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Summaryand discussion

This desktop study aims to provide an informative review of the currenwiledge and available
habitat for exposed riverine sediment (ERS) invertebrates in Lancashire and Chesthireome
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, ateh@y 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.rélsediment is droppednislower flowingriver
sections and accretes as sediment bars along the river chaonehs flood deposited sand on
riverbanks during spate event$he natural meandering of rivers also reworks the sediments of the
flood plain, crating and recreating ERS deposits. Tyisamic, ever shiftingenvirorment creates a
range of deposits at different stages of developmend @nosion at any given momerf number of

of different invertebrate species show high fidelity to these ERS dispogariously showing
preferences for different grades of sediment at different stages of nh&ral successionf 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 interstidesthe sediments usé 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 Lancashird 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 udéo suggest areas of interest for contemporary survey.

7,741 recordsof 904 specieshave been collatedOf these2,467 records are of 142 different species

in Lancashire or Cheshire considered to have high or total fidelity to ERS, representing 68% of th
total number of high fidelity ERS species recognised in théTdkles 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 anakd in this report is historical and without ggsatial coordinates
These have been attributeat monad level where a siteamecould be fairly precisely locateat 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) presentatioof the results(Tables 3 & 4)The two hectads
supporting the greatest diversity of high fidelity ERS invertebrates both contain stretches of the River
Dane (SJ761olmes Chapel and SJ&bngleton) with66 and 57 species respectively. These hectads
are followed by two containing stretches of the River Bollin (S¥8@nslow and SJ8Prestbury)

with 56 and 51 species respectively. The River Lune flows through™tmad 6" most diverse
hectads (SD5&aton and SD5Arkholme) with 40 and 33 ERS speciespectively.

The ranking change when the ERS Quality IndERSQIs calculated for individual hectaq$able

5a5c) SJ66 (Winsfordcontaining the Rivers Dane, Weaver and Wheelock) now comes top, followed
by SD56 (Catoq River Lune)sSJ88 (Wilmslow Rivers Bollin an®ean) SJ76 (Holmes ChaggRiver

Dane) etcHowever, 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 td ER&s of

the other top 5 hectads are baseld.is recognisedhat ERSQI values become unreliable when based

on a low number of qualifying species and a minimum number of 15 species is recommended.



Analysis by tead gives a higher resolution view ofetldata but at the cost of some loss of accuracy
and comprehensiveness. Records with only hectad levelrgfeoences will be omitted and some
attributed gridreferences may have been mistakenly ascribed to the wrong monad/tefrattad

level mapping of ER 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 faafthough thereason for thids 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 tramplingfahe 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 supgas#sdefits

flood plain, which providesufficient 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 likelgry 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 vagueefgidnces to specific
rivers where the location namiedicatesthis canbe 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 analysissfor ri

is lower than for hectads. For example the RDB1 rove begtidmus fossulatusas recorded by Stan
BowesteadF NBY a{ 2y S@Kdz2NBR(GEé¢ AYy wmMdcyZ odzi I f GK2dzaAK
found on either the River Hodder or the Dean Broekich flow either side of Stoneyhurst College,
there is insufficient information to ascribe the record to either watercourse smitlis not included

in the analysis by river.

River stretches identified as historically supporting ERS invertebrates hawevirtually 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 recogntdannel ERS
deposits from Google Earth, sandy dep®gin 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
vist. 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 tampling from people can bequallydamaging 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 ER 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 thenaps

With 71 ERS species, the Rilz@ane shows the highest diversity of specialist ERS species, closely
followed by the Rier Bollin with 68 species, Wt the Lune ranks third with 42 species and the
Weaver fourth with 28 ERS speci@able 6) These four rivers have each been the subjefct
targetted surveys in recent years and so it is perhaps not surprising that theythaveighest
numbers ofspecialist species recordett. is also likely that these rivers were chosen for survey
because of their known ERS invertebrate interest, sa thesition at the top of the rankings dgiite
probably fully justified.

