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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 Background – Capital Great Crested Newts 
Revisited (5239) 

The first co-ordinated, London-wide garden pond and amphibian survey was 
conducted in 1984 by Tom Langton who later went on to form Froglife.  

This lead to further work for amphibians in the Capital. In 1994 the former London 
Amphibian and Reptile Group, now LEHART (London, Essex and Hertfordshire 
Amphibian and Reptile Trust), conducted the first targeted survey of great crested 
newts in the Greater London area. A summary of their results was published in the 
London Naturalist in 1996. Follow up surveys for great crested newts (GCN) Triturus 
cristatus, were carried out in 1997 and a resurvey of all LEHART’s known GCN ponds 
was completed between 2007 and 2010 (unpublished). 

Survey work has also been conducted by other ARG groups in different boroughs of 
London where they fall into different counties such as EARG (Essex ARG) SARG 
(Surrey ARG) and KARG (Kent ARG).  

The combination of this work has led to increased knowledge of the distribution of 
GCN in Greater London Area.  

However the data itself is patchy as different organizations hold separate records for 
sites, with some sites being well known and others falling through the gaps between 
organizations. 

1.2 Current Project 

Great crested newts are a protected species in UK under Schedule 5 of Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 and are listed under the EU’s European Habitats Directive.  

Patchy data can result in incorrect decisions being made at planning level as well as 
mis-management or lack of management of GCN sites; resulting in further declines, 
increased isolation and local extinctions of this species.   

The overall aim of the Capital Great Crested Newt Revisited project was to improve 
the current knowledge and status of GCN populations in the Great London Area and 
........... 
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address the issue of patchy data by improving the data held at GiGL (Greenspace 
information Services for Greater London), which is the central biological records 
centre for London. GiGL are partnered with 26 of the 32 London boroughs and linked 
into with their planning departments. A copy of the final report will also be provided 
to the Great Crested Newt Species Action Plan (SAP) steering Group and LEHART. 

Between 2010 and 2012 Froglife undertook a major pond survey for amphibians in 
London, revisiting many of the ponds surveyed in 1984 as well as investigating other 
historic and anecdotal records of GCN in London. The results of this project have 
greatly contributed towards improving the records at GiGL. 

In addition to surveys, the project aimed to restore/enhance at least 10 sites in 
London to improve the local status and help preserve this species for future 
generations. As this work involved pond restoration and pond creation work with 
management advice to land managers; this project also met targets for the Standing 
Water Habitat Action Plan (HAP) for London. The Standing Water HAP aims to 
restore 100 ponds, create (expand) 150 ponds and enhance 20 ponds by 2015. 

Survey work was used to prioritise fourteen sites currently supporting Great Crested 
Newts and undertake specific habitat management such as tree clearance and pond 
restoration/creation. This work has contributed 5% towards the 2015 restoration 
targets, 75% to the 2015 enhancement targets and 5.33% to the 2015 creation 
targets for the standing water HAP and combined with monitoring work it aims to 
enable this species to persist in these sites in the future.  

The final analysis of this project has identified where animals are still present and 
where there have been local extinctions as well as assessing some of the factors 
affecting the conservation of this species in London.   

1.3 Project Targets 

The main project targets were as follows: 

1. Survey 60 sites/sub sites which have historical/anecdotal/old confirmed 
records for GCN; 

2. Submit all data to Greenspace Information for Greater London (GiGL) so that 
any exiting records can be updated and enhanced; 

3. Select a minimum of ten sites over two years where GCN were present and 
which also required enhancement or restoration work to ensure the future 
survival of the species in the locality; 

 



 

 Capital Great Crested Newts Revisited Project Report      page 6 www.froglife.org 

 

4. Help to develop volunteer survey groups and create links between councils 
and such groups to ensure that sites are monitored and managed in the 
future; 

5. Ensure that land managers know how to manage for GCN effectively by 
working in collaboration with wildlife organisations and land owners to ensure 
appropriate management of sites even if a site was not selected for the target 
habitat work in this project. 
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2 The Surveys 
2.1 Survey Sites 

Survey sites were selected using the following criteria: 

1 Historical records or anecdotal reports of GCN from ecologists or land 
managers; 

2 Close proximity to historical records of GCN; 

3 Where possible sites on publicly owned or managed land were selected over 
those on private land. 

The third criteria was used to target sites where survey effort and subsequent 
recommendations for habitat management/ site restoration works were likely to have 
the biggest long term impact and allowed for future monitoring by volunteers and 
other organisations.  

In total the target of surveying 60 sites in London was exceeded during the project 
and a total of 71 sites/sub sites were surveyed in 16 of London’s 32 boroughs and 
data was provided for an additional 2 sites (survey site data held at GiGL). A sub-site 
was classified as a cluster of ponds that were over 500 meters away from another 
cluster or where there was potential barrier to animal movement. Ponds located at 
less than 500m distance are likely part of the same GCN metapopulation if animals 
can move freely between such individual ponds.  

Table 1 below summaries the number of sites/sub sites per borough surveyed  

Borough Number of sites/sub 
sites 

Borough Number of sites/sub 
sites 

Richmond upon 
Thames 

19 Enfield 9 

Merton 5 Bexley 1 

Greenwich 4 Havering 3 

Hillingdon 3 Bromley  3 

Haringey  2 Kingston upon Thames 1 

Croydon  1 Brent 4 

Ealing 4 Harrow 7 

Barking and 
Dagenham 

4 Redbridge 1 
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2.2 Survey Methods 

Presence/absence surveys, limited to four paired visits, were made during the survey 
season.    

The survey methodology was based on the English Nature’s Great Crested Newt 
Mitigation Guidelines (English Nature, 2001), with the only difference being that the 
day and night-time surveys were decoupled as these were dependent on volunteer 
availability. This resulted in a minimum of one visit to a maximum of eight survey 
visits to a pond with 2-3 techniques used in the daytime surveys, and 1-2 techniques 
used during the night-time surveys. Considering that 4 visits are normally enough to 
detect GCN presence with 90% confidence interval the results from our study should 
be interpreted as a robust indication of presence/absence for this species.  

The techniques used during the surveys followed best practice advice and were: 

 Torch survey 

These were conducted from dusk onwards using 500,000 or 1,000,000 
candlepower Clulite lamps to search the accessible margins of the water bodies.   

 Egg search  

Thorough searches were made for newt eggs on any suitable vegetation present 
along the water margins. In areas with abundant potential egg laying habitat, egg 
searches were standardised to 30 minute searches per area.  In ponds with little 
to no emergent vegetation, egg strips were added and examined during each 
survey after a settling in period of seven days. 

In ponds where eggs of other species (such as smooth newt Lissotriton vulgaris 
or palmate newt Lissotriton helveticus) were found, searches in vegetated areas 
were limited to unwrapping no more then 3-4 eggs before moving to another area 
of the pond. This limit was adopted to reduce any negative impact on the breeding 
success of the other newt species.  

