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1. Executive Summary

Nature in the Dales: 2020 Vision, which was published in 2011, was the Local Biodiversity
Action Plan (LBAP) for the Yorkshire Dales National Park (YDNP). It set out two primary
objectives and actions needed to conserve national Biodiversity Action Plan Priority
Habitats and Priority Species that are found in the Yorkshire Dales National Park.

This report is the third comprehensive review of progress. The last Trends and Status
Review (published in July 2017) addressed the period up to the end of 2016. It covered
the pre-boundary extension area of the National Park only, partly in order that valid
comparisons could be made with the 2013 report, but also because there was a relative
lack of data from the extension area. For these reasons, the 2016 Review did not include
any data from the parts of Lancashire and Cumbria that were designated as part of the
YDNP on 1st August 2016. This Review is different in that, where data has been gathered
for the whole existing National Park, these are presented. In some instances, for example
in relation to some species, the Authority still has reliable data only for the pre-extension
National Park, but where this is the case, this is stated in the report.

The results are derived from an extensive programme of survey and monitoring work,
undertaken by many different organisations and individuals since 2010. This data has
been collated and assessed to determine the extent of progress.

In terms of the two primary objectives:

e 80% of the area of Priority Habitats in the YDNP was in ‘Good Condition’ in 2020
(compared with the target of 95% and a figure of 84% reported in 2017);

e 76% of the priority species for which meaningful data is available (61 out of 122
Species) had population that were either stable or increasing (compared with the
target of 95%).

Habitats

Just two of the smallest categories of Priority Habitat met the objective of 95% being in
‘Good Condition’ — Lowland Raised Bog and Calaminarian Grassland. However, four
other habitats — including widespread calcareous grassland and upland heathland — have
90% or more in good condition.

Other Priority Habitats covering large expanses of the National Park are still a long way
from being in ‘Good Condition’, for example, nearly 30% (equivalent to nearly 7,000
hectares) of blanket bog is not in good condition and the majority of the bog habitat in
SSSis is in SSSI units categorised as ‘unfavourable-recovering’. Outside of statutorily
designated sites, it is estimated that only 13% of blanket bog, 15% of woodland, 29% of
upland hay meadow, 33% of inland rock and scree habitat (including limestone pavement),
39% of lowland species-rich meadow, 40% upland heath and 43% of upland calcareous
grassland are in ‘Good Condition’.

The ‘worst performing’ habitat overall is the category ‘upland flushes, fens and swamps’
where only 28% of the total is considered in ‘Good Condition’ (5% only outside of SSSIs).

One Priority Habitat where there has been a marked improvement is Rivers. 62% of
sampled rivers in the Yorkshire Dales National Park are rated as in ‘high or good’



ecological status under the Water Framework Directive (up from 42% in 2010). This
compares to the national average of just 14%. However, all three of the Dales’ unique and
nationally-important upland alkaline lakes are in unfavourable condition due to poor water
quality.

Species

There are four species that are considered to have populations that are increasing. Three
of these are birds: Skylark and Song Thrush numbers are judged to have increased within
the National Park based on Breeding Bird Survey information, while Hen Harriers
successfully bred for the first time since 2007. The Northern Brown Argus butterfly is
increasing in numbers according to information from Butterfly Conservation.

Among the species that have stable populations are a number of upland birds that are in
widespread decline elsewhere: Black Grouse; Curlew and Lapwing. The Yorkshire
Feather-moss, one of only two species endemic to the National Park, was also assessed
as being present in a stable population during the review.

Taxa giving cause for concern include Yellow Wagtail (identified in the National Park
Management Plan as an important bird, yet seemingly in decline in the Dales), White-
clawed Crayfish (in trouble because of a recent outbreak of Crayfish Plague in the Ure)
and Yellow Marsh Saxifrage (which has been lost already from most of the UK’s lowlands).
Other Priority Plants of the Dales that are in decline are Field Gentian, Holly Fern and an
Eyebright that is a speciality of northern hay meadows (Euphrasia officinalis ssp.
monticola). Some 15% of moths identified as Priority Species are thought to be declining.