A



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 higheSolRE&Q 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, Per@@ne, 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 ithe record of Stenus fossulatusrom 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 riversithr historical records of 10 ERS species each; therfk{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 appedrave 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 spe@esting it on a par with tranche 2 river¥irtual 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 samksisingly poorly. The Hodder empties into

the Ribble and, given the apparent high quality of the Hodder, one might expect that the Ribble
would alsoproduce some high value ERS deposits, at least downstream of the confluence with the
Hodder. It may bethat 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 \asits it might be woth including the
Ribble with the lddder asa subjecfor further ERS invertebrate survey work

Among the river systems with just a few ERS species recorded from thelden Clough, near
Ashtonunder-Lyne, has historical records of 5 ERS species andedeagh survey suggests that the

River Medlock, into which the beck flows, may also provide ERS invertebrate habéatatchment

of the River Tonge above Bolton has records of 6 ERS invertebrate species, although remote survey
using Google Earth indigs only small deposits of ERS which seem unlikely to be of high value to
ERS specialist communiti€3olin Johnson reported 3 species of ERS beetles from the River Keer at
Carnforth. Remote survey using Google Earth did not detect any significant ER8sdalong this

stretch of the river.

Individual species that might reward specific targeted searches include the rove Semtigs
fossulatusStanBowestea® & ™ tbc y thisl&p et RionByRurst [SD6939% an interesting
extension to the knowmange of this speciesyhichis 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 Museunoasddt 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, possiblyon the Dean Brook on the west side of the college

Suggested priorities for future targetedRE invertebrate surveyse 1) The Rers Hodder & Ribble,
including a specific search fB8tenus fossulatu®) The Calder catchment. 3) The rivers Goyt,
Etherow and Tame. 4) The Wyre catchment.
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Introduction

Riverine sand and shingle bankse recognised to support specialist invertebrate communities
number of invertebratespeciesare specialis of exposed riverine sedimen(ERS)showing high or
total fidelity to this habitat and many of these species aregarded asationally rare or scarcécERS
invertebrate communitieshave been and continueotbe impacted by several factors affecting
habitat quality; including river engineeringiater pollution, dungingfrom farm stock siltation and
compaction of substrateggravel extraction andnvasive species. As a result sevesaécialiStERS
invertebrae speciesare of conservation concerand sites supporting rich communities of ERS
invertebrates are of conservation significan&me rivers in Lancashire and Cheshire are known to
be of high value for their ERS invertebrate communities and have beensthbject 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 wittaluabledeposits 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 Hatikand

the typical base flow of the river

Hewitt et al. (2007)subdividedER $nto two types with the following definitions

OExposed, recently deposited, fluvial sediments (gravels, sands and silts), with or without
vegetation cover, on active river systends.

Thisdefinition allows thanclusion ofanumber ofERS specidkat utilise ERS deposits which may be

entirely vegetatedat least at certain times of yeand fluvial deposits which mdie beyond bank

full levels For example somBlephrotomacraneflyspecies occur as larvaefiavially depositedsand

deposited under trees in floodplain woodlarzhd the larvae of the UK BAP stiletly Cliorismia
rusticadzG At AdaS RSLIRaAta 2F t22a8 atryR 2y (2L 2F NA QD

O0Exposed, bare or partially \getated sediment on naturally eroding riverbanks, created and
YIAYGFrAYySR o0& 3S2Ffdz@Alf LINRPOSaaSaoé

This definition covers those beetle species identified by Bates (2006) as ERS, which are more usually
found on eroding riverbanks. To this list they addée@ riparian landslip specialist rove beetle,
Stenus fossulatus



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 principalbcur in certain families of Coleoptera (beetles) and Diptera (flies)
together with a few species of Hemipter&leteroptera (true bugs) and Araneae (spiders).

Fowles (2005) recognises two classes of high fidelity ERS species:

Fidelity 1: Specieslependant 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
shoresas 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, butalso occurring in a wide range of habitat types, such ashes,
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 $ter & Bell (2002 Fowles (2005) and Bates (2p0@formation on flies
associated with riverine habitats, including ERS, has been given by Godfrey, @88®et al.