 Netting 

Netting was conducted primarily during daytime, prior to egg searches and on 
some sites at night, after torch surveys. A standard of 15 minutes of netting per 
50m of shore line was used, as per guidelines.  
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 Refugia searches 

A refugia search of any suitable area around the pond was used when other 
survey methods were not suitable.  

As recommended by Natural England (English Nature, 2001), all surveys were 
undertaken during ‘suitable’ weather conditions, i.e. warm and still with little rain, 
when night-time air temperatures were >5oC.  

2.3 Survey limitations  

Due to the need to maximise the use of our volunteer force during the surveys any 
ponds found to have high numbers of fish such as stickleback were not surveyed 
subsequently. This may have resulted in some GCN ponds being missed; however 
given the very low suitability of fish ponds for GCN, this was deemed a reasonable 
decision in order to maximise the survey effort on more suitable ponds.  

During the second year of the project time had to be dedicated to conducting habitat 
restoration and enhancement and as a result, surveys were stopped on sites where 
GCN had been found in one pond on the site/sub-site level to maximise the project 
officers time on other survey sites and habitat sites. Consequently some ponds 
which were stocked with fish may have been missed. While some ponds with GCN 
would have been missed at the pond level, GCN would not have been missed at the 
site level. 

2.4 Survey Personnel  

In the first year of the project survey personnel consisted of the Project officer with 
volunteer support during night time surveys and where available during day time 
surveys.  

In the second year the project officer with volunteer support surveyed the majority 
of the ponds. In addition three trainees that had progressed sufficiently to be able to 
conduct surveys competently and confidently on their own were matched and they 
surveyed sites as accredited agents under the project officers Great Crested Newt 
survey licence. 
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In the final year of the project small survey teams were encouraged to adopt survey 
sites, concentrating on sites where habitat work had taken place and where 
landowners had written agreements stating that they would support access to their 
sites for monitoring surveys.  

In total ten survey teams consisting of a minimum of 3-5 people have been created 
and of these 8 teams were actively surveying before the project finished. 

These teams either worked under their own survey licence – where volunteers had 
applied successfully to Natural England for their own survey licences based on 
survey work conducted during the project and subsequent survey work undertaken 
due to their participation on the project; or as accredited agents under the project 
officer’s survey licence. 
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3 Habitat work 
3.1 habitat work 

Each site surveyed and found to contain GCN, was assessed regarding the ability of 
the site to continue to maintain the population in the future. If the site was deemed 
to be degraded  for example too much shade or silt build up; the focus of the project 
switched to determining the feasibility for habitat improvement on site. Improvement 
works conducted through pond restoration, enhancement or creation or through 
changes to terrestrial habitat management.  

Funding was available for work with diggers, tree and scrub work, fish removal and 
invertebrate and bat surveys/assessments where needed.  

3.2 site selection 

Direct work was conducted on fourteen sites in total; with a further two sites being 
assisted in their own funded restoration works with advice. Table 2 contains details 
of the work conducted at the thirteen sites with an indication if the work involved 
restoration (reinstating old dried ponds etc.) enhancement (improving existing habitat 
to better support the species) or creation (adding to existing habitats on site) or a 
combination of the above. 

3.3 landowner agreements 

Each landowner was asked to commit to a minimum of ten years of post work 
monitoring as an indication of their commitment to ensuring that the species can 
persist on the sites in the future. 

The text below outlines the commitments that Froglife asked landowners to sign up 
to, to facilitate release of funds for work: 

“Name of Landowner/Manager” 

1. Will continue to monitor the Great Crested newt populations in the ponds on 
the site every 2 years for a 10 year period (5 population surveys in total), 
volunteer groups should be approached e.g. London ARG or local friends 
groups to conduct the surveys). 

2. All data will be given to Greenspace Information for Greater London (GiGL). 
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3. Where possible the landowner will provide additional resources such as 
personnel, volunteers etc. to facilitate the proposed works on the site.  

4. The Landowner will help Froglife to help apply for any funding opportunities 
that may arise to facilitate works on the site including providing information 
for funding applications in a timely fashion to meet funding deadlines.   

5. The Landowner will commit to managing the site in the future to maintain and 
enhance the site for Great Crested Newts where funding permits.  

The last clause was often used as landowners, especially councils didn’t always have 
the funds to commit to biodiversity and this was often a stumbling block. The 
wording from the original landowner agreements had to be softened to “where 
funding permits” to get many to agree.  

The first clause – which ties them to a commitment of ten years, was also a 
stumbling block with many organisations and councils and caused a few sites to miss 
out on funding as they couldn’t commit to the fundamental requirement to conduct 
surveys. 

Although it might seem a long interval ten years was chosen as it allowed groups to 
monitor the site for a potential of two generations and see if a cross section of ages 
were being seen each year, giving some confidence to assessments of the population 
continuing to remain stable/ increase; as opposed to only seeing adult newts each 
year and no apparent recruitment to the breeding population on site.  

Table 2: Sites that underwent habitat restoration, enhancement and or creation 
through the SITA Trust Funded Great Crested Newt Revisited Project with landowner 
agreements and as well as where funding allowed for volunteer days to be actioned 
(without agreements) or material to be purchased for pond works. 

London 
borough 

Site/sub-
site  name 
(and site 
number) 

GCN present 
in all ponds on 
site 

Type of work 

Bexley BEFM0101 No Creation: One new pond created 

Barking and 
Dagenham 

BDCM01 & 
HVCM01 No 

Creation: one new pond and scrape 
Restoration and enhancement: desilting and extending the 
marsh area on site into a pond and removing trees shading 
out ponds on site.  

Croydon CRHC0101 No Funds for pond lining material 
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Table 2 continued. 

London 
borough 

Site/sub-
site  name 
(and site 
number) 

GCN present 
in all ponds on 
site 

Type of work 

Ealing EAYB0101 Yes 
Creation: New pond installed  
Enhancement: reprofiling and deepening part of the existing 
pond 

Ealing EAIM0101 No 
Restoration: Desilt pond 2 
Enhancement: Expand pond 1 

Greenwich GRBB0101 No 
Enhancement: Volunteer day to conduct scrub clearance 
and pond deepening 

Greenwich GRKG0101 Yes 
Create and enhance: one new pond created and tree 
saplings removed from marsh. 

Harrow 
HWGL0102, 
HWGL0101 

No 

Enhancement: tree work funded by council and Vegetation 
clearance in the eastern and western ends of the Lake with 
funds and manpower donated by the Hotel 
Restoration: Desilting the two ponds in the old lake basin. 

