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I NTRODUCTION 
During the two years 1988 and 1989, 305 waUs in the Chew Valley were kepr under 
observation, with the particular aim of assessing the relative frequency of diffe rent 
plant species on the various kinds of walls in the area. Only flowering plants and 
pteridopbytes were studied . Stone bridges and some bui ldings were included in the 
survey but not quarries. cliff faces or any orher semi-natural habitats. It seems that 
no comparable study has previously been made in the west o f Britain, though 
Thompson (1925) recorded 104 species growing on pollarded willows and alders 
aloag our River Chew - a somewhat similar habitat - and West (1911) listed 78 
species growing on a single wall near the sea in the extreme south west of 1.reland. 

The Chew Valley, in North Somerset and Avon, being the ar ea drained by the 
small River Chew and its tributary streams, extends from above Chewton Mendip 
in the south to Keynsham in the north (whe re the Chew flows into the Avon), and 
from Marksbury and Em borough in the east to Compton Martin and Felton in the 
west. a to tal area of some 140km2

. T he altitudinal range is from 285m to 15m. The 
area is almost entirely rural with a few large villages but only one town , Keynsham. 
For this reason pollution is not an important factor in determining tbe composition 
of the fl.ora: in any case the higher p lants are much less affected by poUmion than 
lichens and bryophytes. Large parts o f the area have a high rainfall, the average on 
the Mendip H ills (where the Chew r ises) being some 45 ins per annum, Chew 
Magna (in the centre of the valley) 38 ins, while down at Keynsham the total is 
probably about 32 ins. 

Almost all the walls are of local stone and predominantly calcareous in nature -
White Lias, Carboniferous Limestone, Dolomitic Conglomerate and G rey and Red 
Sandstone. Even where the stone is not calcareous, eg. Pennant Sandstone at 
Pensford, the mortared joints , where most plants grow, provide a localised 
calcareous environment. There are virtually no brick walls except for a very few 
railway bridges and in suburban roads in the south ern districts of Keynsham . There 
are many miles of drystone walls, particularly at the higher alti tudes. 

The 305 walls studied were chosen with three criteria in mind: firstly, to cover the 
whole area (the initial aim being to select at least one wall in each 1km square); 
secondly, to include reasonable numbers of walls of particular ld nds, eg dividing 
and retaining walls, river walls , chu.rches, drystone walls etc - some of these 
categories may, of course, overlap; thirdly, to select, as far as was consistent with 
these two more important criteria , walls with a relatively rich flora, so as co obtain 
as large a sample as possible of plants colonising walls in the area. Needless to say, 
every wall selected had at least one plant species growing on it during some part of 
the survey period : as Kent (1961) noted in his paper on Middlesex walls, it was not 
uncommon to fi nd on a later visit that a wall bad been repainted or rebuilt to the 
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detriment of the floral Retainjng walls with a substantial depth of soil on top were 
generally excluded from the survey, since plants growing on their cops could not 
reasonably be distinguished from the tlora of the adjoining field or wood. For the 
same reason plants ,lt the extreme base of a wall which appeared co be rooted in the 
ground were not recorded. 

Except for churches (see below), the unit for the survey was either a single wall 
or, occasionally, a series of very short adjacent walls o r identical construction and 
a~pecl (for example, a farmyard wall with a break for a gate in the centre). In the 
case of long drystone and other field walls a sample length of up LO 50 me tres was 
chosen. 

As Darlington (1981) points out , the angle of incEnarion of a wall has an 
importune effect on colonisation, in that the nearer to the horizontaJ the greater the 
range of plants. Partly for this reason the survey excluded the shelvi11g river 
embankmen ts along the lower Chew in Keynsham and also the sloping concrete 
and stone walls of the Chew Valley Reservoir. With the single exception of the 
aqueduct revetment in Harptree Combe , which is marginally out of the verticaJ, a ll 
the walls surveyed had vertical sides. 

The nomenclature of pla11ts used in this paper is that of Clapham , Tutin and 
Moore (1987), and to save space the names of authors are omitted. 

LIST OF PLANTS 

A total of 291 species of flowering p lants and ferns were seen on t he Chew Valley 
walls, but of these, 72 (25%) occurred on only one wa ll , with another 42 (14%) on 
only two walls. The species are listed below, with the number of waUs on which 
they were seen. 