The results reported here and summarised above are believed to be broadly in line with
national trends. The 2019 ‘State of Nature’ report published by a consortium of over 70
partners drawn from conservation NGOs, research institutes, and the UK and national
governments indicated that, for England, out of 7,615 species assessed, 971 (13%) are
currently threatened with extinction from Great Britain'. In relation to habitats, the same
report stated that: “Prior to the 1970 baseline used by the State of Nature 2019, we know
there was widespread loss and degradation of habitats across England, dating back many
centuries, from which the country’s wildlife has not recovered.”

The State of Nature Partnership concluded: “In recent decades, pressure on England’s
diverse landscapes caused by human activity has resulted in both losses and gains for
biodiversity. The rate of this change appears to be increasing..... Pressures upon wildlife
come from many sources, including agricultural management, urbanisation, pollution,
hydrological change, woodland management and invasive non-native species. Climate
change is driving widespread changes in the abundance, distribution and ecology of
England’s wildlife.”

This Trends and Status Report and previous ones produced over the lifetime of ‘2020
Vision’ suggest that similar trends are observable in the Yorkshire Dales National Park.
To different varying degrees, the drivers of change are likely to be the same as those
identified in the State of Nature Report quoted above.

1. Hayhow DB, Eaton MA, Stanbury AJ, Burns F, Kirboy WB, Bailey N, Beckmann B, Bedford J, Boersch-Supan PH,
Coomber F, Dennis EB, Dolman SJ, Dunn E, Hall J, Harrower C, Hatfield JH, Hawley J, Haysom K, Hughes J, Johns
DG, Mathews F, McQuatters-Gollop A, Noble DG, Outhwaite CL, Pearce-Higgins JW, Pescott OL, Powney GD and
Symes N (2019) The State of Nature 2019. The State of Nature Partnership.
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2. Introduction

Nature in the Dales: 2020 Vision, the Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) for the
Yorkshire Dales National Park (YDNP) was published by the Yorkshire Dales Biodiversity
Forum in 2010. It was intended that the LBAP should cover the period until the end of
2020, hence its title. The Biodiversity Forum is a group convened by the National Park
Authority comprising representatives from statutory organisations and local natural history
societies committed to supporting and promoting biodiversity conservation within the
YDNP. The Forum oversaw the delivery of the LBAP (see Appendix 2 for current
membership of the Forum).

Comprehensive reviews to determine the progress towards achieving the targets,
objectives and actions listed in Nature in the Dales were proposed to be undertaken in
2013, 2016 and 2020. Reports have been published of reviews undertaken in 2013 and
2016 (YDNPA 2014, YDNPA 2017). This report examines the work that was undertaken
between 2016 and the end of 2020, but also summarises what has been achieved over
the full ten years of the LBAP. Progress has been measured by determining the progress
towards the two primary objectives given below.

Nature in the Dales: 2020 Vision set two primary objectives for the LBAP to be achieved
by 2020:

1. Getting 95% of the area of priority habitats in the YDNP into ‘good’ condition; and
2. Getting 95% of the populations of priority species in the YDNP into a stable or
increasing condition

Just over halfway through the LBAP’s lifetime, in 2016, the National Park boundary was
altered so as to include substantial new areas in Cumbria and Lancashire. For the
purposes of the review, where data has been gathered for the whole existing National
Park, these are presented. This contrasts with the last two reports in which only data
relating to the pre-extension area were reported. In some instances, for example in
relation to some species, the Authority still has reliable data only for the pre-extension
2016 National Park, but where this is the case, this will be stated in the report.

The report also contains some case studies that highlight work done by some of the
Forum partners during the period covered by Nature in the Dales: 2020 Vision.



3. Habitats
3.1 Methods

The extent and condition of the BAP priority habitats in the YDNP has been determined
using data from several sources as described below. The methods used to analyse this
data are detailed along with explanations of any assumptions, constraints and/or caveats
that are relevant to how the results have been derived.

The area and condition of priority habitats within Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
and in non-SSSI areas have been determined using different techniques. All data for
priority habitats within SSSIs has been provided by Natural England (NE) and how this has
been derived and used in this review is set out in section 3.1.1. Data from outside these
designated areas have been assessed by the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority
(YDNPA) as explained in section 3.1.2. How Rivers have been treated in this review is
addressed in section 3.1.3.