(2007) and Hewitet al. (2007)

This report follows the list dfigh fidelityERS beetlegiven by Bates (200% spiders given by Sadler
& Bell (2002)true bugs listed by Hewittt al. (2007) and flies recognised by Hewitt (201Fhe
compound list ofall these taxa is provided irppendix1.

! PlusStenus fossulatuas added by Hewitét al. (2007)



Methodology

This report comprisea desk study of information from previous ERS invertebrate surveys in the
region, together with publishedrecords,data held by local environmental records centres and
museumspecimen dataand record cardsBy andlarge there has been no attempt teerify the
validity of these records beyond what has been done by the data suppliers, although records of one
specie$have been omitted and comments are made on the data pertaining to other species in one
or two instances within this report.

Organisations anihdividuals 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 sutveys.
list of specialist ERS invertelwaspecies was identified (segpendix1) andlocal environmental
records centres were approached with requefdr data on these specied/isits were made to
Manchester and Liverpool Museums and data for the recogritde8 specialist invertebrate species
was extracted from the collections aniom cad indexes of regional recordsihe regional
literature was trawled for reports of specialist ERS speflesawasentered into the Recorder 6
software and output to Excebkpreadsheet to analysescore and rankareas (hectadsand rivers
across the region

Thecollated datawasandysied toidentify river stretchesof historical and/or contemporary value
for ERS invertebrates. Google Earth was then used to conduct a virtual survey of these rivers and
the locations opotential ERS depositgere 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. (2008he Coleoptera and Diptera fauna of exposed
riverine sediments (ERS) on the rivers Weaver, Dane and Bollin: a surveybepooshment
Agency.
ERS spp. data from R. Luared R Weaversurveys 2006 In Drake, C.M., Godfrey, A., Hewitt
S.M. and Parker, J. (200My Assemblages of Sarieiyposed Riverine SedimeRinal Report
Buglife: 1184.
Hewitt, S.M. and Parker, J. (20@3¥tribution of the stilettefly Cliorismia rustican Cheshire
rivers. Buglife: 135.

Data from Local Enanmental 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 MerseyBidbank (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. (2017The Diptera of Lancashire and CheshiZeaneflies and WinteGnats.
Lanashire and Cheshire Entomological Society.
Brighton, P. (209) The Diptera of Lancashire and ChesHimerpidoidea, Part.lLancashire
and Cheshire Entomological Society.

% Thinobius newberyj see page & for details



Kidd, L.N. ah Brindle, A. (1959)he Diptera of Lancashire and Cheshire. Pattahcashire
and Cheshire Fauna Committee. 136pp.

Kidd, L.N. (1964) The Diptera of Lancashire and Cheshire, Part 1 (Supplé&ecuecashire
and Cheshire Fauna Committee.

ERS spp. recordield 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-2302

S M. Hewitt data from ERS survegsLancashire in 20120

Analysis & the conservation value of ERS

The number of ERS species recorded #iteChives a rough indication of th@nservationinterest

of eachWiteQbut is affected by recording effort and alslwes not take into accourthe greater
conservation value diite<holding more rare and scarce species. Fowleal. (1999) described a
method of evaluating the conservation value of woodlands for saproxylic insects based on a system
of awarding rarity scores to higidelity 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 systsan for
with ERS beetles. The Sadler and Bell rarity scasdapted in Bates (200&)ere adopted by

Hewitt et al. (2007)and extended from ERS dtées to include other ERS taxa. This method of
analysis has been used again in this report

The rarity scores accorded to eaddrity designatiorare:
Common = 1Local = 2, Very Ldfdr = 4, Nb/Notable/Nationally Scarce = 8, R&BK= 16,
RDB3RDB/MNear Threatened/Data Deficient 24, RDB¥Y U and RDB/EN= 32.

W/ 2YY2y Qs W[ 2O f RStidns/ary thken BaitBatds 20PErid Hewittet 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 beeppeaised and removed from the

lists of designated species. These species are hiributed 0 KS & (| (1 dz&a ®@rfthe W+ S NE
purposes of this report.