T11r11xacwn officinale agg l74 Poaa111rna 4() 
Ur1ic11 diaicn 161 Palypodil,m ime1iec111m 40 
Nedera helix l59 Lolium pere1111e 38 
Cvmbaluriu 11wrulis l40 A/Jiaria peliuforu ,., 
Geranium rober1it11111m 

_, 
138 Acer pse11do-pillranw· 35 

Ga/ium aparine 136 Poa trivia/is 35 
Poa prt11e11sis 135 Sedum acre 34 
Asplenium n1111•m11raria 123 Vi:rcmica lll"l'l!m·is 34 
Dacrylis glomeruw 117 Ge,w1iwn lucidum 32 
Samb11c11s nigra 112 Cramegus mo11ogym1 31 
Rub11s fru1icos1.1s agg 108 Fr11xi11us excelsior 31 
Arrhe11a1herum elarius 94 Ga//11111 mullugo 30 
Fesruca mbm 91 Ra11uculus repem· 30 
A111hriscus sy/1,estris 91 Rosa canina a~!!. 30 
Asplenium ceterach 90 Abms gh11ilw1~a" 28 
Asple11i11111 1richom11T1es 84 Ai/yusrJtis 111·,•ew;is 28 
Bromm sterilis 81 So11c/111.f asper 28 
S0111:lws oleraceus 74 Angelica sy/11csrris 27 
Asplenium sco/ope11drium 69 S11xifi-aga tridm:rylires 26 
Epi/obium monwnum 65 Epilobium clliatw11 24 
Lapsana comm1111i.1· 65 Leomodo11 aww1111alis 24 
Ho/cw; /cmatus 64 Agro.ilis stu/011ifera 23 
Lamiwn ulbum 58 Bronws hordean:11s 23 
C11rdami11e hir.rnra 57 Myceli:\· nwrulis 23 
Brachypodiwn sylvaricwn 53 Cirsium 1•ulgare 22 
Plu11wgo /unceulata 50 l.wnium pwp11r,' 111n 2'1 
Gled,oma lwileracca 44 l?umex s,111gui11rns 21 
Veronica hederif olia 44 Silene dioil'a 21 
Senecia 1111/garis 42 llero11ica clwnraed,ys 21 
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Achi/lea mil/efolium 20 Chelidonium majus 6 
Coroneaster horizo111a/is ::w Clemmis vi111lba 6 
Elymm repem 20 Crepis ••esic11riu 6 
Scropl11r/arir11111ricuh1tt1 20 Hypochoerl\' ,·11dicma 6 
Cirsium arvense 19 flex aquifoli11111 6 
Heraclewn sphondyliwn 19 Lamiastrum galeobdo/011 6 
Senecio jacobaeo 19 Le11canlhen11m1 v11/gare 6 
Dryopteri.rfi/ix-mas 18 Parie111ria judaica 6 
Umbilicus rupesrris 18 Pla11tago major 6 
Aegopodiwn podagrica 17 Triserwn ftavescens 6 
Centrrmr!ws ruber 17 Bromus erecrus 5 
Cerastiwn f onranwn 17 Elymus ca11i111Lr 5 
Feswca ovina 17 ligusmm1 vulgare 5 
Oe11a111he croca111 17 Lonicera peri-c/ymenwn 5 
Po11 nemoralis 17 Mercurialis a111wa 5 
Srachys sylvalica 17 Nasturtium officinale 5 
Epilobi11111 parvijlorwn 16 Ra111111c1.1/us bulbo.rns 5 
E11paroriw11 ca1111abin11111 16 S1e/laria 11eglccw 5 
Festuca gigamea 15 Alllum 1ir.fi11um 4 
Mercurialis pere1111is 15 Aphanes arvensis agg 4 
Convolvulm arvensis 14 Aq11ilegic1 1111/garis 4 
Ca/ystegia sepiwn B A rabi.~ caucasica 4 
Ra111111c11h1s ficarfr1 13 Asplenium adia111w11-nigr11m 4 
Corydalis lwea 12 Bellis perennis 4 
Epilobium hirmmm 12 Chaempftyllum 1emu/e11tu111 4 
Gewn 11rfm1111m 12 Cheirantft11s cheiri 4 
Ta11ace1um parthenium 12 Fagus sylvatica 4 
Cardamine jle.rnosa 11 Hieracir1111 pi/osella 4 
Crepis capi/laris l1 Leonrodor, hispidus 4 
Poa compressa 11 Ribes sanguineum 4 
R11b11s wesius 11 Sempen •ivum 1ec1orum 4 
Sulanum d11/camara 11 Ulmus glabra 4 
Cysropteris fragilis 10 Veronica persica 4 
Filipendu/a 11/maria JO Ajuga reptar1.1· ~ _, 
Fmgaria llt'SCll 10 Apium r1odiflor11m 3 
Potenlilla rcpwns IO Ambidopsis 1/wlia11a 3 
S1el/aria media JO Curex pendula 3 
Ulmus procera 10 Chamaecyparis lawso11ia11a 3 
Vicia.1epi11111 10 Chrysosp/e11i11m opposilifolia 3 
A re11aria serpyllifolia 9 Deschampsia caespitosa J 
Bromus rwnosm 9 Epi/obium temmdrum 3 
Potentilla steri/is 9 E11011ym11s europaeus 3 
Adoxa mosclwrel/ina 8 Hieraciwn maC11latum J 
Agrrmi~ capillaris 8 Kerrili japonica 3 
Alopecums praremis 8 Lotus cornicularm 3 
Erophi/a ••em11 agg 8 Afeco,1op.1is cambrico 3 
Rwnex obtusifollus 8 Medicogo /11p11/i11a 3 
Sedwn reftexwn R Pnmella vulgans 3 
Sorbus a11c1.1paria s Q11ercus robur 3 
Awhoxumlwm odormwn 7 Ribes rnbrum 3 
Arum muculatwn 7 T11x!ls boccata J 
A ubriew delwideo 7 Tnfoliwn repens J 
Ceresri11111 comemosum 7 Verba.1·c11m rhapsus 3 
C/w11111e11erion 1111gusr(fuli11111 7 Viola reiche,rbachia,w J 
Corvi us ave//111111 7 Aesc11/r1s hippocas1111111m 2 
Euphorbia pep/us 7 A111irrhim1m majus 2 
Ribes uva-crispa 7 Aster la11ceola11ii 2 
Rumex ac:ecosa 7 Ballow nigra 2 
Sedw1111/b11m 7 Campamda porrensc/1/agiww 2 
Symphoricarpos a/bus 7 Capsella bw:111-pastoris 2 
Syririga vulgaris 7 Cardamine pmtensis 2 
Veronica poliw 7 Carduus acamhoides 2 
Buddle/a davidii 6 Carpim1s bew/11s 2 
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Coto11eas1er x watereri 2 Co1011easter imegrif olius I 
Coto11eas1er s1emia1111s 2 Cow11eas1er btLtifolius l 
Cota11easter dielsianus 2 Cotoneasrer franche1ii l 
Dip.Wll'llS ful/01111m 2 Crataegus crus-galli 1 
Drab11 muralis 2 £pilobium obswrwn I 
Equisemm arvense 2 Euphorbia helioscopia l 
Euphorbia amygdaloides 2 E11phrasia 11emoro.rn l 
Geranium dissec111m 2 Fwmiria offici11alis l 
Geranium mollc 2 Geranium rotwuiifolium l 
Hordeum disricho11 2 Hie/'/icium (IClll'llillllll/111 I 
Horde11m murinum 2 Hieracium 1ridwca11/011 1 
Hyaci111hus no11-scrip1us 2 Hyper/cum androsaem11m 1 
Hyperic:um hirsll/11111 2 Hyericwn calyci1111111 I 
Hypericum tetrandrum 2 Hyperirn111 pe1forar11m l 
Lycopus e11ropaeus 2 Jw,iperus commw1is I 
Malva sylvesrris 2 Lac111rn serriola l 
Melic111111iflora 2 Lim1ria p111p11rea 1 
Moehring/a rrinervia 2 Lo/1£1111 11111/tiff orum 1 
O.rn/is acetosella 2 Lo11i(.'era 11i1id11 1 
Papaver srm111iferum 2 Lwwria <111111111 I 
Phleum praleme 2 L11z11/11 campestris ] 

