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Summary and discussion 
 
This desktop study aims to provide an informative review of the current knowledge and available 
habitat for exposed riverine sediment (ERS) invertebrates in Lancashire and Cheshire, with some 
recommendations for further study. The objectives of the report are to 1) collate the existing data 
on the ERS invertebrate communities in Lancashire and Cheshire, and 2) identify gaps in knowledge 
and flag up rivers and locations which would potentially reward further survey. 
 
ERS deposits occur in the deposition zones of rivers where they issue from the hills and the flow 
slows on the gentler gradients of the lowlands. Here sediment is dropped in slower flowing river 
sections and accretes as sediment bars along the river channel, or as flood deposited sand on 
riverbanks during spate events. The natural meandering of rivers also reworks the sediments of the 
flood plain, creating and recreating ERS deposits. This dynamic, ever shifting, environment creates a 
range of deposits at different stages of development and erosion at any given moment. A number of 
of different invertebrate species show high fidelity to these ERS deposits, variously showing 
preferences for different grades of sediment at different stages of the natural succession of the 
deposits. The quality of ERS for invertebrates fundamentally depends on the surface geology of the 
catchment, which generates the sediments carried by the river. However, other factors such as 
compaction and siltation, which clog the interstices in the sediments used by many specialist ERS 
species, can greatly reduce the invertebrate interest of ERS deposits.  
 
The data collated in this study provides information on the known historical and modern occurrence 
of high fidelity ERS invertebrates on rivers in Lancashire and Cheshire. These data are not a 
comprehensive representation of the distribution of ERS species in the region, past or present, but 
they do provide a perspective on the potential of different rivers to support ERS invertebrate 
communities and can be used to suggest areas of interest for contemporary survey. 
 
7,741 records of 904 species have been collated. Of these 2,467 records are of 142 different species 
in Lancashire or Cheshire considered to have high or total fidelity to ERS, representing 68% of the 
total number of high fidelity ERS species recognised in the UK (Tables 1 & 2). 124 species in the 
collated data are designated as nationally rare or scarce, of which 81 are considered to exhibit high 
fidelity to ERS.  
 
Much of the data collated and analysed in this report is historical and without geospatial coordinates. 
These have been attributed at monad level where a site name could be fairly precisely located or at 
hectad level when it could not. All these attributed grid references carry a level of uncertainty and 
more so with the monad level attributions. Thus hectad level analysis provides the most inclusive and 
accurate (if not the most useful) presentation of the results (Tables 3 & 4). The two hectads 
supporting the greatest diversity of high fidelity ERS invertebrates both contain stretches of the River 
Dane (SJ76, Holmes Chapel and SJ86, Congleton) with 66 and 57 species respectively. These hectads 
are followed by two containing stretches of the River Bollin (SJ88, Wilmslow and SJ87, Prestbury) 
with 56 and 51 species respectively.  The River Lune flows through the 5th and 6th most diverse 
hectads (SD56, Caton and SD57, Arkholme) with 40 and 33 ERS species respectively. 
 
The rankings change when the ERS Quality Index (ERSQI) is calculated for individual hectads (Table 
5a-5c). SJ66 (Winsford - containing the Rivers Dane, Weaver and Wheelock) now comes top, followed 
by SD56 (Caton ς River Lune), SJ88 (Wilmslow ς Rivers Bollin and Dean), SJ76 (Holmes Chapel ς River 
Dane) etc. However, it should be noted that the high ERSQI value for SJ66 is based on comparatively 
few qualifying species (18) compared with the 40+ qualifying species on which the ERSQI values of 
the other top 5 hectads are based. It is recognised that ERSQI values become unreliable when based 
on a low number of qualifying species and a minimum number of 15 species is recommended. 
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Analysis by tetrad gives a higher resolution view of the data but at the cost of some loss of accuracy 
and comprehensiveness. Records with only hectad level geo-references will be omitted and some 
attributed grid-references may have been mistakenly ascribed to the wrong monad/tetrad. Tetrad 
level mapping of ERS species diversity shows concentrations of high ERS invertebrate diversity in 
Cheshire, correlating with the extensive surface deposits of sand and gravel in that county. The River 
Lune also has a rich ERS invertebrate fauna, although the reason for this is less immediately obvious 
since, although the topography of the Lune lends itself to the creation of large ERS deposits, the 
surface geology of the catchment is not rich in sand and furthermore the river flood plain is largely 
pastoral, where trampling of the ERS by grazing stock can be expected to cause widespread damage 
to the invertebrate interest. It may be that the catchment topography leading to high velocity flows 
creates extensive ERS deposits and enables the river to keep reworking the surface deposits of its 
flood plain, which provide sufficient sand fraction to the ERS substrate. The shear size of these 
deposits will also favour ERS invertebrate communities. 
 
It is useful to analyse data by different rivers, since ecological factors are likely to vary between 
catchments. However, a significant number of the collated records are not explicitly identified to a 
specific river. An effort has been made to ascribe records with no or vague grid-references to specific 
rivers where the location name indicates this can be done with a reasonable level of confidence. This 
process means that some records cannot be attributed to any particular river and a few may have 
been erroneously ascribed. Thus the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the data analysis for rivers 
is lower than for hectads. For example the RDB1 rove beetle, Stenus fossulatus was recorded by Stan 
Bowestead ŦǊƻƳ ά{ǘƻƴŜȅƘǳǊǎǘέ ƛƴ мфсуΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊƛǇŀǊƛŀƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǿŀǎ 
found on either the River Hodder or the Dean Brook, which flow either side of Stoneyhurst College, 
there is insufficient information to ascribe the record to either watercourse and so it is not included 
in the analysis by river. 
 