3.1.1 SSSI Habitat Assessment

Natural England currently provides annual information to National Park Authorities on the
condition of “Broad Habitats” within SSSIs. These “Broad Habitats” do not always directly
match with specific BAP habitats and so were re-allocated to BAP habitats by YDNPA as
summarised in Table 1.

Natural England’s condition assessment of these “Priority Habitats” is undertaken by NE
staff during site visits and according to a ‘Common Standards Monitoring’ methodology
that is aligned closely with the methods used to assess the condition of land entered into
agri-environment schemes. NE express the results for SSSI Units by assigning them
using the following categories:

Favourable (F)

Unfavourable Recovering (UR)
Unfavourable No Change (UNC)
Unfavourable Declining (UD)
Part Destroyed (PD)

Destroyed (D)

In this review, a SSSI BAP habitat is classified as being in ‘good condition’ if it has been
assessed as being in ‘Favourable (F)’ or ‘Unfavourable Recovering (UR)’ categories
reported in NE’s annual statistics for 2020.

The Mesotrophic Lake Habitat Action Plan (HAP) in the LBAP dealt originally with just two
water bodies (Semerwater and Malham Tarn). The 2016 extension of the Park brought
Sunbiggin Tarn into YDNP. Condition data for this Priority Habitat has been absent from
NE annual statistics, so it has been assessed in this review using SSSI condition data
taken directly from the Natural England website, given that these three upland tarns are all
designated SSSis.



Table 1: The comparison of BAP Priority Habitats and Natural England classification

Habitat | LBAP Priority Habitat NE Priority Habitat | NE Broad Habitat
code Type Classification
Go4 Lowland calcareous Lowland calcareous | Calcareous grassland
grassland grassland - lowland
G06 Lowland meadows Lowland meadows Neutral grassland -
lowland
G083 Upland calcareous Upland calcareous Calcareous grassland
grassland grassland - upland
G09 Upland hay meadow Upland hay meadow | Neutral grassland -
upland
G10 Calaminarian grassland Calaminarian N/A
grassland
LO1 Limestone pavement Limestone pavement | Inland rock
MO04 Upland heathland Upland heathland Dwarf shrub heath -
upland
MO6 Blanket bog Blanket bog Bogs - upland
MO7 Inland rocks & scree N/A N/A
MO8 Upland flushes, fens & Upland flushes, fens | Fen, marsh & swamp
swamps & swamps — upland
T08, Native woodland Deciduous woodland | Broadleaved, mixed
T10, & yew woodland -
T11, upland
T12,
T13
W04 Lowland fen Lowland fen Fen, marsh & swamp
(now — lowland
W07)
W05 Lowland raised bog Lowland raised bog N/A
(now
W08)
W06 Mesotrophic Lakes N/A Standing open water
(now & canals
W04)
W07 Ponds N/A N/A
N/A Rivers N/A Rivers & streams
F02 Hedgerows N/A N/A

Please note that the ‘Habitat Code’ referred to in Table 1 is the reference code given to
that habitat in Farm Environment Plan (FEP) monitoring that was undertaken in relation to
Environmental Stewardship and which has been superseded by Baseline Evaluation of
Higher Tier Agreements (BEHTA) monitoring. For the purpose of this report any updates
to habitat codes under the current BEHTA monitoring have been converted to the original
FEP codes and the latter have been used throughout to describe habitat type. This is
relevant because, as will be seen below, FEP/BEHTA monitoring are the fundamental
basis of YDNPA'’s condition assessment of Priority Habitat on non-SSSI land. The latest
BEHTA codes are given as well as the FEP codes.




3.1.2 Non-SSSI Habitat Assessment

This section sets out how the data was collected and collated to produce the figures for
‘Priority Habitat outside SSSI’ for inclusion in the 2020 Trends and Status report.

The methodology adopted for this review was essentially the same as that used for the
2016 review (YDNPA 2018a), however the data used to conduct previous reviews has
been re-analysed alongside data collected since 2016.

Data for non-SSSI habitat has been obtained by two different means: From surveys
conducted by YDNPA staff assisting with agri-environment applications and by habitat
surveys specially commissioned by YDNPA.