Polygo11um 1111ic11/are 2 Lycium barbarnm I 
Primula l'lrlgaris 2 ,\tlall'a mosclwta I 
Rorippa palustris 2 Melissa offici11a/is I 
Rwnex crispus 2 Mllium efjimm1 I 
So11c/111.r arl'e11sis 2 .~lyosotis sy/11aticr1 I 
S1ellari11 lw/oste11 2 Nepeta .rfaassenii I 
Tori/is japo11ica 2 Nige//11 dam11sce1111 I 
Trifolium d11bi11m 2 P/111/aris canariensis I 
Triple11rosper11111m inodorum 2 Phygelim capemi.1· I 
Va/eria11el/<1 Jocusw 2 Pol\'stic/111m aculemum 
Veronica filiformis 2 Poiy.1·1ic/111m serifemm 
\lib11m11m lanrana 2 Pm1111.r domesrica 
Acer campestre 1 R1111111u:111i1S sce./emr11s 
Agro.,·tis giganrea ·1 Rt1b11s idaeu.\' 
Arcr/111111ni11t1s J Sagina procw11ben.1· 
Anemisia l'lilgaris l Scrop/111/aria 11odo.1·a 
A triplex paw/a 1 Sedwn sp11ri11m 
A triplex prosrraw l Se11ecio .1qua/id11.1· 
A ve1111 sativa I Silene v11/garis ssp 111r1ri1i111a 
A ••emila p11besce11s 1 Sison amomum 
Bew/a pe11d11/a I Soleirolia soleirolii 
Bidens tripartlta ] Solidago gigantea 
Ca11111a1wla coch/earifolla I Symphywm x up/11ndici11m 
Campa11u/11 poscharskyana I Thy1111.1S dmcei 
Campanula rrachelium l Tmgopogo11 praren:;e 
Cardamine impatiens J Tr(foliwn prmenfe 
Care.r dfrulsa I Tussilago f arfara 
Cema11re11 nigra l Vcro11iC11 agresris 
Cercwiwn glomeratum l Veronica n1ontana 
Chenopodium album l \licia smiva 
Circae11 /111e1ia,w I \!iota ri11i11iam1 
Cirsi11m pahmre I Vulpia myuro:; 
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The table below, which is based on a similar table in Kenl (1961), compares the 
relative frequency of the 21 commonest wall plants in this survey with the freq uency 
of some of them in earlier wall surveys in Wiltshire (Grose 1957), Middlesex (Kent 
1961 ) , London (Kent 1961 ) , Essex (Payne 1978), Warwickshire (Cadbury et al 
1971), Cambridge (Rishbeth 1948) and Durham (Woodell and Rossiter 1959). 