Havering HVDW0101 No 

Restoration: desilitng 4 ponds in the network to hold water 
through the summer. 
Enhancement: opening up the tree canopy and removing 
one small tree and many saplings to allow light to reach the 
pond surface and encourage growth of breeding habitat.  
Creation: Bird and bat boxes to enhance the area near the 
ponds for these species and to compensate for the minimal 
loss of bird nesting habitat work resulting from the tree 
work and creation of a several large hibernation structures 
near the ponds.  

Merton MEMP0101 Yes 

Restore marsh habitat and create a new pond in the middle 
of the marsh and at the bandstand. 
Enhance the light levels reaching the water surface of the 
existing pond to encourage more breeding habitat 
establishment 

Redbridge REHL01 Yes 
Restore: remove willows that had colonised and completely 
shaded a pond and desilt the pond. 
Create: hibernacula structures on site.  

Redbridge RETP0101 Yes 
Enhance and creation: Desilting school pond and creating a 
large hibernacula structure 

Richmond RIBP0207 No 
Creation: Creating a new pond in the old marsh habitat at 
Canal plantation.  

Richmond RIRP0802 No 

Restoration and enhancement: Desilt 50% of Dann pond and 
opening up the canopy with minor tree removal to increase 
the light reaching the pond. Hibernacula structures were 
created in the woods adjacent to the pond. Provided funding 
for further work in 2012 with volunteers around the pond.  
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4 Data 
4.1 Survey and habitat data 

Each year at the end of the surveys, survey reports where submitted to 
landowners/managers and the local council’s biodiversity office/planning 
department.  

All survey data was submitted to the Greenspace Information Services for Greater 
London (GiGL) and where applicable to local records offices that bordered London.  

Actions undertaken to create/enhance or restore habitats for GCN were reported 
under the London Standing Water Habitat Action Plan for London (Standing Water 
HAP) using the Biodiversity Action Reporting System (BARS) to ensure that our 
actions were used to help achieve targets set in the London Standing Water HAP. 

A copy of the final report was provided to the Great Crested Newt Species Action 
Plan (SAP) steering Group and LEHART after submission to SITA.  

Due to the vulnerable nature of some GCN ponds in London, specific site location 
data is not included in this public version of the report. 

4.2 Advice to Landowners 

Survey reports were produced for all the sites surveyed – advising the 
landowner/manager of the survey results and providing recommendations for ways 
to improve the site for amphibians with a strong focus on Great Crested Newts when 
present.  

Landowners were encouraged to continue monitoring sites for Great Crested Newts, 
a table of London herpetofauna data providers was supplied with reports to 
encourage landowners to share data with and obtain data from a variety of sources 
that may cover their sites.   

Table 3 in Appendix 1 contains the data providers table provided with all landowner 
reports.  
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5 Results  
5.1 2010-2012 Presence Absence Surveys at pond and 

site level 

Ponds 

As part of the Capital GCN Revisited project 194 ponds were surveyed 
during 2010-2012. In order to increase our coverage and to take into account the 
ecology of the species, in 2011 we grouped neighbouring ponds together in clusters. 
In clusters where newts were found during the first few visits to any pond in the 
cluster, the subsequent ponds in the cluster were not surveyed which accounts for 
some missing pond data at the pond level in 2011. Of the 194 ponds surveyed 1 dried 
before the survey could be completed which account for the lack of amphibians data 
for that pond.  

We found GCN in 81 ponds of the 194 surveyed and GCN were absent in the 
remaining 110 ponds during the project surveys in 2010 -2012 and from 
consultant and records data for 2009. One pond dried fully before all of the 
surveys could be complete for results for that site are inconclusive for presence/ 
absence.  

Two ponds for which there was historical data on GCN presence, were not surveyed 
during this project due to the presence of fish but other ponds located within a 500m 
radius were surveyed instead.  

Sites 

Of the 73 sites, 37 had GCN present at the site level while GCN were absent 
in the remaining 36 sites. When ponds were grouped by site or sub-site the 
project had access to 73 site records through the project survey work and data from 
consultants and recorders. Map 1 in Appendix 2 shows the general location of 
surveyed sites across London between 2009-2012; with blue stars indicating 
presence and yellow stars showing absence (90% confidence interval).  
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5.2 comparisons with Historical data: ponds and 
sites 

The raw project data for historical and current GCN presence/absence is presented 
in tables 4 and 5 in Appendix 2. Of the 194 surveyed ponds, historical data was 
available for 171 from either the 80’s 90’s, 2000-2008 or from a mixture of more than 
one decade (summarised in table 6 below). 

Table 6: Survey data comparing changes between historic and current data sets for 
GCN presence/absence at pond level 

Number of 
ponds for 
comparison 

Number of 
ponds with no 
change 

Number of ponds 
that have gained 
GCN populations 

Number of ponds 
that have lost GCN 
populations 

Not  established  

171 128 26 16 1 
Percentage of 
171 

74.9 15.2 9.4 0.6 

 

This indicates that the overall loss or gain for GCN presence at the pond level is 
(15.3-9.4) = 5.9% gain at the pond level. 

Of these 73 site records we had 63 sites were we had comparative data from a 
mixture of records across the 1980’s-2008. Changes at the site level are summarised 
in Table 7below. 

Table 7: Survey data comparing changes between historic and current GCN presence 
datasets at the site level 

Number of sites 
for comparison 

Number of sites 
with no change 

Number of sites 
that have gained 
GCN 

Number of sites 
that have lost GCN 
populations 

Not  established  

63 54 2 6 1 
Percentage of 

63 
85.7 3.2 9.5 1.6 

 

This indicates that the overall loss or gain of GCN populations is (3.2-9.5) = 6.3% loss 
at the site level. 
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5.3 Survey Personnel  

As part of this project, from 2010-2012, 98 potential volunteers were recruited 
through a combination of word of mouth, adverts with local conservation groups 
(LWT, LARG, BTCV) and through other Froglife projects in London. Volunteers were 
trained using practical training during surveys in 2010-2012 as well as more formal 
training events and talks.  

2010 

62 volunteers expressed an interest in surveying and were kept updated with regular 
emails and survey schedules. Of these, 30 attended a survey at least once and 20 
attended regular day and night surveys, learning survey techniques through assisting 
on surveys  

Of the 62 strong volunteer pool, 4 volunteers progressed to getting a job with 
ecological consultancies as a result of surveying with the project. Training 
workshops at specific sites were set up with an aim of recruiting local volunteers to 
undertake long-term monitoring and feed information back to GiGL.  

In 2010, the project delivered three formal training events consisting of talks 
covering identification and basic survey techniques (no bottle trapping)  followed by 
practical demonstrations at a local pond: 

1.  21st of April 2010 – 11 attendees- Foots Cray Meadows; 

2. 22nd May 2010 -25 attendees - Gunnersbury Triangle (an LWT reserve);  

3. 11th June 2010 – 11 attendees - Gunnersbury Triangle.  

2011 

Volunteer pool grew to 92, with 40 volunteers surveying at least once while 30 
volunteered more regularly for surveys. 