Awarding higher values to the rarer specesgbles 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 recordingTéii®r

figure is referred to as the ERS Quality Index (ER® @ds 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 mimioil5 qualifying species.

% pantheonis a useful wetbased application developed by Natural England and the Centre for Ecology &
Hydrology to analyse invertebrate sample data. Althogimtheonrecognises a number of species as having

an association with ERS and will automatically calculate SQI scores for species IB&)thie®nlist of ERS
species is not presently the samethat recognised in this report and $eantheonhas 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 calcutaahe same.



Resultsand analysis

7,741 recordsof 904 specieshave been collated from the sources list@dove Since many of the
records collated are historical and without original grid references, iofftes been possible only to
attribute georeferences to hectad level’herefore hectad level analysis provides the most
comprehensive visualisation of the distribution data.

Of these7,741records,2 467 are of 143 different speciedn Lancashire or Cheshioensidered to
have high or total fidelity to ERS defined byBates(2006), Hewitt et al. (2007 andHewitt (2017)

124 speciesn the collated data are designated as nationally rare or scastevhich 81 are

considered to exhibit high fidelity to ERS:

RDBI¢ 1 speciesstenus fossulatysvhich is considered to be a speciatibtiparian landslips

VU- 3 species in total, of which are ERS specialists.

RDB3/Nationally Rare 8 species in total, of which 6 are ERS specialists.

RDB k11 species in tat, of which 8 are ERS specialists

Data Deficient¢ 3 speciesone of which,Platypalpus ochrocerdas an ERS specialigt. 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 beeigaed a designation of Data
Deficient for the purposes of this report. These additional dpge areRhabdomastix eugeni,
Hololabis yezoand&,achydromia edenerssaitnd Rhegmoclemina lunensis

Near Threatened 9 species in total, of whichate ERS specialists.

Nac 6 species in total, of which 3 are ERS specialists.

Nationally Scarce/Notable/Nix80 species in total, of which 49e ERS specialists.

142 specialist ERS specieported from Lancashire and Cheshire @reluded in the analysiand
represent68% of the total number of high fidelity ERS species recognised in th&dble. 1breaks
down this total by taxon group.

Table 1
High fidelity ERS taxa in Lancashire & Cheshire as a percentage of the national pool

C National | Lancashire &|L&C % o
Al el SRS e pool Cheshire totals | National Pool
Spiders 4 3 75
Beetles 129 92 71
Flies 68 44 65
Bugs 5 3 60
Total ERS species 206 142 68

Figurel presats theall data collated for this report in map form, with the geographic resolution of
records plotted as grid squaresd figures 2 and 3 map all records per hectad by number of records
and number of species respectively.

* Thinobius newberyiecords are considered doubtful and have not been included in subsequent analysis of ERS value. See
species accourdn p.14



Figure 1 All records collated for this repomresented as grid squares
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Figure 2 Hectad heat map of all records collated for this report by number of records.
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High Fidelity ERS invertebrates reported from Lancashire and Cheshire

Table 2 lists all high fidelitgRSnvertebrate specieseported for Lancashire and Cheshire to date.
Accounts of the 23 different high fidelity ERS invertebsaivhich have a designation of nationally
rare or higher are given below and Appengigrovides brief accounts, derived from the RECORDER

3 software, of all ERS species reported from Lancashire and Cheshire.