PERCENTAGE OCCURRENCES (WHERE KNOWN) IN VARIOUS SURVEYS OF T HE 21 
COMMONEST SPECIES IN THE CHEW VALLEY SURVEY 

I Tarax o ff 
2 Urt dio 
3 Hedera 
4 Cym mur 
5 Geran roll 
6 Gal apar 
7 Poa prat 
8 Aspl r-m 
() Dacty glo 

10 Samhucu.,; 
II Rub (ml 
12 Arrh elat 
13 Fest rub 
14 Anthr ~-yl 
15 Aspl CCI 

16 Aspl tric 
17 Brom stcr 
18 Sonch ol 
19 Aspl sea l 
20 Epiloh mon 
21 Laps comm 

Total No nr spp 

305 
CV 

Walls 

57 
53 
52 
46 
45 
45 
-14 
-lO 
38 
37 
35 
31 
30 
30 
30 
28 
27 
24 
23 
21 
21 

291 

Ill 
Wilts 
Walls 

83 
67 
78 
56 
sn 
56 
61 
50 
44 

63 

61 
44 

650 
Essex 
Walls 

16 
16 
27 
17 
<5 
12 
7 

<5 
II 
19 
15 
12 
<5 

7 
<5 
<5 
14 
.35 
10 
<5 

5 

286 

500 
Middx 
Walls 

13 
4 

2 
24 
<1 

<1 
5 
2 
1 
6 
'.l 

2 
< l 

< I 
< I 

I 
2 

IY 
4 
8 

<1 

204 

72 6(i 
London Durham 

W,111s Walls 

II 64 

7 

23 

40 
41 

23 

13 

17 38 

83 168 

\.Vnrks 
WHlls· 

(2) 
(3) 
(19) 

( I ) 

( 1 Y) 

( 19) 

(6) 

Camb 
Walls· 

(2) 

(5) 

(7) 

(2) 

186 

' 0ruer of frequency 

l t is hardly surprising that the Wiltshire figures, though based oo a very small 
sample of walls, come closer to those in the present survey than any from more 
distant parts of England. 

The most striking absentee from a high place in the Chew Valley List is Poa 
annua , which occurred on only 13% of our wails, compared with 56% in Wilts , 
54% in Essex. 48% in Middlesex, 40% in Durham and 38% in London , while it 
topped the Cambridge list. Other surprising species are Dryopterisfilix-mas on only 
6% (35% in Middlesex , 28% in Londo n, 22% in Essex) , Chamaenerion angusri­
fo!ium on 2% (53 % in Durham, 24% in Middlesex and 12% in Cambridge) , 
Senecio squalid11s o n only l wall (29% in Essex, 25% in Middlesex, 22% in 
London) and Sagina procumbe11s also on only J wall (18% in Essex , 17% in 
Middlesex, 10% in London) . 

Paa a111111u, Chamaenerion angusrifolium, Senecio squalidus and Sagina procum­
bens are all plants primari ly of arti ficial. even urban, habitats , which are relatively 
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infreque nt in the pastoral Chew Valley. so the re may be a comparatively small 
reservoir of populations of these species. Bolton ( 1985) found the Sugina abundant 
on walls in Exeter (an urban area), though D arli ngton (1981) re fers to it as a 
common mural species generally. 

The scarcity of Male Fern is harder to explain. 
There m ay be two other factors to consider. The Chew VaUey has a relatively 

heavy rainfall , which perhaps leads to annual and small species like P. annua and 
Sagi11a being overwhelmed by perennials. such as nos. 11, 12, 13, 14 and 21 on our 
list. And since many of the limestone walls in the lower p;;irts of the Valley are 
surrounded. by soi ls with low lime content, local races of plants may not readily 
adapt tO the lime of the walls. 

DRYSTONE WALLS 

Drystone walls, which of course contain no mortar. initially offer little or no 
nutriment to the higher plants, but when they have been colonised by lichens and 
then mosses, some flowering plants a nd ferns soon appear and the drystone walls of 
the upper parts of the Chew basi'n support a flora which· is to some extent 
distinctive. A factor in this dist inctiveness may be the higher rainfall on Me ndip. 