3.1.2.1 FEP/Environmental Stewardship Surveys — During the lifetime of the BAP,
YDNPA'’s Land Management Section has devoted much time and effort to assisting
farmers and landowners to access the Environmental Stewardship agri-environment
scheme. This has involved undertaking a Farm Environment Plan survey on behalf of the
applicant, recording features of the habitat found on the farm, followed by an evaluation of
the data collected against specific criteria. The surveys were conducted using
methodology devised by Natural England specifically for the Environmental Stewardship
Scheme http://adlib.everysite.co.uk/resources/000/251/202/NE264.pdf

The condition of the habitat was assessed and classified using the following the
categories:

e A — No missed/failed criteria
e B -1 missed/failed criteria
e (C — 2 or more missed/failed criteria

In this review, a non-SSSI BAP habitat is classified as being in ‘good condition’ if it has
been assessed as being in category ‘A’.

3.1.2.2 Rolling Habitat Survey Programme - In addition, the YDNPA has recently
completed a 10-year cycle of a rolling survey programme to assess the condition of BAP
habitats outside SSSI across the entire National Park. Ecological consultancies were
invited to tender for the work on a competitive basis. Landowner permissions to access
land for survey purposes were obtained by YDNPA in advance of site visits.

The methodology required to be used by the successful consultancy was set out in the
contract document and was based upon that detailed above in 3.1.2.1 for the
FEP/Environmental Stewardship surveys. As well as individual spreadsheets summarising
survey results, outputs from the surveys have been updated GIS layers which means that
the areas of habitat can be measured using GIS.

For the purpose of the Rolling Programme the National Park was divided into distinct
survey areas based on parishes as set out in Table 2 below.



Table 2: The YDNPA Rolling Habitat Survey Programme to assess BAP Habitat extent and
condition outside SSSis.

Year Parish Survey Plan

2010 Appletreewick, Barden, Beamsley, Bolton Abbey, Burnsall, Cracoe,
Embsay with Eastby, Grassington, Halton East, Hartlington, Hazlewood
with Storiths, Hebden, Hetton, Linton, Rylstone, Thorpe, Threshfield

2011 Arncliffe, Bordley, Buckden, Conistone with Kilnsey, Halton Gill,
Hawkswick, Starbotton with Kettlewell, Litton

2012 Airton, Calton, Eshton, Flasby with Winterburn, Hanlith, Hellifield, Kirkby
Malham, Malham, Malham Moor, Otterburn, Scosthrop, Stirton with
Thorlby

2013 Austwick, Clapham, Giggleswick, Hellifield, Horton-in-Ribblesdale,
Ingleton, Langcliffe, Lawkland, Long Preston, Settle, Stainforth, Thornton
in Lonsdale

2014 Dent, Garsdale, Sedbergh

2015 & 2016 Askrigg, Aysgarth, Bainbridge, Bishopdale, Burton-cum-Walden,
Carperby, Castle Bolton, Caldbergh-with-East Scrafton, Calton Highdale,
Carlton Town, Coverham-with Agglethorpe, East Witton Town, Hawes,
High Abbotside, Low Abbotside, Melmerby, Newbiggin, Thoralby,
Thornton Rust, West Scrafton, West Witton,

2017 Arkengarthdale, Downholme, Ellerton Abbey, Fremington, Grinton,
Healaugh, Hudswell, Marrick, Marske, Melbecks, Muker, Reeth

2018 Barbon, Barrow-with-Burrow, Casterton, Firbank, Ireby, Killington, Kirkby
Lonsdale, Leck, Mansergh, Middleton, Tebay.

2019 Asby, Crosby Garrett, Crosby Ravensworth, Hoff, Kirkby Stephen,

Mallerstang, Maulds Meaburn, Nateby, Ormside, Orton, Ravenstonedale,
Shap rural, Soulby, Tebay, Waitby, Wharton.

3.1.3 The 2020 data analysis

With respect to the non-SSSI data, in order to avoid duplication and to ensure consistency
during this and future Trends and Status reviews, only survey data that was gathered
during the period 2010 to 2020 has been analysed to inform this report (in addition to the
FEP data). Any other data collected prior to 2010 has not been used.

During some of the YDNPA surveys, habitats were not fully assigned to a single habitat
type, but were recorded instead as mosaics of several types. In most cases where this
occurred, the percentage cover within the mosaic of component habitats was not
recorded. Therefore, it was not possible to determine the actual area of the component
habitats. Therefore, all mosaics were removed from the analysis.