River stretches identified as historically supporting ERS invertebrates have been virtually surveyed 
using Google Earth to identify any contemporary ERS deposits of potential value to ERS invertebrates 
and these have been mapped for each river. Whilst it is possible to recognise in-channel ERS 
deposits from Google Earth, sandy deposits on riverbanks are much harder to detect as they are 
often covered in vegetation in the summer months. Even when ERS deposits are identified it is not 
possible to say whether they are in suitable condition to support ERS invertebrates without a site 
visit. Adjacent land use can give a clue to the likely condition of a deposit; in pastureland trampling 
and dunging from grazing stock is likely to greatly reduce invertebrate interest and in built up areas 
heavy trampling from people can be equally damaging. These local impacts can change from year to 
year, if for example the field adjacent to an ERS deposit is given over to arable rather than grazed 
pasture. Thus much of the ERS deposts identified by remote survey will be revealed to be of limited 
value to ERS invertebrates when inspected on the ground. A few of the ERS deposits identified by 
remote survey were considered more likely to be of ERS invertebrate value and these have been 
highlighted with a yellow fill in the maps. 
 
With 71 ERS species, the River Dane shows the highest diversity of specialist ERS species, closely 
followed by the River Bollin with 68 species, whilst the Lune ranks third with 42 species and the 
Weaver fourth with 28 ERS species (Table 6). These four rivers have each been the subject of 
targetted surveys in recent years and so it is perhaps not surprising that they have the highest 
numbers of specialist species recorded. It is also likely that these rivers were chosen for survey 
because of their known ERS invertebrate interest, so their position at the top of the rankings is quite 
probably fully justified.  
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These rankings are altered when the ERSQI is calculated for rivers from which more than 15 high 
fidelity ERS species have been reported (Table 7). The Lune achieves the highest ERSQI, followed in 
descending order by the Bollin, Dane, Hodder, Weaver and Goyt. 
 

It is interesting to see which rivers without recent, targeted surveys feature near the top of the 
rankings, as these rivers may well reward further targeted survey. The River Hodder and the Calder 
catchment (comprising records from the R. Calder, Pendle, Colne, Don, Brun, Sabden Brook and 
Ogden clough) both score very well with 21 and 23 ERS species respectively and ERS QI values of 510 
and 517 respectively, higher than that for the R. Weaver. The ERS QI value for the Hodder would be 
considerably higher if the record of Stenus fossulatus from Stoneyhurst were included in the 
calculation and a search of riparian landslips along the Hodder could prove fruitful for this species. 
 

A second tranche of rivers with historical records of 10 ERS species each; the Rivers Goyt, Etherow 
and Tame also deserve attention. The Irwell also has 10 ERS species reported, but this total is 
bolstered by an ongoing targeted survey of ERS invertebrates (Hewitt, in prep). 
  
With 9 ERS species the River Alt at Hightown, Formby appears to have potential, but it may be that 
several of these records relate to the dunes rather than the river itself. 
 

The River Wyre and its tributary, the Brock each have 7 ERS species reported. Taken together the 
combined total for these is 10 ERS species, putting it on a par with tranche 2 rivers. Virtual survey via 
Google Earth reveals some areas of ERS with apparently good potential for ERS invertebrates, which 
would merit checking on the ground. 
 

With just 6 ERS species reported, the River Ribble ranks surprisingly poorly. The Hodder empties into 
the Ribble and, given the apparent high quality of the Hodder, one might expect that the Ribble 
would also produce some high value ERS deposits, at least downstream of the confluence with the 
Hodder. It may be that land use along the Ribble is not conducive to maintaining ERS deposits in 
favourable condition for specialised invertebrates. Google Earth remote survey does pick up some 
potentially valuable ERS deposits, which merit survey visits and it might be worth including the 
Ribble with the Hodder as a subject for further ERS invertebrate survey work.  
 

Among the river systems with just a few ERS species recorded from them; Holden Clough, near 
Ashton-under-Lyne, has historical records of 5 ERS species and Google Earth survey suggests that the 
River Medlock, into which the beck flows, may also provide ERS invertebrate habitat. The catchment 
of the River Tonge above Bolton has records of 6 ERS invertebrate species, although remote survey 
using Google Earth indicates only small deposits of ERS which seem unlikely to be of high value to 
ERS specialist communities. Colin Johnson reported 3 species of ERS beetles from the River Keer at 
Carnforth. Remote survey using Google Earth did not detect any significant ERS deposits along this 
stretch of the river. 
 

Individual species that might reward specific targeted searches include the rove beetle Stenus 
fossulatus. Stan BowesteadΩǎ мфсу ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƻŦ this species at Stoneyhurst [SD6939]  is an interesting 
extension to the known range of this species, which is otherwise only known in the UK from riparian 
landslips in Northumberland, Cumbria and the Scottish Borders (Hewitt, 2000; Sinclair, 2003). The 
record is derived from the species records card index at Manchester Museum and does not seem to 
have been published. There is no further information on the precise location but it could have been 
on the banks of the River Hodder, or possibly on the Dean Brook on the west side of the college. 
 