Table2. Highfidelity ERSnvertebratespecieseported from Lancashire and Cheshire

No. No.
Taxon Status Hectads Records
Araneae
Linyphiidae
Caviphantes saxetoruiiHull, 1916) NT 1 4
Lycosidae
Arctosa cineredFabricius, 1777) Local 3 24
Pardosa agricoléThorell, 1856) Common 11 74
Coleoptera
Aegialiidae
Aegialia insulari®ittino, 2006 NotableB 9 14
Carabidae
Agonum micanslicolai, 1822 Common 7 11
Amara fulva(Muller, O.F., 1776) Notable-B 14 25
Asaphidion flavipef.innaeus, 1761) Common 18 36
Asaphidion pallipeDuftschmid, 1812) NotableB 4 5
Bembidion articulatun{Panzer, 1795) Very Local 7 12
Bembidion atrocaeruleurfstephens, 1828) Common 15 31
Bembidion bipunctatuniLinnaeus, 1761) NotableB 5 7
Bembidion decorurzenker in Panzer, 1800) Common 15 63
Bembidion dentellunjThunberg, 1787) Local 16 24
Bembidion femoratunsturm, 1825 Common 17 41
Bembidion fluviatil®ejean, 1831 NT 7 13
Bembidion geniculaturkleer, 1837/8 Very Local 8 14
Bembidion gilvipeSturm, 1825 NotableB 2 2
Bembidion lunatun{Duftschmid, 1812) NotableB 11 15
Bembidion monticol&turm, 1825 NotableB 10 17
Bembidion prasinuniDuftschmid, 1812) Local 1 1
Bembidion punctulaturbrapiez, 1821 Common 11 82
Bembidion quadripustulaturAudinetServille, 1821 NotableB 2 2
Bembidion stomoideBejean, 1831 NotableB 8 13
Bembidion tibial¢Duftschmid, 1812) Common 21 116
# Blemus discu@abricius, 1792) NotableB 4 10
Bracteon litoral€Olivier, 1790) NotableB 9 50
Clivina collarigHerbst, 1784) Common 18 37
Dyschirius aeneu®ejean, 1825) Very Local 3 5
Elaphropus parvulu®ejean, 1831) NotableB 6 18
Thalassophilus longicorniSturm, 1825) Notable A 3 4
Coccinellidae
Coccinella quinquepunctatannaeus, 1758 RDB3 10 13
Dryopidae
Dryops nitidulugHeer, 1841) NT 7 17
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No.

No.

Taxon Status Hectads Records
Elateridae
Fleutiauxellusnaritimus (Curtis, 1840) Notable A 3 3
Zorochros minimu@.acordaire, 1835) Common 11 27
Heteroceridae
Heterocerus marginatug-abricius, 1787) NSexcludes 8 22
Hydraenidae
Hydraena gracili&ermar, 1824 Common 37 83
Hydraena nigritaGermar, 1824 Local 9 16
Hydraena rufipe€urtis, 1830 Nationally Scarce 1 1
Ochthebius bicolo@ermar, 1824 Common 9 21
Hydrophilidae
Georissus crenulatyfossi, 1794) Nationally Scarce 3 7
Helophorus arvernicudulsant, 1846 Common 12 25
Ptiliidae
Ptenidium brensketlach, 1887 Notable 3 5
Staphylinidae
Acrotona exigugErichson, 1837) RDBK 2 15
Aloconota cambricé/NVollaston, 1855) Local 9 17
Aloconota curraxKraatz, 1856) Local 4 7
Aloconota eichhoff{Scriba, 1867) Notable 2 4
Aloconota insectéThomson, C.G., 1856) Local 16 38
Aloconota sulcifronéStephens, 1832) Local 18 26
Bibloplectus minutissimy#&ubé, 1833) RDBI 3 5
Bledius anna&harp, 1911 Very Local 15 19
Bledius erraticugrichson, 1839 RDBI/Vulnerabl@ 1 1
“ Bledius longuluErichson, 1839 9 16
Bledius subterraneusrichson, 1839 Local 20 100
Bledius terebranéSchigdte, 1866) RDBI/Vulnerble’ 3 6
Brachygluta pandell§Saulcy, 1876) RDBI 1 2
* Carpelimus graciliélannerheim, 1830) NationallyScarc@ 5 17
C. manchuricus subsp. subtilicorfiR®ubal, 1946) Very Local 3 4
Carpelimus similiSmetana, 1967 Notable 5 8
Carpelimus subtili€Erichson, 1839) NotableNat. Scarcé 2 4
Dasygnypeta velatéErichson, 1837) Notable 1 1
Deleastedichrous(Gravenhorst, 1802) NotableB 10 22
Erichsonius signaticorn{Mulsant & Rey, 1853) NotableB/Nat. Scarcd 4 4
Gnypeta carbonariéMannerheim, 1830) Local 9 10
 Gnypeta rubrioifottenham, 1939 3 4
Hydrosmecta delicatissim@ernhauer, 1908) RDBI 1 14
Hydrosmecta eximi¢Sharp, 1869) Very Local 2 2
Hydrosmecta fragiliKraatz, 1854) Notable 1 2
Hydrosmecta longuléHeer, 1839) Notable 3 16
Hydrosmecta subtilissim@raatz, 1854) Notable 8 26
Ischnopoda scituléerichson, 1837) RDBI 3 4
Ischnopoda umbraticéErichson, 1837) Very Local 1 1
Lathrobium angusticollBoisduval & Lacordaire, 1835 NotableB 2 8
Lathrobium pallidipennélochhuth, 1851 Notablg/Nat. Scarcé 11 12
Meotica anglicaBenick in Muona, 1991 Notable 3 4
Neobisnius prolixuErichson, 1840) RDBI/Nat. Scarcé 1 1
Ocalea latipenniSharp, 1870 Very Local 2 2
Ochthephilus andalusiac@@agel, 1957) Notable/Nat. Scarc@ 3 10
Ochthephilusaangustior(Bernhauer, 1943) Very LocdNat. Scarcé 3 6
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No. No.