It should be noted that — with over 95% of the National Park in private ownership -
undertaking survey work is dependent on obtaining landowner permission. The total area
of non-SSSI habitat that can be surveyed will, therefore, be determined by the extent to
which these permissions are granted. As an indication, in the first three years of the
survey (2010-2012) an average of 57% of landowners that were contacted allowed access
for survey work. It should be noted that definitive landownership details are not available
and so a proportion of those who were contacted, were not the actual landowner (i.e.
incorrect owner).



Given the constraints described below, it will not be feasible to determine definitively the
extent of each BAP habitat within the YDNP, however, it is anticipated that the results will
provide an accurate picture of the overall status of Priority Habitats inside and outside of
SSSis.

As the data available has increased since the last review, the 2020 review is based on
more data than was analysed in 2016. As a result, a direct comparison between the 2016
and 2020 habitat figures needs to be made with caution. The National Park underwent a
substantial extension (an increase of 25%) in 2016 and, to take account of this, two sets of
data were compiled for the analysis: one for the pre extension area of the National Park;
and one for the current National Park.

During the re-analysis of habitat data for this current review, it was found that the 2016
figures did not include FEP data dated 2010-11 or 2011-12 and these have now been
taken into account. A GIS-based approach was taken to measuring areas of Priority
Habitat and Table 3 shows the data sources from the YDNPA Habitat Map which have
been used to collate the 2020 figures.

Some of the FEP surveys were found to have used codes for good condition similar to
those for survey within SSSI. Therefore, condition assessment A/F/UR categories have
been taken as being synonymous with ‘Good condition’. This is the same as in the 2016
review. For those habitat patches not assessed as being in ‘Good Condition’ figures have
been calculated for the area of Priority Habitats in condition B, C and that not assessed
but these are not presented here.

Table 3: The YDNPA Habitat Map data used to calculate the 2020 HAP figures.

Survey type Source
FEP 2010-11

FEP_2011-12

Farm Environment Plan FEP_20012-14

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust — FEP July 2010
BE Brooks Ecological Services Ltd.2010
Thompson Ecology Ltd. 2011

Haycock and Jay 2012
Haycock and Jay 2013

Haycock and Jay 2014
Haycock and Jay 2015

Rolling habitat survey programme

Haycock and Jay 2016
Haycock and Jay 2017
Haycock and Jay 2018
Haycock and Jay-2019

The figures used in the analysis were based solely on the main habitat code and did not
include subcategories. For example, M07 was included, however, survey data using
codes M07a or MO7b was excluded. Table 4 shows the habitat codes which have been
included in the 2020 figures. As with the 2016 review, ‘Mosaics’ have been excluded from
the individual habitat figures, however a separate figure has been calculated which
represents all mosaic habitat outside SSSI.




Table 4: The habitat codes used to calculate figures for each habitat type

Habitat type Habitat Code(s)
Hedgerows FO1/ F02
Mesotrophic lakes W06

Ponds W07

Blanket bog MO06
Calaminarian grassland G10

Inland rocks and scree

MOQ7 / M07a / MO7b (and MQ7a/b)

Limestone pavement

LO1/L01o/LO1w

Lowland calcareous grassland G04
Lowland fens W04
Lowland meadows G06 / GOem / GO6p
Lowland raised bog W05

Native woodland

TO8/T10/T11/T12/T13 (includes
mosaics containing only these codes)

Upland calcareous grassland

G08 / GO8p

Upland flushes, fens and swamp

M08 / M08a / M08b (and M08a/b)

Upland hay meadows

G09 /G09m

Upland heathland

MO04 / M04d / MO4w (and MO4d/w)

3.1.3 Rivers

The review of the status of BAP Rivers has been conducted in a different way from that for
other habitats. The assessment has been done by the Environment Agency (EA) and
reported by the EA to the National Park Management Plan Steering Group.

The EA’s analysis uses Water Framework Directive (WFD) classification which records the
ecological status of a waterbody (as high, good, moderate, poor or bad). To be consistent
with other BAP habitats these categories can be broadly translated as High/Good — A;

Moderate — B; Poor/Bad — C.