During the first 1.5months of the survey season (March-mid April) we ran 
approximately 36 survey sessions (16 night surveys and 20 day surveys) with full 
volunteer capacity on each (8 volunteers per night survey and 4 volunteers per day 
survey) with both old and new volunteers. 

In addition to the 2010 recruitment success, 2011 had two volunteers obtain 
employment following volunteering with the Capital GCN revisited project. Another 
volunteer gained a short term volunteer placement at another charity to help expand 
their knowledge of the fundraising sector.  
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The project ran two formal training sessions in 2011 in addition to the project 
surveys: 

1. Hampton reserve - volunteers from Peterborough and London projects - 25 
attendees; 

2. Ealing – 6 attendees, concentrated on survey techniques.  

Following training events and survey work carried out in the project 13 individuals 
successfully obtained GCN survey licences and one council successfully applied for a 
pond dipping licence to cover their education work on a GCN site.  

2012  

Several teams of monitoring volunteers “adopted” several of the sites where the 
project conducted habitat work, informal training continued through the last month 
of the project for all teams.  

More formal training took place at Barking and Dagenham for their parks rangers– 6 
attendees. 

Some of the monitoring teams consist of volunteers who have become licensed GCN 
surveyors during this project. On other sites volunteers will work under the remit of 
the project officer’s licence until 2013 (past the end of the project) via support from 
Froglife.  

5.4 Habitat restoration  
RIRP0802- Richmond upon 
Thames 

Great crested newts were confirmed 
in Dann pond. The pond was heavily 
shaded and had started to dry 
annually due to high levels of silt. 
Work was undertaken to cut back 
some of the bank side tree canopy to 
increase light levels reaching the 
pond surface. Existing reed 
vegetation on half of the pond was 
cut down and raked out before 
desiling took place (opposite). 
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Photograph of Dann Pond 6 months after desilting.  

RIBP0207– Richmond upon Thames 

 Great Crested newts were found in the northern complex of ponds at RIBP, but 
only in one pond. Here we created a pond system in the marshy area of canal 
plantation designed to flood when the marsh areas held water and to 
periodically dry out in drought conditions when the marsh dried as a natural 
fish control. 

 

Photographs below partway through digging the ponds, winter water levels in the ponds  
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 Winter water level checks after rain showed water being retained in the pond 

for a short time – however ground conditions were very dry due to the drought 
conditions and the marsh ponds won’t fill up until the marsh starts to retain 
water again. 

 

GRKW0101   Greenwich 

 Larval evidence was found on site during 2010. Work on the existing ponds was 
deemed too risky due to the presence of invasive plants in existing water 
bodies. 

 Planning was given for the installation of the pond and the work was conducted 
in 2011. Water checks in winter showed that the deepest areas of the pond 
were holding water in January 2012.  

 

Photograph above left: GRKG01 prior to pond works, above right: Winter water level s in completed 

pond.  
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GRBB0101  Greenwich 

 A volunteer day was organised. Using a mixture of 
Froglife Project volunteers and corporate volunteers as 
well as LARG and LWT volunteers, scrub clearance and 
manual pond deepening occurred on the site in an 
attempt to increase the water retention in the deepened 
ponds for longer over summer months.  

 

 

 

Photograph: some of the volunteers 

standing in one of the deepened pond 

CRHC0101  Croydon 

 A site where positive evidence (eggs) was found to support reports of Great 
Crested newts. Pond lining material was purchased to allow the volunteers to 
increase the size of existing ponds and add a new pond. Work will commence 
after the Capital GCN Revisited project has finished, in October 2012.  

RETP0101- Redbridge 

 The pond was partially desilted in February 2012 with all of the excavated used 
to create a large hibernacula structure capped with silt.  

REHL01- Redbridge 

 The tree canopy around the edge of the pond was reduced and the trees within 
the pond were removed. The cut trees and silt was used to create two 
hibernacula on the site next to the ponds.   

Photographs below show the woodland pond at REHL before and during tree removal works from 

within the pond 
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EAIM0101  Ealing  

 One of the ponds on site was desilted and another expanded during works in 
2012. Part of the expansion works will be finished by hand this summer as it 
needed to wait until warmer weather to bridge the potential hibernation habitat 
that connects the flooded area that was deepened and expanded to the main 
pond.  

EAYB0101  Ealing  

 One new pond was created which doubled the number of ponds on site.  

 The existing great crested newt pond was reprofiled on one side to deepen the 
pond and create a long draw down zone on the eastern side of the pond.  

BDCM01  Barking and Dagenham 

 The dried marsh was excavated and widened- one new small pond was added to 
the site and a wet scrap was added to increase the habitat for invertebrates to 
increase the prey availability for newts next to the deepened pond.  

BEFM0101  Bexley 

 A new pond was created on the site in conjunction with another pond creation 
project.  The South London Living Waters Project created a network of ponds 
across the north east corner of the site. The SITA funded pond forms the 
important link between the historic great crested newt pond and the other new 
ponds. 

MEMP0101- Merton 

 A pond was created in the marsh area – this pond held water over the whole of 
the winter.  

 One new pond was created in an area that historically flooded – due to drought 
conditions the water levels in the new pond were very low over the first winter. 
It is estimated that this pond will take at least two years to fill if the current 
weather conditions continue.  
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HWGL01- Harrow 

 Two ephemeral ponds located in a historical lake basin were desilted as they 
had started to dry yearly. The desilted ponds held water throughout the winter 
and the final water level checks in April showed a good amount of water in both 
ponds.  

Photographs below show ephemeral pond one at HWGL01 immediately after desilting, with 

volunteers standing in deeper sumps (September 2011) and seven months later  
 

HVDW0101- Havering 

 Tree work was undertaken to increase the amount of light reaching several 
ponds on the site. This was combined with desilting of ponds 6, 7, 8 and 10. 

 These ponds were holding good amounts of water in 2012 and several ponds 
that had been desilted and had increased light levels reaching the surface had 
Common Water-starwort growing, showing an increase in newt breeding 
habitat where prior to the work there had been little to no plant growth in the 
ponds.   
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6 Discussion 
6.1 Survey results 

The survey results at the pond level (26 new pond records with GCN and 16 ponds 
where GCN were lost) can be better explained in some cases when they are looked at 
the site level (only 2 new sites for GCN and 6 sites where GCN were lost). 

In one site- ENFH01 – ponds where GCN was absent in 1984 were found to contain 
GCN in 2010. One of the ponds that had previously contained GCN on the site 
appears to have lost their newts through pond failure – drying each year due to lack 
of management and colonisation by trees. In addition the two largest ponds in the 
cluster where not surveyed once fish were found in 2010; however these were two 
historical GCN ponds in 1984.  

It is believed that the newts may have naturally colonised ponds on the periphery of 
the site due to the changes in the main ponds where they were recorded in the 
1980’s. 