The commonest species on the 40 drystone walls surveyed were as follows, with 
the percentage of such walls o n which they were noted:-

Gerani11111 robertla,nan 88 Asplenium tricho111a11cs 50 
Galiwn ap11ri11e 85 A. ce1erach -18 
Unica dioica 78 A111l1riscus sylvestris 48 
Arrhe11a1her11m clati11s 73 Gem11i11m /ucidum 48 
7i1ra.rnc111n officinuje agg 70 Saxlfraga 1ridacryli1es 45 
Poa prate11sis 68 Sedum acr~ 45 
Oactylis glomerma 63 Holc11s la1w111s 35 
Hedera heli.,· 63 L.up.1·111111 com1111111is 33 
Feswca rubm 58 Bronws sreri/i.1· 30 
Poly11odiw11 i111erjcc1w11 58 Cymba/aria 11111ralis 30 
Card11111i11e hirs111a 53 

Species which showed a statistically significant preference for drystone walls (on the 
basis of the chi2 tesn were:-

chi: value 
Polypodiwn i111erjec1w11 75.17 
Saxifraga 1ridac:ryli1cs 73.26 
Geranium /11cidum 62.68 
Set/um acre 49.40 
Arrhe11a1/wn1111 ela1i11.1· 35_11) 
Carda111i11e hir.H1/// 32.1 3 
Cemn/11111 rober1i111w111 31. 79 
Galiwn aparine 28.57 

Femirnmbm 
Cr111aeg11s mo"ogy,111 
Urtica dioica 
Asplenium rriclw111a11es 
Dactylis glomcraw 
Poa pralt'risis 
A111hrisc11s syll'esrris 
Loliwn peren11e 

14.87 
13.05 
10.45 
10.38 
I0.20 
9.02 
5.92 
5.3~ 

On the o ther hand. the followi ng two species showed a marked relative aversion to 
drystone walls:-
A.1p/e,,h1m mta-muraria 8.91 Aspfrnlum cecerach 6.20 

· The statistical tests were performed by constructing 2 x 2 continge ncy tables (specie; present or absent 
vs. selected wall category or o ther) and calculating chi2 with one degree of freedom . Yates· correction 
for continuity was applkd. but in view of the large number of obse rvations it made virtually no 
differenc<:. · 
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In this category are included vertical walls embanking the River Chew and its 
tributary streams, as well as revetments of stone bridges over streams. Only plants 
growing on the sides of these walls were recorded. ie those most likely ro be 
influenced by the permanent proximity of wate r. 

T he commonest species on the 69 river walls were:-
Urtica tlioiw 
Asple11ium rwa-11111rarill 
Cymbah,ria 11111ralis 
Tarn.rnwm offici11ale agg 
Asplenium scolope11driwn 
Rubusfrwicosus ngg 
A/1111.r glr11i11orn 
A.,pleniwn 1richoma11es 
Bracl,ypodium sylvatic:ilm 
Cera11i11111 rober1iam1m 

64% 
55 
49 
46 
45 
45 
41 
38 
38 
36 

Hedem helix 
Anthriscm .iylvesrris 
Angelica sy/ves1ris 
Scropl111/11ria a11ric11/111a 
Ot'nanthe crocaw 
D11ctylis glomerata 
Holcl/S la1111ms 
Swnbucus nigra 
G11/itun aparine 
Po11 prate11.1·is 

Species which showed a signjficant preference for river walls were:­
chF value 

85.04 
61.00 
52.14 
50.64 
JJ.89 
24. 16 
23.62 

A/1111s glwinosa 
Scruphularia 1111rirnla1a 
Angelica svlvcsrris 
Oe11a11the. crocurC1 
Epilob/11111 lrir.1·11111111 
Filipendula 11/maria 
Brachypodi11m sy/tJmic11m 

Species with a relative aversion to river wa lls were:-
Asple11i11111 ceierach 17 .81 
Hedera helix H.91 
Sonc/111.1· oleraceus 7 .69 
Sedwn acre 7.67 

SHADED W.'-\LLS 

E11pa1ori11m ca111111bi1111111 
Cc1rdami11e f/e.ruosa 
ffomex sw1g11i11eus 
Nas111rtiw11 of!icim1/e 
Pan:eraria judaica 
Tamicehtm parthenium 

Gem11iu111 lucirlum 
Card111nine hirsura 
Fes111rn ntbra 
Se11ecio v11/garis 

36 
33 
29 
29 
25 
23 
22 
22 
19 
19 

22.84 
16.89 
13.24 
11.59 
8.28 
6.56 

7 .28 
7.08 
5.20 
5.01 

In an a ttempt to show the influence of a shaded situation on the composition of a 
wall flora , 32 walls overhung by trees were selected. The selection was often 
difficult , in that a wall might well be unde r dense shade in summer but more or less 
exposed in winter when the overhanging trees were leafless. T o that ext ent any 
conclusions draw□ fro m this part of lhe survey a re probably of less value lhan those 
relating to o ther, more clearly defined categories nf walls. 