Taxon Status Hectads Records
Ochthephilus aureudg-auvel, 1871) Common 4 5
Ochthephilus omalinugErichson, 1840) Local 11 27
Oxypoda exolet&richson, 1839 Notable 6 13
Philhygradebilis(Erichson, 1837) Very local 3 7
Philhygra scoticé&lliman, 1909) Notable 2 3
Stenus comméaeConte, 1863 Local 9 34
Stenus fossulatusrichson, 1840 RDBIEndangered 1 1
Stenus guttuldMiller, P.W.J., 1821 Common 15 45
Tachyusa coarctatéErichson, 1837) Notable 5 22
Tachyusa constrict@richson, 1837) Local 10 24
Tetralaucopora longitarsigErichson, 1837) Local 10 12
Tetralaucopora rubicundgerichson, 1837) Notable 4 4
Thinobius bicolodoy, 1911 NotableA/ Nat. Scarcé 1 3
Thinobius crinifeBmetana, 1959 Notable' Nat. Scarcé 1 1

° Thinobius newbengcheerpeltz, 1925 RDBI/ Nat. Scarcé 3 6
Thinodromus arcuatuStephens, 1834) Local 6 9
Thinonoma atrgGravenhorst, 1806) Very Local 8 8

Diptera

Anthomyiidae
Myopina myopindFallén, 1824) Local 4 4

Athericidae
Ibisia marginataFabricius, 1781) Local 3 5

Dolichopodidae
Diaphorus hoffmansegdileigen, 1830 Nationally Rare 1 1
Dolichopus longicornStannius, 1831 Local 21 69
Rhaphium gravipeklaliday in Walker, 1851 Vulnerable 1 3
Rhaphium nasutun@Fallén, 1823) Nationally Scarce 1 1
Rhaphium patulunfRaddatz, 1873) Vulnerable 1 1
Rhaphium penicillaturhoew, 1850 Nationally Rare 1 2
Rhaphium ripariunfMeigen, 1824) Nationally Scarce 12 18
Rhaphium suav@_oew, 1859) Nationally Rare 1 2

Empididae
Hilara albiventrisron Roser, 1840 Nationally Scarce 7 19
Hilara biseteCollin, 1927 Nationally Scarce 3 7
Hilara pseudochoric&trobl, 1892 Nationally Scarce 5 13

Ephydridae
Athyroglossa glabréMeigen, 1830) Local 8 49
Ditrichophora palliditarsi¢Becker, 1896) Local 7 45

Hybotidae
Platypalpus melancholic€ollin, 1961) NT 7 33
Platypalpus ochrocergCollin, 1961) Data Deficient 1 1
Platypalpus subtiligCollin, 1926) Nationally Scarce 1 1
Symballophthalmus pictipéBecker, 1889) Nationally Scarce 1 2
Tachydromia costaliwon Roser, 1840) NT 8 23
Tachydromia edenendiewitt & Chvala, 2002 Data Deficient 1 1
Tachydromia halidayCollin, 1926) Nationally Scarce 2 6
Tachydromia mori¢Zetterstedt, [1838]) Local 4 8
Tachydromia woodiCollin, 1926) NT 2 3