Multiple pond sites, where newts are colonising new ponds in existing pond networks 
within a site, account for the increase in the number of ponds found with GCN. The 
new records for GCN at CRHC01 are believed to be due to a missed population – 
possibly located in private gardens, leading to a colonisation of the ponds in this 
area.  

Of significant concern is the decrease of GCN occupied sites/ sub-sites, where 
barriers to dispersal will prevent sites from being re-colonised by newts in the future 
as well as stopping animals in the site from moving to more suitable habitats.  

In RIBP03 and RIBP01, the change is attributed to the increase in colonisation by 
fish, especially sticklebacks. RIBP02 is believed to be one of the few clusters of 
ponds in the park that is free of fish. However given the connection in habitat at the 
0.5-1km level there is hope that GCN can re-colonise some of the historic sites if 
appropriate management is undertaken (fish removal and preventing further fish 
colonisations of ponds).  

However the four other sites where GCN have been lost consist of a single pond 
rather than a network which removes the possibility of newts naturally recolonising 
the ponds.  
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In two of the sites absences are attributed to fish introductions. However, at ENEP01 
no fish were found and the pond is still managed appropriately for amphibians. The 
pond is isolated from surrounding garden habitat by a small road and short mown 
grass verges. If the GCN population at this pond was small, it may have died out over 
the past 28 years or be at low enough numbers to be missed during a survey.  

The pond at ENSL01 had undergone desilting the year before the project started. It 
may be that the absence on this site is related to the recent management changes 
and the pond should be monitored for another two years to see if GCN are found 
again as the species occurs within 1Km of the site with connecting habitat corridors 
present. 

 In general the local extinction of GCN at different sites and ponds in the Greater 
London Area appears to be caused by a combination of management practices 
resulting in overgrown vegetation, siltation and entering the early stages of 
succession to terrestrial habitat; or due to the presence of fish. 

In sites where there are networks of ponds without fish, disturbance by other 
animals such as increased use by dog walkers or high numbers of waterfowl appear 
to be a limiting factor in general pond quality. Leading to turbid water conditions, 
reduced vegetation and venues for fish introductions via roe transport on both 
waterfowl and dogs (dogs that enter more then on pond on a site). 

These finding reflect accurately the predictions made in the 1997 article published in 
the London Naturalist (Atkins and Herbert, 1997), where the major causes of decline 
for this species in the 1990’s was attributed to “the lack of sympathetic management 
combined with interference through the introduction of fish”. The changes within 
sites where no overall site loss has occurred reflects the predictions that the loss of 
GCN from some water bodies through interference such as fish introductions “will be 
less significant where the water body lies within a ‘pond cluster’ “. 

Our results have shown that the newts appear to have colonised new ponds and left 
historic ponds on sites where fish have been introduced to historic ponds. However 
on some of these sites, the ponds themselves are now managed for fishing and may 
be stocked or managed for fishing hobbyists. Reversing this may be counter to the 
demands of the local community who may continue to add fish to the ponds 
regardless of efforts to remove them – as seen through the introduction of gold fish 
to ponds during the project.  

A further concern for isolated GCN populations in London is the potential of 
inbreeding which could negatively impact the future viability of populations.  
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Small populations that have become even smaller, through decreases in habitat 
quality and introduction of predators, will eventually experience inbreeding.  

The potential lack of genetic variability within various London GCN metapopulations 
has not been established and a study is recommended for future work. The threat of 
inbreeding effects in populations with low genetic variability may become more 
serious in the medium to long term in such highly urbanised and thus fragmented 
populations. 

The only long-term solution to these problems would be to continue improving 
environmental education at the community level while countering negative factors 
such as fish introductions, pond loss and inadequate habitat management for this 
species.   

6.2 Habitat work 

While substantial habitat work was undertaken during the project, historical 
evidence from the 1984 paperwork indicated that at least one of the sites – HVDW, 
had undergone similar habitat management in the past. Not specifically targeted for 
GCN, but under general improvement targets for pond quality while the site was a 
London Wildlife Trust Site.  

On sites without active friends of groups or which did not have a statutory 
assignment such as local nature reserve, there often little to no effort committed to 
managing ponds. Even on sites with friends of groups, if GCN were not known to be 
present, the ponds were often ignored either through lack of time for management 
or lack of funds.  

Sites where the ponds appeared to be managed at a higher standard often had 
activities on site such as environmental pond dipping; with the pond and the 
surrounding habitat being managed to maximise biodiversity which benefited all of 
the animals using the pond including the newts. 

Pond management itself seems to fall in and out of fashion. A report published in 
2010 by the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology and Pond Conservation shows that 
80% of ponds in England and Wales are in a ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’ condition; the study 
also showed that the condition of lowland ponds has gotten worse since 1996 
(Williams et. al. 2010). Such studies have helped focus the degradation of pond 
habitat issue in recent years and helped charities and land owners/managers apply 
for funding.   
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However, with the recent re-entry into recession and the increased difficulty in 
obtaining adequate funding for continued habitat work on sites that receive little to 
no funding, it is feared that pond restoration may fall out of funding favour again.  

6.3 Current challenges and recommendations for 
Management OF GCN IN GREATER LONDON 

Successful GCN management in London and other highly urbanised areas should 
focus on addressing several persistent problems:   

1. Limited green spaces, which are under continuous usage pressure from both 
development and leisure (e.g. fishing, duck feeding, and dogs) activities; 

2. Fish introductions on sites with public access via:  

 Deliberate introductions by individual fishermen; 

 Release of pet fish into the wild without knowledge or thought of the effects        
on existing wildlife; 

 Fish roe being transported via ducks to ponds where ducks are attracted in, 
via artificial feeding by members of the public; 

 Fish roe being moved between ponds in the same site by dogs running in and 
out of all of the ponds on a site. 

3. Lack of management leading to pond succession or pond removal; 

4. Over management of terrestrial habitat isolating ponds from each other; 

5. Lack of habitat corridors allowing safe movement of animals between different 
sites (increasing isolation and the potential for inbreeding).  

While points 1, 5, and parts of 2 are outside the control of many land managers, 
there are some general actions that can be undertaken to improve existing GCN 
sites.  

In large urban areas, sites that are managed for wildlife (e.g. nature reserves) or as 
sites of historical importance with associated gardens etc. (such as national trust 
holding)  hold the greatest potential for species such as GCN due to their large size 
and higher level of protection against development.  
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These sites need to be carefully managed to ensure that the leisure activities that 
can result in loss of populations are mitigated for (see list below). 

While gardens and garden ponds are a vitally important green habitat for many 
species including the more common amphibian species. The rate of habitat change is 
at present probably too high to be effective as a standalone habitat for GCN. They do 
represent an important reservoir habitat for adjacent sites such as nature reserves 
or golf courses where inadequate management or fish introductions have resulted in 
the loss of GCN at the site level.  