The commonest species o n the 32 shaded walls were:-

Urrim dioica 88% Asplenium trichomanes 44 
G11/iw11 aparine 78 Poa pratemis 44 
Gera11i11m robertianum 75 S11m/111c1<s 11igra 41 
Hederu helix 66 Lapsu11a communis 35 
T11ra.rnc11m ufficina/e agg 63 Dacrylis glomer11111 33 
A.sple11i11111 sco/ope11drium 61 Crwaegr.1.r mwrngyna 31 
R1.1/>11s.fi·1.11icos1.1s agg 50 Cvmbalaria 11wralis 31 
Brachypudium sylvatic11m 47 E1ii/obi11111 mon1111111m 31 
A/liar/a periolam 44 Polypodi11111 ifl/e.1jec111m 31 
A/1/hrisws sy/11esrris 44 Rusa CllllillCI agg 31 
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Species showing a significant preference for shaded walls were:-
ch i~ va lue 

51.76 
44.00 
30.30 
17.94 
23.80 
2 l.48 
16.56 

Ado.m 111oschmelli11a 
Mercurialis pere1111is 
Alliaria pe1iolara 
Asplenium 5co/opendri11m 
Fesw ca giga111e11 
Brachypod/11111 sylvmicum 
Unica dioica 

Rosu c1111i1111 agg 
Bromus ramo.1·11s 
Crareagus monogy11a 
Gulium aparine 
Geranium rober1i11m1m 
Fraxbws excelsior 
Polypodium in1erjec111111 

15.89 
[5.41 
l4.9i 
14.79 
11.4i 
10.53 
8.62 

Pe rhaps surprisingly, the species showing the most marked aversion to shaded walls 
was a fern:-

A.fple11i111n rwa-muraria J2 .83 

CHURCHES 

A ll the o ld parish churches in the Chew Valley had plants growing on their o utside 
walls: fo r the purpose of rhjs survey each church was treated as a single unit. 
Church-yard walls were not included in this category. With the addition of five 
19th-century nonconfom1ist chape ls , 27 churches were surveyed. 

Of the 63 species no ted on church walls (includi ng their rowers) the commonest 
was Sambu.cus nigra, which occurred on no less than 20 of the 27 churches. The 
dispersal o f Elder by birds no doubt accounts for the frequent seedlings seen high 
up on church towers. Other common species were:-

Asplc11i11111 r111u-m1m1ri11 59% Fesrnca rnbra 26 
Hedem he/i.1· 59 Cardamine /rfr.1·t1111 22 
R11b11i-fmricos11s agg 37 Cvmbalaria 11111ralfr 22 
T11ru.rnc11m ufficinale agg 33 A

0

rrhe1111r!reru111 elmir1s 19 
Po111mm111 30 Genmiwn rober//(llwm 19 
Epilol,i11111 mo111a11um 26 Scnecio vu/gads 19 

Only Sambcus nigra showed a significant preference fo r church walls (chi2 value 
16.07) . On the other band, three species were significantly less frequent o n 
churches:-

Geranium roberlia11wn 7 .... 8 Cymbalaria m11r11/is 5.68 
Tamxacu/11 offici11ale agg 5. 78 

OTHER 8 UILDINGS 

Several farm build ings, mainly old barns, were included m the survey. together 
with two tall disused chimneys: 1.7 stone strnctures in all. 

Of the 50 species noted from these buildings, the most frequent were:-
Urtic:a liioicu 
Bro11111s .uerilis 
Dacrylis glo/lleraw 

47% 
29 
29 

Hedera helix 
.1hplc11i111n scolope11dri11111 
Taru.wcwn offic/11(1/e agg 

The data are insufficie nt to warrant any further comments . 

24 
24 
24 
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ln a similar survey of the wall flora in Essex some years ago (Payne 1978) it was 
found that the walls of railway bridges and stations had a distinctive flora . In the 
Chew Valley, however, apart from the main Bristo l to L ondon line that runs 
through Keynsham at the extreme northern tip of our area, the one railway that 
forme rly extended for some 4 miles through the Valley, the Bristol and North 
Somerset, was fi na lly closed in 1968. Although every accessible bridge and other 
structure was examined - with the exception of Pensfo rd Viaduct , access to which 
proved to be impracticable - there is li ttle evidence that any distinctive flora has 
survived the 20 years of disuse. I t may just be significant that the commonest plant 
overall was a fern, Asplenium ruta-muraria, which occurred on no less than 90% of 
those railway walls wh.ich supported any of the higher plants, and tbat one old 
bridge near Pensford still harbours one of the very few colonies of Asple11ht111 
adiantum-nigrum in the valley. (Hedera and Turaxacum came a poor joint second 
to Wall Rue). R ailway walls , particularly those at stations , have long been known 
to botanists as a favourable habitat fo r ferns, presumably because of the damp 
mic ro-climate brough t about by the frequent discharges of steam from locomotives 
in earlier times: once established, ferns tend to persist in such sites long after the 
demise of steam trains. 