Suggested priorities for future targeted ERS invertebrate surveys are 1) The Rivers Hodder & Ribble, 
including a specific search for Stenus fossulatus. 2) The Calder catchment. 3) The rivers Goyt, 
Etherow and Tame. 4) The Wyre catchment.  
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Introduction 
 

Riverine sand and shingle banks are recognised to support specialist invertebrate communities. A 
number of invertebrate species are specialists of exposed riverine sediments (ERS), showing high or 
total fidelity to this habitat and many of these species are regarded as nationally rare or scarce. ERS 
invertebrate communities have been and continue to be impacted by several factors affecting 
habitat quality; including river engineering, water pollution, dunging from farm stock, siltation and 
compaction of substrates, gravel extraction and invasive species. As a result several specialist ERS 
invertebrate species are of conservation concern and sites supporting rich communities of ERS 
invertebrates are of conservation significance. Some rivers in Lancashire and Cheshire are known to 
be of high value for their ERS invertebrate communities and have been the subject of thorough 
surveys in recent decades. There are scattered historical records for other rivers in the region which 
might be indicative of further river stretches with valuable deposits of ERS. 
 
 

Definition of Exposed Riverine Sediments (ERS) 
 

Bates (2006) defined ERS as: 
Exposed, within channel, fluvially deposited sediments (gravels, sands and silts) that lack 
continuous vegetation cover, whose vertical distribution lies between the levels of bank-full and 
the typical base flow of the river. 
 

Hewitt et al. (2007) subdivided ERS into two types with the following definitions:  
άExposed, recently deposited, fluvial sediments (gravels, sands and silts), with or without 
vegetation cover, on active river systems.έ  
This definition allows the inclusion of a number of ERS species that utilise ERS deposits which may be 
entirely vegetated, at least at certain times of year and fluvial deposits which may lie beyond bank-
full levels. For example some Nephrotoma cranefly species occur as larvae in fluvially deposited sand 
deposited under trees in floodplain woodland and the larvae of the UK BAP stiletto-fly Cliorismia 
rustica ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ƻŦ ƭƻƻǎŜ ǎŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ǊƛǾŜǊōŀƴƪǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŀǊƎǳŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ άǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭέΦ 
 

άExposed, bare or partially vegetated sediment on naturally eroding riverbanks, created and 
ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƻŦƭǳǾƛŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΦέ  
This definition covers those beetle species identified by Bates (2006) as ERS, which are more usually 
found on eroding riverbanks. To this list they added the riparian landslip specialist rove beetle, 
Stenus fossulatus. 
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Specialist invertebrates of exposed Riverine sediments 
 
A number of insects and spiders are largely or entirely reliant on ERS habitat for their survival. Such 
obligate ERS species principally occur in certain families of Coleoptera (beetles) and Diptera (flies) 
together with a few species of Hemiptera - Heteroptera (true bugs) and Araneae (spiders). 
 
Fowles (2005) recognises two classes of high fidelity ERS species:  
 
Fidelity 1:  Species dependant for at least some stage of their lifecycle on bare or sparsely vegetated 

sediments on the banks of rivers. Some of these species may also inhabit exposed 
lacustrine sediments, particularly where wave action forms banks of sediment on lake 
shores, as these features are in many ways ecologically similar to riverine shoals. 

 
Fidelity 2: Species stongly associated with exposed riverine sediments for at least some stage of 

their lifecycle, but also occurring in a wide range of habitat types, such as flushes, 
seepages, pond margins, etc., where the presence of bare sediment is of fundamental 
importance for some stage of their lifecycle. 

 
Invertebrate species associated with ERS habitats have been listed by Eyre & Lott (1997) and 
refined for beetles by Sadler & Bell (2002), Fowles (2005) and Bates (2006). Information on flies 
associated with riverine habitats, including ERS, has been given by Godfrey (1999), Drake et al. 
(2007) and Hewitt et al. (2007).  
 
This report follows the list of high fidelity ERS beetles given by Bates (2006)1, spiders given by Sadler 
& Bell (2002), true bugs listed by Hewitt et al. (2007) and flies recognised by Hewitt (2017). The 
compound list of all these taxa is provided in Appendix 1. 
 
 

  

                                                           
1
 Plus Stenus fossulatus as added by Hewitt et al. (2007) 
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Methodology 
 

This report comprises a desk study of information from previous ERS invertebrate surveys in the 
region, together with published records, data held by local environmental records centres and 
museum specimen data and record cards. By and large there has been no attempt to verify the 
validity of these records beyond what has been done by the data suppliers, although records of one 
species2 have been omitted and comments are made on the data pertaining to other species in one 
or two instances within this report. 
 

Organisations and individuals known to have conducted recent studies of ERS invertebrates in the 
region were approached and requested to provide a copy of the data arising from those surveys. A 
list of specialist ERS invertebrate species was identified (see Appendix 1) and local environmental 
records centres were approached with requests for data on these species. Visits were made to 
Manchester and Liverpool Museums and data for the recognised ERS specialist invertebrate species 
was extracted from the collections and from card indexes of regional records. The regional 
literature was trawled for reports of specialist ERS species. Data was entered into the Recorder 6 
software and output to Excel spreadsheet to analyse, score and rank areas (hectads) and rivers 
across the region. 
 

The collated data was analysied to identify river stretches of historical and/or contemporary value 
for ERS invertebrates. Google Earth was then used to conduct a virtual survey of these rivers and 
the locations of potential ERS deposits were identified.  