Limoniidae
Arctoconopa melampodi@_oew, 1873) NT 7 25
Hexatoma bicolofMeigen, 1818) Local 1 12
Hexatoma fuscipenni€urtis, 1836) Local 1 8




No. No.
Taxon Status Hectads Records

Hoplolabis areolatdSiebke, 1872) Local 12 57

Hoplolabis vicingTonnoir, 1920) Local 12 28

Hoplolabis yezoanghlexander, 1924) Data Deficient 4 19

Rhabdomastix edwardsieder, 1967 Local 4 10

Rhabdomastix eugedtary, 2004 Data Deficienit 1 1

Rhabdomastix japonicalexander, 1924 RDB3 Rare 3 8

Symplecta meigerfZetterstedt, [1838]) RDB3 Rare 2 2
Lonchopteridae

Lonchoptera nigrociliat®uda, 1927 Nationally Scarce 8 31
Pediciidae

Dicranota guerinZetterstedt, [1838] Notable 6 17

Dicranota robusta undstrém, 1912 Notable 8 29

Dicranota subtilid. oew, 1871 Local 26 59
Scatopsidae

Anapausis talpaéverrall, 1912) Local 2 10

Rhegmoclemina lunensis Data Deficient 2 10
Therevidae

Cliorismia rusticdPanzer, [1804]) Nationally Scarce 9 26

Spiriverpa lunulatéZetterstedt, [1838]) Nationally Scarce 1 4
Tipulidae

Nephrotoma analigSchummel, 1833) Local 16 48

Nephrotoma dorsaligFabricius, 1782) Notable 8 16

Nephrotoma lunulicorniéSchummel, 1833) Notable 10 25

Hemiptera

Dipsocoridae

Cryptostemma alienurhlerrich-Schaeffer, 1835 Local 4 7
Saldidae

Macrosaldula scoticéCurtis, 1835) Local 5 14

Saldula ealbum (Fieber, 1859) Common 13 22

Total No. Records of ERS speci 2467

W/ 2YYRYXGEItQ YR WxSNE [ 20FfQ RSaA3ayl (WRaotker desyitiofislaleSy T NRY
specified by JNCC as represented on the RECORDER 2000 software: Version 6.26.2.286, Dictionary Version 0000004S,
Database Version 000000C3me species that hadnational designation in Bates (200B6ave subsequentlypeen re

apLJINI} AaSR yR NBY2@SR FNRY (KS fAada 2F RSarAdylriSR &aLIS0OASa
Species are included in Fowles (2003) list of High Fidelity ERS beetles, but not included in Bates (2006) list. These species

have beeromitted from some subsequent analysis of ERS value.

Thinobius newberyiecords are considered doubtful and have not been includedbsesuent analysis of ERS vatue
see page 14.

Species that have been added to the British list in recent ysaasresult of surwe of exposed riverine sediments and
not included in recent Status Revieitvs S 06SSy IAGSY | RS&AAIYFGA2Y 2F W5 Gl 5857

During the final stages of completing this rep@byce (2022) published a review of the status of somdaulbies of
Stephylinidae. Where the revisedtatus is different to that previoushgivento a species, it is listed hegdter the
previous status. The analyses in this report are based on thwiopsestatess and no attempt has been made to adjust
them in the light of tle Boycaeview
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Accounts of ERS specidssignated as nationallyare

Accounts of those high fidelity ERS invertebratesorded from Lancashire and Cheshivith a

national designation ofNationally RareNear Threatened or Data Deficieratre presented below.
{LISOASa gAUGK G(GKS KAAG2NAROIf WSdAGIESyiQ (2 GKS.
RDB3, RDBI, RDBK) which have not been subject to recent taxonrstagwes 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 Saphylinidae RDB Inde