GARDEN WALLS 

Some 66 stone garden walls were included in the survey. Only the outside faces of 
such walls were recorded, since it is unlike ly tha t plants would have been 
deliberately introduced there. (In any case , as Clement (1984) has pointed out , it is 
far from easy to establish a plant on a wall). Even so , a h.igh proportion of garden 
plants occurred on these walls, presumably self-seeded or dispersed from the 
adjacent gardens by birds. 1t is hardly surprising that all the occurrences of the 
fo llowing species were on walJs backi ng on to gardens:-
A11tlrrhimu11 maj11s 
A11uilegia vulgaris 
Arabis caucasicu 
A 11brieta deltoidea 
Campmwla poscharskyann 
Crataegni crus-galli 
£11pltorhia helioscopia 

[a common garden weed I 
Hypericwn calyci11um 
Juniperu,1· communi,1· 
Kerria japo11ica 
Linarill p11rp11rea 

Lo11icer11 11itid11 
L111111ri11 ,mm,a 
Lyciwn barbarum 
Melissa offici,wlis 
Nigel/a damascena 
Papaver som111jim11n 
Phygeli11s cape11sis 
Sed11111 sp11.rium 
Semperl'i1111111 tectornm 
Soleirolia soleimlli 
Solidago gigamea 
Syringa vit(~aris 

On the other hand, only ha lf the records of Cheiranthus cheiri and Centra11thus 
ruber were from garden walls, while in the genus Co1011eas1er 1.1 out of the total of 
29 records were on walls well away from gardens, doubtless dispersed through the 
agency of birds feeding on the ir berries. Other species o riginally introduced into 
England as garden plants bur which are increasingly becoming established outside 
gardens, and which occurred on non-garden walls in this survey, are Budd/eia 
davidii, Corydalis lwea, Leycesteria formosa and Meconopsis cambrica. 
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D IVIDING ANO RETAINING WALLS 

A comparison was made between the floras of dividing and retaining walls. 
Retaining walls, being backed up by a deep mass of earth, tend to retain moisture 
and nutrients to a mµch greater extent than isolated dividing walls, and might 
therefore be expected to harbour a different association of plants. 

The fo llowing species showed a significant preference one way o r the other:-

Divid ing W.il ls 

Po11 pr111e11.vis 
Dac1ylis glomera//J 
Saxifrt1g11 11'idac1yli1es 
Cymbaillria m11ra/Lv 
Sed11m acre 
Asplenium ce1eracl1 
Galium 11pari11e 
Brom,~1· hordeaceu.1· 
Coro11e1u1er hori=o111a/is 
Sondrus asper 
Ge,1111/11111 l11cid11111 
Bromus srerilis 
Myo.1'(//1'.f an•ensis 

chF value 
25.34 
20.90 
15. 17 
12.62 
12.06 
I0.65 
9.21 
8.96 
8.73 
8.28 
8.15 
7.91 
6.26 

Senecio vulgaris 
Poa compressa 
Veronica arvensis 
Poa 1111111111 

Recuining Wall~ 

6.05 
5.68 
5A6 
5.46 

chF value 
Al11Wi· glr11i11osa 
Scroplwlaria twrirnfa111 
Brad,ypodium .~ylva1ici111n 
Oena111he croca111 
Angelica sylvesrris 
Eupotorium cw111obi111m1 
Epilobiwn cifia111m 
R11b11s fm1iwsus agg 

25. 16 
24.12 
22.82 
2l.72 
20.44 

9.53 
8.06 
7.12 

However, it should be noted tha t some of the species showing a preference for 
retaining walls are markedly associated wi1h river walls. which of course were a ll of 
1his 1ype. 

TOPS AND SIDES OF W ALLS 

The more or less flat top of a wall clearly receives more light and rain than the 
vertical sides , and accumulates more debris which leads to the fo rmation of 
rudimentary soils. Fruits and seeds dropped or evacuated by birds are much mo re 
likely to arrive on the top of a wall 1han on its sides. It seemed probable , therefore , 
that certain species would tend to be found on the exposed tops of walls, while 
shade-loving plants and those not primc1rily dispersed by birds would be more at 
home on their sides. To this end , separate records were kept of occurrences of 
species on tops and sides, and the followi ng species were found to show a significant 
preference for one or the other babitat:-

TOPS 

W Paa 1111111111 
B W Dncrylis glomeraw 
B Co1011easter lrori=o11111/is 
B P/1111/ogo /a11ceola1t1 