 
Data sources: 

 Full datasets from the following surveys: 
Bates, A.J. (2005) Visual survey of exposed riverine sediments (ERS) on the Dane, Weaver and 
Bollin catchments. Environment Agency Northwest South Region. 
Bates, A.J., Drake, C.M. & Sadler, J.P. (2006) The Coleoptera and Diptera fauna of exposed 
riverine sediments (ERS) on the rivers Weaver, Dane and Bollin: a survey report. Environment 
Agency. 
ERS spp. data from R. Lune and R. Weaver surveys 2006. In Drake, C.M., Godfrey, A., Hewitt, 
S.M. and Parker, J. (2007) Fly Assemblages of Sandy Exposed Riverine Sediment - Final Report. 
Buglife: 1-184. 
Hewitt, S.M. and Parker, J. (2008) Distribution of the stiletto-fly Cliorismia rustica on Cheshire 
rivers. Buglife: 1-35. 

 
Data from Local Environmental Records Centres: 

ERS spp. data search results from Cheshire LRC (2017) 
ERS spp. data search results from Lancashire LRC (2017) 
ERS spp. data search results from Manchester Conservation Unit (2017) 
ERS spp. data search results from Merseyside Biobank (2017) 

 
Other data sources: 

Bell, D. and Sadler, J.P. (2003) The coleopteran fauna of exposed riverine sediments on the 
River Dane, Cheshire: a survey report. Report for the Environment Agency Northwest South 
Region. 
Brighton, P. (2017) The Diptera of Lancashire and Cheshire: Craneflies and Winter Gnats. 
Lancashire and Cheshire Entomological Society. 
Brighton, P. (2019) The Diptera of Lancashire and Cheshire: Empidoidea, Part 1. Lancashire 
and Cheshire Entomological Society. 

                                                           
2
 Thinobius newberyi ς see page 15 for details 
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Kidd, L.N. and Brindle, A. (1959) The Diptera of Lancashire and Cheshire. Part 1. Lancashire 
and Cheshire Fauna Committee. 136pp. 
Kidd, L.N. (1964) The Diptera of Lancashire and Cheshire, Part 1 (Supplement). Lancashire 
and Cheshire Fauna Committee. 
ERS spp. records held on card index at Manchester Museum 
ERS spp. collections data held on card index at Manchester Museum 
ERS spp. collections data held on card index at Liverpool Museum 
Jennifer Newton ERS spp. data for R. Lune 2002-03 
S. M. Hewitt data from ERS surveys in Lancashire in 2019-20 

 
 

Analysis of the conservation value of ERS 
 

The number of ERS species recorded at a ΨsiteΩ gives a rough indication of the conservation interest 
of each ΨsiteΩ but is affected by recording effort and also does not take into account the greater 
conservation value of ΨsitesΩ holding more rare and scarce species. Fowles et al. (1999) described a 
method of evaluating the conservation value of woodlands for saproxylic insects based on a system 
of awarding rarity scores to high-fidelity saproxylic species according to their national rarity status, 
the rarer species being awarded higher values. Sites could then be compared and ranked according 
to the calculated Saproxylic Quality Index (SQI). Sadler and Bell (2002) adapted this system for use 
with ERS beetles. The Sadler and Bell rarity scores, as adapted in Bates (2006), were adopted by 
Hewitt et al. (2007) and extended from ERS beetles to include other ERS taxa. This method of 
analysis has been used again in this report3. 
 

The rarity scores accorded to each rarity designation are:  
Common = 1, Local = 2, Very Local/Nr = 4, Nb/Notable/Nationally Scarce = 8, Na/RDBK = 16, 
RDB3/RDBI/Near Threatened/Data Deficient = 24, RDB2/VU and RDB1/EN = 32. 
 
Ψ/ƻƳƳƻƴΩΣ Ψ[ƻŎŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ±ŜǊȅ [ƻŎŀƭΩ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀtions are taken from Bates (2006) and Hewitt et al. (2007). 
Other designations are specified by JNCC as represented on the RECORDER 6 software: Version 
6.26.2.286, Dictionary Version 0000004S, Database Version 000000C3. Some species that had 
National designation in Bates (2006) have subsequently been re-appraised and removed from the 
lists of designated species. These species are here attributed ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ Ψ±ŜǊȅ [ƻŎŀƭΩ for the 
purposes of this report. 
 
Awarding higher values to the rarer species enables the sites to be scored according to the number 
and rarity of specialist species recorded (ERS Quality Score). The score for each site can be divided by 
the total number of ERS species recorded, in an attempt to provide a balance to recording effort. This 
figure is referred to as the ERS Quality Index (ERS QI). It has been found that ERSQI values become 
unreliable when low numbers of species are used in the calculation and it has been recommended 
that ERSQI scores should be calculated using a minimum of 15 qualifying species. 
 
 
 

  

                                                           
3 Pantheon is a useful web-based application developed by Natural England and the Centre for Ecology & 
Hydrology to analyse invertebrate sample data. Although Pantheon recognises a number of species as having 
an association with ERS and will automatically calculate SQI scores for species lists, the Pantheon list of ERS 
species is not presently the same as that recognised in this report and so Pantheon has not been used in the 
analysis in this report. The rarity values accorded to different designations also differs between Pantheon and 
the system used in this report, although the principle of the calculation is the same.  
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Results and analysis 
 
7,741 records of 904 species have been collated from the sources listed above. Since many of the 
records collated are historical and without original grid references, it has often been possible only to 
attribute geo-references to hectad level. Therefore hectad level analysis provides the most 
comprehensive visualisation of the distribution data.  
 