Appropriate management and fish removals through pond drainage could bring 
ponds back into favourable condition for GCN.  

Recommendations: 

1. Increase the number of ponds on a site – where possible isolate at least 1 
pond completely from the public to reduce the chances of fish colonisation via 
deliberate or accidental introductions. As observed in ENFH this has helped 
GCN to remain present on this site despite losing some ponds to fisheries.  

2. Get the public engaged, especially in sites with multiple ponds. Information 
signs should be erected to explain why some ponds are not open to the public 
– reduced spread of disease from equipment that isn’t decontaminated, 
movement of fish etc. Signposting on public sites should highlight which 
ponds are accessible for pond dipping by schools, groups etc. as well as dog 
walkers. Ponds where duck feeding occurs should have signage explaining 
about excess food increasing nutrient levels in water leading to water 
pollution. People should be encouraged to use bird seed not bread, and feed 
animals on land so excess food can be eaten by other bird species rather than 
rot at the base of ponds.  

3. Periodic pruning of overhanging vegetation or cutting back of encroaching 
trees should be undertaken on GCN ponds in autumn/ winter – this will reduce 
the amount of leaf fall into the ponds to help reduce the siltation rate – either 
yearly by volunteers or every 3 years by site management. 

4. Desilting ponds on rotation over 5-10 years to ensure that there are always 
some ponds of different depths and with different species assemblages.  On 
sites where fish are introduced, artificially draining ponds every 4-5 years 
where they don’t dry naturally would help remove fish. Ideally these ponds 
would be refilled naturally with rainwater. If possible have a reservoir of rain  
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water (water butts etc.) prepared can help refill the base of the ponds if clay 
failure is of concern.  

5. Manage the terrestrial habitat around the pond to ensure that there is 
sufficient cover for animal moving to and from the pond to other habitat on 
site and ensure that any path creation/vegetation strimming doesn’t happen 
too close to the pond edge. 

6. Create site plans that highlight all high quality GCN habitat – breeding ponds, 
secondary ponds and terrestrial habitat and ensure that any management 
undertaken does not block access or remove existing corridors between these 
features. Maps should be used and clearly displayed for all site managers and 
works parties/subcontractors so that accidental corridor removal does not 
happen (over mowing attributed to uninformed subcontractors). 

7. All GCN sites that occur on public or council owned sites should have 
management plans in place to ensure that the species is managed for and that 
ground maintenance works are clearly timed to have the least impact on the 
population. 
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Appendix 1: London Data Providers 
Table 3 contains the list of records offices, recording groups, ARG groups and 
individuals that cover areas in London and who may have data that they can give/sell 
landowners and managers. Please note that this is not a comprehensive list, and 
further contacts for your area may be obtained from your local records office or 
group.  

Table 3: potential data providers for amphibian data for London. 

Coverage  Organisation name Contact details (individual names and contacts are correct as of 
17/07/11) 

Greater London 

Green space 
information for 
Greater London 
(GiGL) 

Website: http://www.gigl.org.uk 
chloe.smith@gigl.org.uk – Tel: 020 7803 4275 
julie.macdonald@gigl.org.uk –Tel:  020 7803 4277 
maria.longley@gigl.org.uk –Tel:  020 7803 4285 

London, Essex, 
Hertfordshire 

London Essex and 
Hertfordshire 
Amphibian and 
Reptile Trust 
(LEHART) 

Website: http://www.lehart.org/ 
5 Roughdown Villas Road, Boxmoor, Hertfordshire, HP3 
0AX 
Tel: 01442 263893 Fax: 01442 263893 
E-Mail: lehartrust@hotmail.com  

London 
London Natural 
History Society 
(LNHS) 

Website: http://www.lnhs.org.uk/Recorders.htm 
Reptiles and Amphibians: Tom Langton: t.langt@virgin.net 

National 

National 
Biological 
Network (NBN 
gateway) 

Website: http://data.nbn.org.uk/ 

London 

London 
Amphibian and 
Reptile Group 
(LARG) 

Website: http://groups.arguk.org/larg/ 
LARG, C/O London Wildlife Trust, Skyline House, 200 Union 
Street, London SE1 0LX 
Email: lynn.spencer@hotmail.co.uk 

Essex and may cover 
parts of the London 
Boroughs of Havering 
and Redbridge 

Biological 
Records In Essex 
(BRIE) 

Website:http://www.brienet.org.uk/portal/p/Essex+Recordin
g+Groups 
Lorna Shaw 
Biological Records In Essex, c/o Essex Wildlife Trust, 
Abbotts Hall Farm, Great Wigborough, Colchester, Essex 
CO5 7RZ 

Essex Amphibian 
and Reptile Group 
(EARG) 

Website:  www.earg.org 
Ray Cranfield 
47 Wedgewood Way, Ashingdon, Essex, SS4 3AS 
Tel: 01702 540600 
Email: essex_arg@hotmail.com 
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Table  3 continued. 

Coverage  Organisation name Contact details (individual names and contacts are correct as of 
17/07/11) 

Essex and may cover 
parts of the London 
Boroughs of Havering and 
Redbridge 

County 
recorders for 
Essex 

Website: 
http://www.essexbiodiversity.org.uk/Default.aspx?pageid=
80 Essex Field Club County Recorder for Reptiles & 
Amphibians David Scott 
Court Hill, Church Lane, Little Leighs, Chelmsford, Essex 
CM3 1PG Abbotts Hall Farm, Nr. Colchester. 

Hertfordshire and may 
cover sites in the London 
Boroughs of Enfield, 
Barnet, Harrow and 
Hillingdon 

Hertfordshire 
Amphibian and 
Reptile Group 
(HertARG) 

Website: http://groups.arguk.org/harg/ 
David Willis 
41 French Horn Lane, Hatfield, Herts, AL10 8AG 
davewillisbhs@yahoo.co.uk 
 

Hertforshire and may 
cover sites in the London 
Boroughs of Enfield, 
Barnet and Harrow, and 
areas that were classed 
as Middlesex such as 
Ealing, Brent and 
Hillingdon. 

Hertfordshire 
Biological 
Records Centre 
(HBRC) 

Website: http://enquire.hertscc.gov.uk/hbrc/default.html 
HBRC, Environment, County Hall, Hertford, SG13 8DN 
Tel: 01992 555220 
Email: biorec.info@hertscc.gov.uk 

Surrey as well as the 
London Boroughs of 
Richmond; Kingston; 
Sutton; Croydon; 
Southwark; Merton; 
Wandsworth and 
Lambeth. 

Surrey 
Amphibian and 
Reptile Group 
(SARG) 

Website: http://www.surrey-arg.org.uk 
Steve Langham, 
Surrey Amphibian and Reptile Group, Panorama, Folly Hill, 
Farnham, Surrey GU9 0BD 
Email for data searches: Services@surrey-arg.org.uk 
 

Surrey and may cover 
some sites in the London 
Boroughs of Richmond; 
Kingston; Sutton; 
Croydon; and Merton. 