W Brom11s hordeace.us 
W Arrl1enat/1eru111 ela1ius 

B Crawegus mr111ogy11n 
B Sambucus nigra 
B Galiwn apari11e 

w Alopecurus pratell.'iit 
Vt'ronirn arvensis 

w 

SIDES 

Asple11il//11 ce1erncl, 
A . ruw,1mm1ri11 
Hedera lie/Lr 

8 W T11roxac11m offici1111/e agg 

chi' vulue 
IH. 15 
18.09 
15.26 
14.93 
12.86 
12.34 
12.33 
12.29 
11.67 
9.72 

Asplenium 1richomu11es 
Cymbalaria mural is 
Aspltmi11111 scolope11dri11111 
R11b11s frw ico.ms agg 
Umbi/i(·us mpes1ris 
Unicadioiw 

W Fr11xi111u excelsior 
W LoUum pere1111e 
B W Se11ecio vulgaris 
W Po11 pr111e11sis 

8.68 
8. 15 
7.44 
6.85 

B Known 10 be dispersed by birds 
W Known 10 be dispersed by wind 

(Cannon 1957, Ridky 1930, Salisbury 1961) 

6.26 
6. 17 
5.29 

chi2 value 
75.76 
68.64 
51.39 
50.38 
29.27 
20.74 
15.85 
8.87 
8.64 
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The high p roportion of grasses preferring wall tops is notable, while fems dom ina te 
the other side o f the table (with very h igh chi2 values). 

ASPECT 

Darli11gton (198 l) draws attention to ways in which t he aspect of a wall may a ffect 
plant life growing on it. T hus a south-facing wall is exposed to desiccation by direct 
insolation , while on a nort h wall water will remai n longer because the sun's rays 
reach it only peripherally and temperatures are less extreme on a north wall , so 
p lant life may often be more luxuriant. 

Records were kept of the aspect nf each of the walls in the survey, but it is 
disappointing to have to admit that very few marked preferences appeared to be 
shown, pe rhaps because of the relatively high rainfall in the area. However, on the 
basis of the ch i2 test D,yopteris fili.x-mas, A.1plenium triclwmanes, A. scofopen­
dri111n and Angelic{/ sylvestris showed a signi ficant preference for north-facing walls 
as against a ll other aspects, wh ile Sonchus oleracem very markedly disliked the 
north aspect. 

A LT fTUDE 

A lthough t he height above sea-level of each wall was noted , the result s of the 
survey suggested that the overal l range of only some 270 metres was insufficient to 
constitute a significan t factor in determining the wall flora. 

COMMENTS ON PARTICULAR PLANTS 

l vy (Hedera helix). which more or less covers a high proportion of walls in the area, 
often smotheri ng other plan ts. was only recorded when it appeared to be 
establ ished in c revices without maki11g contact with the ground. 

Brambles (R11b11.1· fmticosus agg) are always difficu lt for the non-specia list lo 
identify, and the difficulty is made worse when they are growing on walls, because 
such plants normally fai l to produce flowers or fruit. T he same problems arise wit h 
wild roses, which 1 have treated as Rosa ca11i11a agg. 

Special a ttention was pa id to grasses and ferns . Poa compressa is generally 
regarded as a typical grass of o ld waUs , and P. nemoralis as a woodland species: 
indeed Segal (1969) says t hat nemorafis is hardly ever found on walls. Neverthe less, 
on Chew Valley wa lls 11emoralis was a lmost twice as frequent as compressa, showing 
however some preference for the sides of waUs (the more shaded position) , while 
cornpres.1·a evinced a marked preference for the tops. The surprising infrequency of 
Poa annua ha.~ already been commented on. Pou subcoerulea and P. angus1ifolia have 
both been recorded as typical wall species, the latter particularly in Eastern England , 
but neither was seen during the present survey. 

Elymus ca11i11us may seem a surprising colonisr of walls, but each of the five walls 
OD which it was noted adjoined e itheT a wood or a shady hedgerow in which the 
grass was a lso growing. Th e seeds of Melica spp are dispersed by ants (R idley 1930, 
Segal 1969), and this may explain the presence of M. un(flora on two walls. 

Iris difficul t to account for the tota l absence of Desmazeria rigida from the Chew 
Valley walls , a g rass described. as common on limestone walls in Wiltshire (Grose 
1957) and a wall-top plant as near to the survey area as Wells. 
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Asplenium adiantum-nigrum was relatively much scarcer in the Chew Valley than 
I had found it in Essex (Payne 1978). perhaps because it may be more partial to 
brick walls (Page 1988) . 

Polypody, unlike all the other ferns in the survey, seemed equally happy on the 
tops of walls as on the ir sides, although showing some preference for shaded sites. 
Because of the practical impossibility of separating in the field the three species 
(and three hybrids) into which this genus is now divided, T have treated ail the waU 
Polypodies as P. i11te1jecrum, which is by far the most abundant of the segregates io 
this area. 
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