Of these 7,741 records, 2,467 are of 143 different species in Lancashire or Cheshire considered to 
have high or total fidelity to ERS as defined by Bates (2006), Hewitt et al. (2007) and Hewitt (2017).  
 
124 species in the collated data are designated as nationally rare or scarce, of which 81 are 
considered to exhibit high fidelity to ERS: 
RDB1 ς 1 species, Stenus fossulatus, which is considered to be a specialist of riparian landslips. 
VU - 3 species in total, of which 2 are ERS specialists. 
RDB3/Nationally Rare - 8 species in total, of which 6 are ERS specialists. 
RDB I ς11 species in total, of which 8 are ERS specialists 
Data Deficient ς 3 species, one of which, Platypalpus ochrocera, is an ERS specialist. A further 4 

species, which are considered to be ERS specialists, have been added to the British list so recently 
that their status has not been reviewed and these have been assigned a designation of Data 
Deficient for the purposes of this report. These additional species are Rhabdomastix eugeni, 
Hololabis yezoana, Tachydromia edenensis and Rhegmoclemina lunensis. 

Near Threatened - 9 species in total, of which 7 are ERS specialists. 
Na ς 6 species in total, of which 3 are ERS specialists. 
Nationally Scarce/Notable/Nb ς80 species in total, of which 49 are ERS specialists. 
 
1424 specialist ERS species reported from Lancashire and Cheshire are included in the analysis and 
represent 68% of the total number of high fidelity ERS species recognised in the UK. Table 1 breaks 
down this total by taxon group. 
 
Table 1 
High fidelity ERS taxa in Lancashire & Cheshire as a percentage of the national pool 

High fidelity ERS Taxa 
National 
pool 

Lancashire & 
Cheshire  totals 

L&C % of 
National Pool 

Spiders 4 3 75 
Beetles 129 92 71 
Flies 68 44 65 
Bugs 5 3 60 
Total ERS species 206 142 68 

 
Figure 1 presents the all data collated for this report in map form, with the geographic resolution of 
records plotted as grid squares and figures 2 and 3 map all records per hectad by number of records 
and number of species respectively. 
  

                                                           
4 Thinobius newberyi records are considered doubtful and have not been included in subsequent analysis of ERS value. See 

species account on p.14. 
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Figure 1. All records collated for this report, presented as grid squares 
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Figure 2.  Hectad heat map of all records collated for this report by number of records.  

 
Figure 3.  Hectad heat map of all records collated for this report by number of species.  
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High Fidelity ERS invertebrates reported from Lancashire and Cheshire 
 

Table 2 lists all high fidelity ERS invertebrate species reported for Lancashire and Cheshire to date. 
Accounts of the 23 different high fidelity ERS invertebrates which have a designation of nationally 
rare or higher are given below and Appendix 2 provides brief accounts, derived from the RECORDER 
3 software, of all ERS species reported from Lancashire and Cheshire.  
 

 

 

Table 2. High fidelity ERS invertebrate species reported from Lancashire and Cheshire  

Taxon Status1 
No. 

Hectads 
No. 

Records 

Araneae 
   Linyphiidae 
   Caviphantes saxetorum (Hull, 1916) NT 1 4 

Lycosidae 
   Arctosa cinerea (Fabricius, 1777) Local 3 24 

Pardosa agricola (Thorell, 1856) Common 11 74 

Coleoptera 
   Aegialiidae 
   Aegialia insularis Pittino, 2006 Notable-B 9 14 

Carabidae 
   Agonum micans Nicolai, 1822 Common 7 11 

Amara fulva (Müller, O.F., 1776) Notable-B 14 25 
Asaphidion flavipes (Linnaeus, 1761) Common 18 36 

Asaphidion pallipes (Duftschmid, 1812) Notable-B 4 5 

Bembidion articulatum (Panzer, 1795) Very Local 7 12 

Bembidion atrocaeruleum (Stephens, 1828) Common 15 31 
Bembidion bipunctatum (Linnaeus, 1761) Notable-B 5 7 

Bembidion decorum (Zenker in Panzer, 1800) Common 15 63 

Bembidion dentellum (Thunberg, 1787) Local 16 24 
Bembidion femoratum Sturm, 1825 Common 17 41 

Bembidion fluviatile Dejean, 1831 NT 7 13 

Bembidion geniculatum Heer, 1837/8 Very Local 8 14 

Bembidion gilvipes Sturm, 1825 Notable-B 2 2 
Bembidion lunatum (Duftschmid, 1812) Notable-B 11 15 

Bembidion monticola Sturm, 1825 Notable-B 10 17 
Bembidion prasinum (Duftschmid, 1812) Local 1 1 

Bembidion punctulatum Drapiez, 1821 Common 11 82 

Bembidion quadripustulatum Audinet-Serville, 1821 Notable-B 2 2 
Bembidion stomoides Dejean, 1831 Notable-B 8 13 

Bembidion tibiale (Duftschmid, 1812) Common 21 116 
2
   Blemus discus (Fabricius, 1792) Notable-B 4 10 

Bracteon litorale (Olivier, 1790) Notable-B 9 50 

Clivina collaris (Herbst, 1784) Common 18 37 
Dyschirius aeneus (Dejean, 1825) Very Local 3 5 

Elaphropus parvulus (Dejean, 1831) Notable-B 6 18 

Thalassophilus longicornis (Sturm, 1825) Notable-A 3 4 
Coccinellidae 

   Coccinella quinquepunctata Linnaeus, 1758 RDB3 10 13 
Dryopidae 

   Dryops nitidulus (Heer, 1841) NT 7 17 
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Taxon Status1 
No. 