Tiny translucent yellow rove beetle, living deep within riparian shingle. Known only from Lancs,
Cumbria, Easterness and Cardiganshire. Rare, but very likely to berecmteled owing to its
secretive habits

Thinobius newberyiecords were part of the datasesupplied by Cheshire LRC. There are four
records from four different sites on the river Dane, attributezlan anonymous recorder at the
Environment Agency on different dates in April 1999.newberyihas only been reported from a

handful of sites in Wlas, Cumbria and Scotlarfilewitt, 2017b; Cooter, 2017\nlike some other

species offhinobiusit is not a spring species attte adult only occurs in the summer and autumn.
Therecords from the R. Daria Aprilare therefore considered doubtful and hamwet been included

in subsequent analysis of ERS valtiés curious that the RECORDER 3.3 account (whéetiapes

the EA 1999 recolv YSyidAz2ya |y 200dz2NNByOS Ay a[lyOaésx
statement has been encountered in tkempilation of this report.

Stenus fossulatus Coleoptera Staphylinidae RDB1
Small rove beetle found in wetoss by fast streams. Very ramnly recorded in county Durham

The rove beetleStenus fossulatusias known only from Castle Edenf g .
Dene near Hartlepool before it was discovered on riparian landslips \ T
the Irthing in Cumbriain 1999 (Hewitt, 2000nd subsequently on
further riparian landslips in the countyt has otherwise apparently
only beenreported in Britainfrom near Hawick (Sinclair, 200Bott &
Anderson, 201

this species at Stoneyhurst [SD6988Ind by Stan Boestead on 18 _ (7}
May 1968, which appears not to have bepreviously published. 4
Given the requirement of this species for riparian landslipss tecord ?“j
is likely torelate the banks of a nearby riverh& River Hoddeseems S£
likely, although it could alternativelyave been on the Dean Brook o

the west side ofthe collegeor evenon the Ribble which also flows
nearby:.

-
i

* Gary Hedges hasubsequentlyspoken to Stan Bogstead about this record and although Stan

does not recall collecting the specié® does remember findingtenusheetles on the banks of the

Hodder at $oneyhurst. DmitriLogunovhas confirmed that there is a specimen label&dfossulatus

collected by Stan BowestedNR2 Y W{ 12y SeKdzZNAUQ Ay GKS GC=zfyt SOGA 2
Hedges has now examined the specimen and confirtieeddetermiration (Gary Hedges, pers.

comm.).



Rhaphium gravipes Diptera Dolichopodidae Vulnerable

The kown distribution is invery localised clusters in Scotland an'\
northern England, butit is rarely recorded elsewhere. Probably

associated witrexposed sediments of stony rivers. The very clumped
distribution suggests a rare species which may be susceptible to Ay

decline in its preferred ERS hafidrake, 2018).

Thereis a single record from Bowdon [R. Bollioyind by Benjamin Nt
Cookein 1880 (Kidd &rindle, 1959) and ihay bethat this may have , {7
been a misidentification of the closely simiRr suaveecently added
to the British lisfrom specimens collected in Cheshirake 2007).

Rhaphium patulum Diptera Dolichopodidae
Found mainly in Scotland with scattered records in England and W‘ W A D
some of which may be errors as the habitats do not fit with those fof

Scotland. The associations are unclear but the species may depend o
fine sediments (sand, mud) by riveaad pits, although also recorded

from reeddominated fen(Drake, 2018)

The only record of this species is of one collected at Wallsuches Work '
(SD65811%0n14 Junel982by G.Hancocksupplied by MCU. This site 3%
is not ERS or riparian in natui@eoff Hacock was curator at Boltoni}
museum and there may be a voucher specimen for this record in L
collection there. % S

Tachydromia edenensis Diptera Hybotidae Data Deficient

A small predatory flwhich persues its prey by sight by running over
bare surfacesT. edenesiss restricted to bare, sandysediment on the
tops of ERS deposit&irst described from specimens collected on the
River Eden in Cumbria in 20Q8ewitt & Chvala, 2002}he 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 onHES at Caton (SD53866531) in 2(Dfakeet
al. 2007)
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