3.2 Results

The area and condition of all LBAP Priority Habitats in the Yorkshire Dales National Park
are shown in Tables 5a, 5b & 5c.

3.2.1 SSSI Habitat Assessment

Table 5a below shows the results reported by Natural England for Priority Habitats within
SSSils.

96% of Priority Habitat (by area) in SSSIs was in ‘Good Condition’ according to the
criterion adopted to define that term. In the case of four habitats — Acid Grassland
(Upland), Montane Habitats, Calcareous Grassland (Lowland) & Neutral Grassland
(Lowland) — the whole resource within SSSIs was assessed to be in Good Condition. In
most other cases the percentage of habitat in the Good Condition category was over 90%.
The one exception was ‘Standing Open Water & Canals’ which registered 63% in Good
Condition. This broad habitat type includes the three upland tarns that are SSSI and
reflects issues connected with water quality in those water bodies.

The greater percentage of habitat in Good Condition (66.5% of the area) has been
assessed as being in ‘Unfavourable — Recovering’ status compared with 33.5% in the
‘Favourable’ category. Several SSSls in the YDNP are assessed according to geological
or geomorphological criteria (‘Earth Heritage’ considerations) and, when these are
removed from the analysis and biological criteria only are considered, nearly three
quarters of habitat area (73.7%) is ‘Unfavourable/Recovering’.

3.2.2 Non-SSSI Habitat Assessment

The results for Priority Habitats in non-SSSI land are shown in Table 5b below.

Nearly 19% (by area) of the Priority Habitat outside of non-SSSIs was found to be in Good
Condition when assessed. In only one case (Calaminarian Grassland) was over 90% of
the habitat in the best state. This grassland type, which is associated with old lead mines,
is relatively rare in the National Park (although there is a significant proportion of the
national resource in the Yorkshire Dales) and for some more extensive habitats the figures
are substantially worse. Taking the three most extensive habitats: Blanket Bog (M06);
Upland Flushes, Fens and Swamp (M08) and Upland Calcareous Grassland (G08), the
percentage areas in Good Condition are 13%, 5% and 43% respectively.

With respect to habitat patches that failed to meet more than one criterion for being in
Good Condition, in some cases this applied to more than half of the area of that habitat
outside of SSSIs: Blanket Bog (72%); Native Woodland (65%) and Upland Hay Meadow
(51%).

3.2.3 Combined Habitat Assessment

Table 5c contains the results relating to BAP habitats inside and outside of SSSls.
Combining them together indicates that area of Priority Habitats in the Yorkshire Dales
National Park in ‘Good Condition at the end of the BAP period in 2020 was 79.8%.
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Table 5a: The area (ha) and condition of UK BAP Broad Habitats in SSSIs in the Yorkshire Dales National Park —at end of 2020

Broad Habitat FAVOURABLE | UNFAV’ABLE UNFAV’ABLE UNFAV’ABLE | TOTAL GOOD Percentage
RECOVERING | NO CHANGE DECLINING CONDITION

Acid Grassland (Upland) 261 403 0 0 664 664 100%
Bogs (Upland) 1,930 18,529 999 0 21,458 20,459 95%
Broadleaved, Mixed and Yew 375 926 74 0 1,375 1,301 95%
Woodland (Upland)

Calcareous Grassland (Lowland) 0 43 0 0 43 43 100%
Calcareous Grassland (Upland) 1,795 4,059 138 9 6,001 5,854 98%
Dwarf Shrub Heath (Upland) 4,374 10,898 487 0 15,759 15,272 97%
Earth Heritage 5,548 0 1 0 5,549 5,548 100%
Fen Marsh & Swamp (Lowland) 613 184 0 66 863 798 92%
Fen Marsh & Swamp (Upland) 82 304 27 0 414 386 93%
Inland Rock 1,335 2,500 428 0 4,263 3,835 90%
Montane Habitats 3 0 0 0 3 3 100%
Neutral Grassland (Lowland) 0 1 0 0 1 1 100%
Neutral Grassland (Upland) 514 216 3 9 741 730 98%
Rivers and Streams 12 91 6 0 109 104 95%
Standing Open Water & Canals 61 0 32 4 97 61 63%
Grand Total 16,905 38,154 2,195 88 57,342 55,060 96%
Total ex. Earth Heritage 11,357 38,154 2,194 88 51,793 49,511 96%