Hectads 
No. 

Records 
Elateridae 

   Fleutiauxellus maritimus (Curtis, 1840) Notable-A 3 3 
Zorochros minimus (Lacordaire, 1835) Common 11 27 

Heteroceridae 
   Heterocerus marginatus (Fabricius, 1787) NS-excludes 8 22 

Hydraenidae 
   Hydraena gracilis Germar, 1824 Common 37 83 

Hydraena nigrita Germar, 1824 Local 9 16 

Hydraena rufipes Curtis, 1830 Nationally Scarce 1 1 
Ochthebius bicolon Germar, 1824 Common 9 21 

Hydrophilidae 
   Georissus crenulatus (Rossi, 1794) Nationally Scarce 3 7 

Helophorus arvernicus Mulsant, 1846 Common 12 25 
Ptiliidae 

   Ptenidium brenskei Flach, 1887 Notable 3 5 

Staphylinidae 
   Acrotona exigua (Erichson, 1837) RDBK 2 15 

Aloconota cambrica (Wollaston, 1855) Local 9 17 

Aloconota currax (Kraatz, 1856) Local 4 7 

Aloconota eichhoffi (Scriba, 1867) Notable 2 4 

Aloconota insecta (Thomson, C.G., 1856) Local 16 38 

Aloconota sulcifrons (Stephens, 1832) Local 18 26 

Bibloplectus minutissimus (Aubé, 1833) RDB-I 3 5 

Bledius annae Sharp, 1911 Very Local 15 19 

Bledius erraticus Erichson, 1839 RDB-I/Vulnerable5 1 1 
2   Bledius longulus Erichson, 1839 

 
9 16 

Bledius subterraneus Erichson, 1839 Local 20 100 

Bledius terebrans (Schiødte, 1866) RDB-I/Vulnerble5 3 6 

Brachygluta pandellei (Saulcy, 1876) RDB-I 1 2 
2   Carpelimus gracilis (Mannerheim, 1830) Nationally Scarce5 5 17 

C. manchuricus subsp. subtilicornis (Roubal, 1946) Very Local 3 4 
Carpelimus similis Smetana, 1967 Notable 5 8 

Carpelimus subtilis (Erichson, 1839) Notable/Nat. Scarce5 2 4 

Dasygnypeta velata (Erichson, 1837) Notable 1 1 
Deleaster dichrous (Gravenhorst, 1802) Notable-B 10 22 

Erichsonius signaticornis (Mulsant & Rey, 1853) Notable-B/Nat. Scarce5 4 4 

Gnypeta carbonaria (Mannerheim, 1830) Local 9 10 
2
   Gnypeta rubrior Tottenham, 1939 

 
3 4 

Hydrosmecta delicatissima (Bernhauer, 1908) RDB-I 1 14 
Hydrosmecta eximia (Sharp, 1869) Very Local 2 2 

Hydrosmecta fragilis (Kraatz, 1854) Notable 1 2 
Hydrosmecta longula (Heer, 1839) Notable 3 16 

Hydrosmecta subtilissima (Kraatz, 1854) Notable 8 26 
Ischnopoda scitula (Erichson, 1837) RDB-I 3 4 
Ischnopoda umbratica (Erichson, 1837) Very Local 1 1 

Lathrobium angusticolle Boisduval & Lacordaire, 1835        Notable-B 2 8 

Lathrobium pallidipenne Hochhuth, 1851        Notable/Nat. Scarce5 11 12 

Meotica anglica Benick in Muona, 1991        Notable 3 4 
Neobisnius prolixus (Erichson, 1840)        RDB-I/Nat. Scarce

5 
1 1 

Ocalea latipennis Sharp, 1870       Very Local 2 2 

Ochthephilus andalusiacus (Fagel, 1957)        Notable/Nat. Scarce
5 

3 10 
Ochthephilus angustior (Bernhauer, 1943) Very Local/Nat. Scarce5 3 6 
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Taxon Status1 
No. 

Hectads 
No. 

Records 

Ochthephilus aureus (Fauvel, 1871) Common 4 5 
Ochthephilus omalinus (Erichson, 1840) Local 11 27 

Oxypoda exoleta Erichson, 1839 Notable 6 13 

Philhygra debilis (Erichson, 1837) Very local 3 7 

Philhygra scotica (Elliman, 1909) Notable 2 3 

Stenus comma Le Conte, 1863 Local 9 34 
Stenus fossulatus Erichson, 1840 RDB1 Endangered  1 1 

Stenus guttula Müller, P.W.J., 1821 Common 15 45 

Tachyusa coarctata (Erichson, 1837) Notable 5 22 
Tachyusa constricta (Erichson, 1837) Local 10 24 

Tetralaucopora longitarsis (Erichson, 1837) Local 10 12 
Tetralaucopora rubicunda (Erichson, 1837) Notable 4 4 