Surrey 
Biological 
Records Centre 
(informal 
exchanges 
occur with 
GiGL). 

Website:http://www.highweald.org/component/content/arti
cle/141/1343.html 
Mr Alistair Kirk 
Records Centre Manager, Surrey Wildlife Trust, Pirbright, 
Surrey, GU24 OJN 
Tel:01483 795448 
Email: alistair.kirk@surreywt.org.uk 

Kent and may  cover 
areas in the London 
boroughs of Bromley and 
Bexley 

Kent Reptile and 
Amphibian 
Group (KRAG) 

Website: http://www.kentarg.org 
General enquiries: info@kentarg.org 
Recording: recorder@kentarg.org 
Web Enquiries: webmaster@kentarg.org 

Kent & Medway 
Biological 
Records Centre 
(KMBRC) 
(informal 
exchanges 
occur with 
GiGL). 

Website:http://www.kmbrc.org.uk/contactus/contactdetails
/index.php 
Brogdale Farm Office, Brogdale Farm, Brogdale Road, 
Faversham, Kent, ME13 8XZ 
Email: info@kmbrc.org.uk 
Tel: (01795) 532385, Fax:(01795) 532386 

 

. 

. 
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Appendix 2: Raw survey data and map (GCN 
data only) 
Table 4: Pond data for historic and current survey data using coded site names – raw data held at 

GiGL  and  Froglife  (0=  GCN  absent,  1=GCN  present,  2=  no  historic  data).  Green  cells  –  gain  in 

population. Red – loss in population. Yellow – missing historic data 

Site 

Code 
P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
  Site Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
 

BDCS0201 0 2 1 1 BOSH0101 0 2 2 0 

BDob0101 1 2 2 1 BOTW0101 1 2 1 1 

BDob0102 1 2 2 1 BRFC0101 0 2 2 0 

BDob0103 1 2 2 1 BRFC0102 0 2 2 0 

BEFM0101 1 2 2 1 BRFC0103 0 2 2 0 

BOJC0101 2 2 1 1 BRFC0104 0 2 0 0 

BOKW0101 1 2 1 1 BRFC0105 0 2 2 0 

BOKW0102 1 2 1 1 BRFC0106 0 2 2 0 

BOKW0103 1 2 1 1 BRFC0107 0 2 0 0 

BOKW0104 1 2 1 1 BRFC0201 0 2 0 0 

BRFC0202 0 2 0 0 BRFC0209 0 2 0 0 

BRFC0203 0 2 0 0 BRFC0210 0 2 0 0 

BRFC0204 0 2 0 0 BRFC0211 0 2 0 0 

BRFC0205 0 2 0 0 BRFC0212 0 2 0 0 

BRFC0206 0 2 0 0 BRFC0213 0 2 0 0 

BRFC0207 0 2 0 0 BRFC0214 0 2 0 0 

BRFC0208 0 2 0 0 BRFC0215 0 2 0 0 

BRGR0101 2 2 2 0 EAHH0201 0 2 1 1 

BRRG0101 2 1 1 1 EAHH0202 0 2 1 1 

CRHC0101 0 2 2 1 EAHH0203 0 2 0 0 

EAHH0101 0 2 1 1 EAHH0204 0 2 0 0 

EAHH0102 0 2 1 1 EAIM0101 1 2 1 1 

EAHH0103 0 2 1 1 EAIM0102 1 2 1 1 

EAHH0104 0 2 0 0 EALT0101 2 2 1 1 

EAHH0105 0 2 2 1 EAYB0101 0 2 1 1 
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Table 4: Pond data for historic and current survey data using coded site names – raw data held at 

GiGL  and  Froglife  (0=  GCN  absent,  1=GCN  present,  2=  no  historic  data).  Green  cells  –  gain  in 

population. Red – loss in population. Yellow – missing historic data 

Site 

Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
  Site Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
 

ENBL0101 2 2 2 0 HVCM0101 2 2 1 1 

ENCF0101 1 2 2 0 HVCM0102 2 2 1 1 

ENEP0101 1 2 2 0 HVDP0101 0 2 2 1 

ENFH0101 0 2 2 1 HVDP0102 0 2 2 0 

ENFH0102 0 2 2 1 HVDP0103 0 2 2 1 

ENFH0103 0 1 2 0 HVDP0104 0 2 2 0 

ENFH0104 0 2 2 1 HVDP0105 1 2 2 1 

ENFH0105 0 2 2 1 HVDP0106 1 2 2 1 

ENFH0106 1 1 2 0 HVDP0107 0 2 2 2 

ENFH0107 1 1 2 0 HVDP0108 0 2 2 1 

ENMU0101 0 2 1 1 HVDP0109 0 2 2 1 

ENRH0101 1 2 2 1 HVDP0110 0 2 1 1 

ENRH0102 2 2 2 1 HVDP0111 0 2 1 1 

ENSL0101 2 2 1 0 HVDP0112 0 2 2 1 

ENWW0101 1 2 2 0 HVDP0113 0 2 1 1 

ENWW0102 1 2 2 1 HVDP0114 0 2 2 1 

ENWW0103 1 2 1 1 HVDP0115 0 2 2 1 

ENWW0104 2 2 2 0 HVDP0116 0 2 2 1 

ENWW0105 1 2 2 1 HVDW0101 0 2 2 1 

GRBB0101 0 1 2 1 HVDW0102 0 2 2 1 

GRBH0101 1 2 1 1 HVDW0103 0 2 2 1 

GRBH0102 0 2 1 0 HVDW0104 0 2 2 1 

GRBH0103 0 2 2 0 HVDW0105 0 2 2 1 

GRKG0101 2 1 2 1 HVDW0106 0 2 2 1 

GRWF0101 / 
BEWF0101 2 2 2 0 HVDW0107 0 2 2 1 

HIPR0101 1 2 2 1 HVDW0108 0 2 2 1 

HIUC0101 1 2 2 1 HVDW0109 0 2 2 1 

HIUP0101 1 2 1 1 HWGL0101 0 2 1 1 

HIUP0102 2 2 1 1 HWGL0102 2 2 2 0 

HRAP0101 2 2 2 0 HWHW0101 2 2 1 0 
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Table 4: Pond data for historic and current survey data using coded site names – raw data held at 

GiGL  and  Froglife  (0=  GCN  absent,  1=GCN  present,  2=  no  historic  data).  Green  cells  –  gain  in 

population. Red – loss in population. Yellow – missing historic data 

Site 

Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
  Site Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
 