Source: Natural England



Table 5b: The Area (ha) and Condition of HAP Habitats in the Yorkshire Dales National Park Surveyed for YDNPA between 2010 & 2020 — All

land is outside of SSSIs. Please note that not all habitat percentages total 100%. In these cases, not every hectare can have been condition

assessed.
HAP Habitat TOTAL AREA | % CONDITION | % CONDITION | % CONDITION | AREA IN GOOD
SURVEYED A =GOOD B C CONDITION
Ponds 7 60% 36% 4% 4
Blanket Bog 8,324 13% 15% 72% 1,043
Calaminarian Grassland 48 92% 8% 0% 45
Inland rocks and scree 191 47% 8% 8% 90
Limestone Pavement 197 19% 67% 14% 38
Lowland Calcareous Grassland 87 62% 17% 15% 54
Lowland Fens 22 73% 16% 0% 16
Lowland meadows 300 38% 22% 38% 116
Native woodland 488 15% 12% 65% 72
Upland Calcareous Grassland 1,021 43% 20% 36% 439
Upland Flushes, Fens & Swamps 1,210 5% 86% 9% 60
Upland Hay Meadow 443 29% 13% 51% 128
Upland Heathland 856 40% 28% 31% 344
Grand Total 13,194 ha 2,449 ha 19%

Source: YDNPA
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Table 5c: The Area (ha) and Condition of Habitats in the Yorkshire Dales National Park 2020 — YDNPA & Natural England data combined

Habitat Within SSSis Outside SSSis Total Change
since
Area Area in % in Area Area in % in Area % in 2016
favourable or | favourable or condition | condition ‘good
recovering recovering ‘A ‘A condition
condition condition ’
Blanket Bog (Upland Bog) 21,458 20,459 95% 8,324 1,043 13% 29,782 72% .
Lowland Raised Bog 72 72 100% 0 0 0% 72 100% | None
Calaminarian Grassland 49 49 100% 48 45 94% 97 97% N
Calcareous Grassland (Lowland) 43 43 100% 87 54 62% 130 75% v
Calcareous Grassland (Upland) 6,001 5,854 98% 1,021 439 43% 7,022 90% N
Upland Hay Meadow (Neutral
Grassland Upland) 741 730 99% 443 128 29% 1,184 73% N
cowland Headows (Neutral 1 1 100% | 300 116 |  39% 301 39% | W
rassland Lowland)

Inland Rock and Scree &
Limestone Pavement 4,263 3,835 90% 388 128 33% 4,651 93% N
Lowland Flushes, Fens & Swamps 863 798 93% 22 16 73% 885 92% .
Upland Flushes, Fens & Swamps 414 386 93% 1,210 60 5% 1,624 28% v
Native woodland (Broadleaved,
Mixed and Yew Woodland) 1,375 1,301 95% 488 72 15% 1,863 74% v
Upland heathland (Dwarf Shrub
Heath — Upland) 15,759 15,272 97% 856 344 40% 16,615 94% | None
TOTALS 51,039 48,800 96 | 13,187 2,445 19 64,226 80% v
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3.2.4 Rivers

62% of sampled rivers were assessed by the Environment Agency as in ‘high or
good’ ecological status under the Water Framework Directive (up from 42% in 2010).
This compares to the national average of just 14%.

3.3 Discussion

Four-fifths of the area of Priority Habitat that has been condition assessed during the
life of ‘Nature in the Dales 2020 Vision’ has been evaluated as being in ‘Good
Condition’. Nevertheless, the first primary LBAP objective to get 95% by area of
Priority Habitats in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in ‘Good Condition’ by 2016
has been missed. The percentage of land reported in ‘Good Condition’ reduced
between the 2017 review and the current one. The cause for this apparent reduction
(from 84% to 80%) is most likely to do with the fact that between the two reviews
more land outside of SSSIs was condition assessed. There seems little doubt that,
overall, habitats outside of SSSI land are not in such good condition as those inside
the protected designation network, so the inclusion of more results from non-SSSI
land in the analysis for this current review is probably responsible for the findings
rather than any ‘real’ diminution of habitat quality.