Thinobius bicolor Joy, 1911 Notable-A/ Nat. Scarce5 1 3 

Thinobius crinifer Smetana, 1959 Notable/ Nat. Scarce
5
 1 1 

3   Thinobius newberyi Scheerpeltz, 1925 RDB-I/ Nat. Scarce5 3 6 

Thinodromus arcuatus (Stephens, 1834) Local 6 9 

Thinonoma atra (Gravenhorst, 1806) Very Local 8 8 

Diptera 
   Anthomyiidae 
   Myopina myopina (Fallén, 1824) Local 4 4 

Athericidae 
   Ibisia marginata (Fabricius, 1781) Local 3 5 

Dolichopodidae 
   Diaphorus hoffmanseggii Meigen, 1830 Nationally Rare 1 1 

Dolichopus longicornis Stannius, 1831 Local 21 69 

Rhaphium gravipes Haliday in Walker, 1851 Vulnerable 1 3 
Rhaphium nasutum (Fallén, 1823) Nationally Scarce 1 1 

Rhaphium patulum (Raddatz, 1873) Vulnerable 1 1 

Rhaphium penicillatum Loew, 1850 Nationally Rare 1 2 

Rhaphium riparium (Meigen, 1824) Nationally Scarce 12 18 

Rhaphium suave (Loew, 1859) Nationally Rare 1 2 
Empididae 

   Hilara albiventris von Roser, 1840 Nationally Scarce 7 19 

Hilara biseta Collin, 1927 Nationally Scarce 3 7 

Hilara pseudochorica Strobl, 1892 Nationally Scarce 5 13 
Ephydridae 

   Athyroglossa glabra (Meigen, 1830) Local 8 49 

Ditrichophora palliditarsis (Becker, 1896) Local 7 45 
Hybotidae 

   Platypalpus melancholicus (Collin, 1961) NT 7 33 
Platypalpus ochrocera (Collin, 1961) Data Deficient 1 1 

Platypalpus subtilis (Collin, 1926) Nationally Scarce 1 1 

Symballophthalmus pictipes (Becker, 1889) Nationally Scarce 1 2 
Tachydromia costalis (von Roser, 1840) NT 8 23 

Tachydromia edenensis Hewitt & Chvála, 2002 Data Deficient4 1 1 
Tachydromia halidayi (Collin, 1926) Nationally Scarce 2 6 

Tachydromia morio (Zetterstedt, [1838]) Local 4 8 

Tachydromia woodi (Collin, 1926) NT 2 3 
Limoniidae 

   Arctoconopa melampodia (Loew, 1873) NT 7 25 

Hexatoma bicolor (Meigen, 1818) Local 1 12 

Hexatoma fuscipennis (Curtis, 1836) Local 1 8 
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Taxon Status 
No. 

Hectads 
No. 

Records 

Hoplolabis areolata (Siebke, 1872) Local 12 57 
Hoplolabis vicina (Tonnoir, 1920) Local 12 28 

Hoplolabis yezoana (Alexander, 1924) Data Deficient
4 

4 19 

Rhabdomastix edwardsi Tjeder, 1967 Local 4 10 

Rhabdomastix eugeni Stary, 2004 Data Deficient4 1 1 

Rhabdomastix japonica Alexander, 1924 RDB3 Rare 3 8 
Symplecta meigeni (Zetterstedt, [1838]) RDB3 Rare 2 2 

Lonchopteridae 
   Lonchoptera nigrociliata Duda, 1927 Nationally Scarce 8 31 

Pediciidae 
   Dicranota guerini Zetterstedt, [1838] Notable 6 17 

Dicranota robusta Lundström, 1912 Notable 8 29 

Dicranota subtilis Loew, 1871 Local 26 59 

Scatopsidae 
   Anapausis talpae (Verrall, 1912) Local 2 10 

Rhegmoclemina lunensis Data Deficient
4 

2 10 

Therevidae 
   Cliorismia rustica (Panzer, [1804]) Nationally Scarce 9 26 

Spiriverpa lunulata (Zetterstedt, [1838]) Nationally Scarce 1 4 
Tipulidae 

   Nephrotoma analis (Schummel, 1833) Local 16 48 

Nephrotoma dorsalis (Fabricius, 1782) Notable 8 16 
Nephrotoma lunulicornis (Schummel, 1833) Notable 10 25 

Hemiptera 
   Dipsocoridae 
   Cryptostemma alienum Herrich-Schaeffer, 1835 Local 4 7 

Saldidae 
   Macrosaldula scotica (Curtis, 1835) Local 5 14 

Saldula c-album (Fieber, 1859) Common 13 22 

Total No. Records of ERS species  
  

2467 
 
 

1 Ψ/ƻƳƳƻƴΩΣ Ψ[ƻŎŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ±ŜǊȅ [ƻŎŀƭΩ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ .ŀǘŜǎ όнллсύ ŀƴŘ IŜǿƛǘǘ όнл17). Other designations are 
specified by JNCC as represented on the RECORDER 2000 software: Version 6.26.2.286, Dictionary Version 0000004S, 
Database Version 000000C3. Some species that had a national designation in Bates (2006) have subsequently been re-
apǇǊŀƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƘŜǊŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ Ψ±ŜǊȅ [ƻŎŀƭΩ. 

 
2    Species are included in Fowles (2003) list of High Fidelity ERS beetles, but not included in Bates (2006) list. These species 

have been omitted from some subsequent analysis of ERS value. 
 
3    Thinobius newberyi records are considered doubtful and have not been included in subsequent analysis of ERS value ς 

see page 14. 
 
4 Species that have been added to the British list in recent years as a result of surveys of exposed riverine sediments and 

not included in recent Status Reviews ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψ5ŀǘŀ 5ŜŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ. 
 