HRAP0102 2 1 2 0 HWPH0101 2 2 1 2 

HRSP0101 1 2 2 1 HWPH0102 1 2 1 1 

HRSP0102 1 2 2 0 HWPH0103 1 2 1 1 

HVCM0101 2 2 1 1 HWPH0104 2 2 2 0 

HVCM0102 2 2 1 1 HWRN0101 0 2 2 0 

HVDP0101 0 2 2 1 HWSC0101 0 2 2 0 

HVDP0102 0 2 2 0 HWSC0102 0 2 2 0 

HRSP0101 1 2 2 1 HWST0101 2 2 2 0 

HRSP0102 1 2 2 0 HWST0102 2 2 2 0 

KTFP0101 0 2 2 0 RIBP0108 1 2 2 0 

KTFP0102 0 2 2 0 RIBP0201 0 2 2 0 

KTFP0103 0 2 2 0 RIBP0204 0 2 2 1 

KTFP0104 0 2 2 0 RIBP0207 0 2 1 0 

MECP0101 2 2 2 0 RIBP0302 0 1 2 0 

MEMB0101 1 2 2 1 RIBP0409 0 2 2 0 

MEML0101 0 2 2 0 RIHP0101 0 2 2 0 

MEMP0101 1 2 1 1 RIHP0102 0 2 2 0 

MEMP0102 1 2 1 1 RIHP0103 0 2 2 0 

MEMS0101 0 2 2 0 RIHP0105 0 2 2 0 

MEPB0101 2 2 2 0 RIHP0110 0 2 2 0 

MERL0101 2 2 2 0 RIHP0111 0 2 2 0 

METC0101 0 2 2 0 RIKW0101 2 2 2 0 

MEWM0101 2 2 2 0 RIKW0102 2 2 2 0 

REFW0101 2 1 2 1 RIKW0103 2 2 2 0 

REHL0101 2 1 1 1 RIKW0103 2 2 2 0 

REHL0102 2 1 1 1 RIKW0201 2 2 2 1 

RETP0101 1 2 2 1 RIKW0202 2 2 2 0 

RIAR0101 2 2 2 0 RIKW0204 2 1 2 1 

RIBP0103 0 2 2 0 RIRP0101 0 2 2 0 
RIBP0105 1 2 2 0 RIRP0201 0 2 2 0 
RIBP0106 1 2 2 0 RIRP0301 0 2 2 0 
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Table 4: Pond data for historic and current survey data using coded site names – raw data held at 

GiGL  and  Froglife  (0=  GCN  absent,  1=GCN  present,  2=  no  historic  data).  Green  cells  –  gain  in 

population. Red – loss in population. Yellow – missing historic data 

Site 

Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
  Site Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
 

RIRP0302 0 2 2 0 RIRP0704 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0303 0 2 2 0 RIRP0801 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0304 0 2 2 0 RIRP0802 1 2 2 1 

RIRP0305 0 2 2 0 RIRP0901 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0306 0 2 2 0 RIRP0902 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0307 0 2 2 0 RIRP0903 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0308 0 2 2 0 RIRP0904 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0401 0 2 2 0 RIRP0905 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0402 0 2 2 2 RIRP1001 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0501 0 2 2 0 RIRP1002 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0502 0 2 2 0 RIRP1003 0 2 2 0 

RIRP0701 0 2 2 0 RIRP1101 2 1 1 1 

RIRP0702 0 2 2 0 RIRP1102 2 2 2 1 

RIRP0703 1 2 2 0 RIRP1103 2 2 2 0 

 

Table 5: Site data for historic and current survey data – raw data held at GiGL and Froglife (0= GCN 

absent, 1=GCN present, 2= no historic data). Green cells – gain in population. Red – loss in 

population. Yellow – missing historic data. 

Site 

Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
  Site Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
 

BDCM01 &  
HVCM01 

1 2 1 1 
EA1M01 & 
HIIM01 

1 2 1 1 

BDCS02 1 2 1 1 BRFC01 0 2 0 0 

BDOB01 1 2 2 1 BRFC02 0 2 0 0 

BEFM01 1 2 2 1 BRGR01 2 2 2 0 

BOJC01 2 2 1 1 BRRG01 2 2 1 1 

BOKW01 1 2 1 1 CRHC01 0 2 2 1 

BOSH01 0 2 2 0 EAHH01 0 2 1 1 

BOTW01 1 2 1 1 EAHH02 0 2 1 1 

BRFC01 0 2 0 0 EALT01 2 2 2 1 
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Table 5 continued: Site data for historic and current survey data – raw data held at GiGL and Froglife 

(0= GCN absent, 1=GCN present, 2= no historic data). Green cells – gain in population. Red – loss in 

population. Yellow – missing historic data. 

Site 

Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
  Site Code 

P
re
 1
9
9
0
 

1
9
9
0
‐1
9
9
9
 

2
0
0
0
‐2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
‐2
0
1
2
 

EAYB01 0 2 1 1 MEML01 0 2 2 0 

ENBL01 2 2 2 0 MEMP01 1 2 1 1 

ENCF01 1 2 2 0 MEMS01 0 2 2 0 

ENEP01 1 2 2 0 MEPB01 2 2 2 0 

ENFH01 1 2 2 1 MERL01 2 2 2 0 

ENMU01 1 2 2 1 METC01 0 2 2 0 

ENRH01 1 2 2 1 MEWM01 2 2 2 0 

ENSL01 2 2 1 0 REFW01 2 1 2 1 

ENWW01 1 2 1 1 REHL01 2 1 1 1 

GRBB01 1 1 2 1 RETP01 1 2 2 1 

GRBH01 1 2 1 1 RIAR01 2 2 2 0 

GRWF01 & 
BEWF01 

2 2 2 0 RIBP01 2 1 2 0 

GRKG01 2 1 2 1 RIBP02 2 1 1 1 

HIPR01 1 2 2 1 RIBP03 2 1 2 0 

HIUC01 1 2 2 1 RIBP04 0 2 2 0 

HIUP01 1 2 1 1 RIHP01 2 2 0 0 

HRAP01 0 1 2 0 RIKG01 2 2 2 0 

HRSP01 1 2 2 1 RIKG02 2 2 1 1 

HVDP01 1 2 2 1 RIRP01 0 2 2 0 

HVDW01 0 2 2 1 RIRP02 0 2 2 0 

HWGL01 1 2 1 1 RIRP03 0 2 2 0 

HWHW011 2 2 1 0 RIRP04 0 2 2 0 

HWPH01 1 2 1 1 RIRP05 0 2 2 0 

HWRN01 2 2 2 0 RIRP07 0 2 1 0 

HWSC01 0 2 2 0 RIRP08 0 2 1 1 

HWST01 2 2 2 0 RIRP09 0 2 2 0 

KTFP01 0 2 2 0 RIRP10 0 2 2 0 

MECP01 2 2 2 0 RIRP11 2 1 1 1 

MEMB01 1 2 2 1 

                                                            

1 Dried before surveys could finish 



 

 


