The following general recommendations apply:  

 Glade management regime: Keep woodland glade open. Remove bramble 

 Grassland management regime 1: cut on rotation once a year late in summer. A third 
of the area, should, however remain uncut in any one year. Cutting should be no lower 
than 10cm (5cm minimum). All arisings should be removed from the site. 
 

 Grassland management regime 2: Cut three times a year but with no cutting in the 

summer months. 
 

 Woodland management regime Leave fallen and cut large branches where they lay, 

except where they present a hazard, impede footpaths or disrupt sensitive habitat on the 

ground. Remove non-native invasive species. Remove non-native invasive species 

including Turkey oak, holm oak, false-acacia and cherry laurel as well as other non-

natives such as sycamore and Norway maple.
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Figure 18: Map to show recommended management in compartments 10021/01 & 10021/02 
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Figure 19: Map to show recommended management in compartments 10022/01 & 10022/03 
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Figure 20: Map to show recommended management in compartment 10022/02 
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Figure 21: Map to show recommended management in compartments 10022/07 & 10022/08 



 

201 

   

  

Figure 22: Map to show recommended management in compartments 10022/04 & 10022/05 
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Figure 23: Map to show recommended management in compartment 10022/09 
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Figure 24: Map to show recommended management in compartments 10022/10 & 10022/11 
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Appendix 12: Relevant legislation 
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Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 - Species of Principal 
Importance in England 
 
Species “of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity” covered under section 41 
(England) of the NERC Act (2006) and therefore need to be taken into consideration by a public body when 
performing any of its functions with a view to conserving biodiversity. 

 
National legislation afforded to species and habitats 

The objective of the EU Habitats Directive is to conserve the various species of plant and animal which are 

considered rare across Europe. The Directive is transposed into UK law by The Conservation of Habitats and 

Species Regulations 2010 and is commonly referred to as the Habitats Regulations.  

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) is a key piece of national legislation which implements 

the Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention) and Council 

Directive 79/409/EEC on the Conservation of Wild Birds (Wild Birds Directive) in Great Britain. Since the 

passing of the Act, various amendments have been made, details of which can be found on www.opsi.gov.uk. 

Key amendments have been made through the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act (2000) and Nature 

Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004. 

Other legislative Acts affording protection to wildlife and their habitats include: 

 The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 

 The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000 

 Natural Environment & Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 

 Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996 
 

Herpetofauna (amphibians and reptiles) 

Great crested newts are protected under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 from: 

 Deliberate killing, injuring or taking (capture)  

 Deliberate disturbance of any species in such a way as to be likely significantly to affect: 

 the ability of any significant group of bats to survive, breed, or rear or nurture their young; or  

 the local distribution or abundance of that bat species 

 Damage or destruction of a breeding site or resting place 

 Keeping, transporting, selling, exchanging or offering for sale whether live or dead or of any part 
thereof. 

 

Great crested newts are also currently protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 

through their inclusion on Schedule 5. Under this Act, they are additionally protected from: 

 Intentional or reckless disturbance  

 Intentional or reckless obstruction of access to any place of shelter or protection 

 Selling, offering or exposing for sale, possession or transporting for purpose of sale.  

 

Other species of herpetofauna which could occur at Burgh Heath SNCI are protected under Schedule 5 of the 

Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). The common lizard and slow-worm are listed in respect to 

Section 9(1) & (5). For these species, it is prohibited to: 

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
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 Intentionally (or recklessly in Scotland) kill or injure these species 

 Sell, offer or expose for sale, possess or transport for purpose of sale these species, or any part 
thereof. 

 

The common toad and smooth newt are protected by law from sale and trade only. 

 

Mammals 

All species of bat are fully protected under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 and 

the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and have the same protection as great crested newts.  

Badgers are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the 

Protection of Badgers Act (1992). It is an offence: 

 

 To willfully kill, injure, take, possess or cruelly ill-treat a badger; 

 To attempt to do so; or 

 To intentionally or recklessly interfere with a sett. 

 

Birds 

With certain exceptions, all birds, their nests and eggs are protected under Sections 1-8 of the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Among other things, this makes it an offence to: 

 Intentionally (or recklessly in Scotland) kill, injure or take any wild bird 

 Intentionally (or recklessly in Scotland) take, damage or destroy (or, in Scotland, otherwise interfere 
with) the nest of any wild bird while it is in use or being built. 

 Intentionally take or destroy an egg of any wild bird. 

 Sell, offer or expose for sale, have in his possession or transport for the purpose of sale any wild bird 
(dead or alive) or bird egg or part thereof.  

 

Certain species of bird, for example the barn owl, black redstart, hobby, bittern and kingfisher receive 

additional special protection under Schedule 1 of the Act and Annex 1 of the European Community Directive 

on the Conservation of Wild Birds (79/409/EEC). This affords them protection against: 

 Intentional or reckless disturbance while it is building a nest or is in, on or near a nest containing eggs 
or young. 

 Intentional or reckless disturbance of dependent young of such a bird 
 

Plants 

With certain exceptions, all wild plants are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 

amended). This makes it an offence for an ‘unauthorised’ person to intentionally (or recklessly in Scotland) 

uproot wild plants. An authorised person can be the owner of the land on which the action is taken, or anybody 

authorised by them. 