5 During the final stages of completing this report, Boyce (2022) published a review of the status of some sub-families of 

Staphylinidae. Where the revised status is different to that previously given to a species, it is listed here after the 
previous status. The analyses in this report are based on the previous statuess and no attempt has been made to adjust 
them in the light of the Boyce review. 
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Accounts of ERS species designated as nationally rare 
 

Accounts of those high fidelity ERS invertebrates recorded from Lancashire and Cheshire with a 
national designation of Nationally Rare, Near Threatened or Data Deficient are presented below. 
{ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ΨŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ όwŜŘ 5ŀǘŀ .ƻƻƪ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ w5.мΣ w5.нΣ 
RDB3, RDBI, RDBK) which have not been subject to recent taxon status reviews are also included. 
Species are listed in descending order by designation status. Text in italics is taken from the 
RECORDER 3.3 species accounts (1997). 
 
 

Thinobius newberyi   Coleoptera    Staphylinidae    RDB Indet.             
    Tiny translucent yellow rove beetle, living deep within riparian shingle. Known only from Lancs, 
Cumbria, Easterness and Cardiganshire. Rare, but very likely to be under-recorded owing to its 
secretive habits. 
 
Thinobius newberyi records were part of the dataset supplied by Cheshire LRC. There are four 
records from four different sites on the river Dane, attributed to an anonymous recorder at the 
Environment Agency on different dates in April 1999. T. newberyi has only been reported from a 
handful of sites in Wales, Cumbria and Scotland (Hewitt, 2017b; Cooter, 2017). Unlike some other 
species of Thinobius, it is not a spring species and the adult only occurs in the summer and autumn. 
The records from the R. Dane in April are therefore considered doubtful and have not been included 
in subsequent analysis of ERS value. It is curious that the RECORDER 3.3 account (which pre-dates 
the EA 1999 recordǎύ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ά[ŀƴŎǎέΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ 
statement has been encountered in the compilation of this report. 
 
 

Stenus fossulatus   Coleoptera   Staphylinidae   RDB1              
    Small rove beetle found in wet moss by fast streams. Very rare, only recorded in county Durham. 
 
The rove beetle Stenus fossulatus was known only from Castle Eden 
Dene near Hartlepool before it was discovered on riparian landslips on 
the Irthing in Cumbria in 1999 (Hewitt, 2000) and subsequently on 
further riparian landslips in the county. It has otherwise apparently 
only been reported in Britain from near Hawick (Sinclair, 2003; Lott & 
Anderson, 2011). 
 
The Manchester Museum record cards carry an interesting record of 
this species at Stoneyhurst [SD6939] found by Stan Bowestead on 18 
May 1968, which appears not to have been previously published. 
Given the requirement of this species for riparian landslips, this record 
is likely to relate the banks of a nearby river. The River Hodder seems 
likely, although it could alternatively have been on the Dean Brook on 
the west side of the college or even on the Ribble which also flows 
nearby*.  
 
* Gary Hedges has subsequently spoken to Stan Bowestead about this record and although Stan 
does not recall collecting the species, he does remember finding Stenus beetles on the banks of the 
Hodder at Stoneyhurst. Dmitri Logunov has confirmed that there is a specimen labelled S. fossulatus 
collected by Stan Bowestead ŦǊƻƳ Ψ{ǘƻƴŜȅƘǳǊǎǘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ aŀƴŎƘŜǎǘŜǊ aǳǎŜǳƳ ŀƴŘ Gary 
Hedges has now examined the specimen and confirmed the determination (Gary Hedges, pers. 
comm.). 
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Rhaphium gravipes  Diptera   Dolichopodidae   Vulnerable        
 
The known distribution is in very localised clusters in Scotland and 
northern England, but it is rarely recorded elsewhere. Probably 
associated with exposed sediments of stony rivers. The very clumped 
distribution suggests a rare species which may be susceptible to 
decline in its preferred ERS habit (Drake, 2018). 
 
There is a single record from Bowdon [R. Bollin] found by Benjamin 
Cooke in 1880 (Kidd & Brindle, 1959) and it may be that this may have 
been a misidentification of the closely similar R. suave recently added 
to the British list from specimens collected in Cheshire (Drake, 2007). 
 
 
 
Rhaphium patulum    Diptera   Dolichopodidae    Vulnerable        
 
Found mainly in Scotland with scattered records in England and Wales, 
some of which may be errors as the habitats do not fit with those for 
Scotland. The associations are unclear but the species may depend on 
fine sediments (sand, mud) by rivers and pits, although also recorded 
from reed-dominated fen (Drake, 2018). 
 
The only record of this species is of one collected at Wallsuches Works 
(SD658114) on 14 June 1982 by G. Hancock, supplied by MCU. This site 
is not ERS or riparian in nature. Geoff Hancock was curator at Bolton 
museum and there may be a voucher specimen for this record in the 
collection there. 
 
 
 
Tachydromia edenensis                          Diptera           Hybotidae          Data Deficient          
    
A small predatory fly which persues its prey by sight by running over 
bare surfaces, T. edenesis is restricted to bare, sandy sediment on the 
tops of ERS deposits. First described from specimens collected on the 
River Eden in Cumbria in 2000 (Hewitt & Chvala, 2002), the species has 
subsequently been found on the Rivers Tay and Nith in Scotland; the 
Coquet, Till, Swale and Lune in England; and on one river in Wales.     
 
The only record for Lancashire and Cheshire is that for the Lune where 
Andy Godfrey found it on ERS at Caton (SD53866531) in 2006 (Drake et 
al. 2007).    
 
 
 
  