Why is there such an apparent ‘quality gap’ between habitats inside as compared
with outside of SSSIs in the National Park? Several factors are likely to be at work:

e SSSis are notified in order to protect the very best examples at a national
level of wildlife habitat, so from the very beginning the quality of the habitat
inside SSSIs might have been expected to have been better as compared
with habitats outside;

e Resources (e.g. agri-environment budgets) have been deliberately targeted to
maintain and, if possible, enhance features responsible for SSSI notification;

e The assessment methodology chosen for the BAP review does enable SSSI
land identified in the ‘Unfavourable- Recovering’ category to be counted as
being in ‘Good Condition’, whereas much would fail on at least one criterion
(and therefore not be counted as being in this condition) if treated in a similar
fashion to non-SSSI land.

The last point is worth considering in more detail, since it could be taken as
indicating that the difference in quality or condition suggested by the review is
actually an artefact largely of the methods used to categorise the state of the
habitats. The authors would resist drawing this conclusion too hastily, because even
if habitat patches that were assessed as being in Condition ‘B’ on non-SSSI sites are
treated as if they are equivalent to the ‘Unfavourable-Recovering’ status of land in
SSSils, it can be seen from Table 5b that there would still be large differences
between habitats inside and outside of SSSIs. Taking Blanket Bog as an example,
lumping together non-SSSI habitat in Condition ‘A’ with that in Condition ‘B’ still only
accounts for 28% of the total surveyed, whereas 95.3% of SSSI Bog has been
evaluated as in ‘Good Condition’. Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that only
10.4% of SSSI Bog is currently in favourable condition, which is a similar figure to
the 13% of non-SSSI Bogs assessed as being in Condition ‘A’.

14



The Yorkshire Dales National Park Management Plan adopted in 2019 set the
following targets (in NPMP Objective C1) for habitats to be achieved by 2024:

a. All Blanket Bog in nationally and internationally important wildlife sites is
‘recovering’ and 50% of other land elsewhere in such sites in ‘favourable’
condition;

b. 30% of the Priority Habitats outside of nationally designated wildlife sites are
in good condition;

c. At least one landscape-scale nature recovery area has been created by 2021.

The indications from this BAP review are that the first part of C1a is well on course to
be met, with 999 ha (just under 5% of Blanket Bog in SSSIs) left to be brought into
favourable condition. The second half looks more challenging given the figures
presented in Table 5a which suggest that a good deal more work is needed in
relation to Broadleaved Woodland, Calcareous Grassland (both upland and lowland
variants), Upland Heath and Upland Flushes, Fens & Swamps.

In terms of C1b this review has highlighted some habitats where this will be
particularly challenging: Upland Flushes, Fens & Swamps, only 5% of which are
currently in ‘Good Condition’; Blanket Bog (for which the equivalent figure is 13%);
Native Woodland (15%); Limestone Pavement (19%); Upland Hay Meadow (29%)
stand out but there are also: Lowland Meadow (38%); Upland Heathland (40%) and
Upland Calcareous Grassland (43%).

With the launch of the Tees-Swale project this year, C1c is effectively achieved.

To fulfil C1 completely it will be important to understand what are the issues creating
barriers to progress. As part of a Natural England Test and Trial project, work began
in partnership with the National Trust in 2020 to assess what were the main reasons
for land outside of SSSIs not being in ‘Good Condition’ if this was found to be the
case (Serjeant & Jackson, 2020). Results from the Rolling Habitat Survey
Programme between 2010 and 2019 were used to identify the commonest criteria
that were failed by habitat patches evaluated as being in Condition ‘B’ or ‘C’ using
the FEP assessment methodology. Four key habitats were investigated: Upland
Calcareous Grassland (G08); Limestone Pavement (LO1); Blanket Bog (M06) and
Woodland (T06, TO7 & T08). The results provided some useful insights into what
might be causal factors influencing condition. For example, in relation to Blanket
Bog, about six out of every ten assessment criteria failed were those relating to the
percentage cover of dwarf shrubs being insufficient or their frequency being too low.
Both factors may be linked to grazing pressure causing loss and fragmentation of
heather from moorlands.

The 10-year Rolling Survey Programme cycle was re-started during 2021. The 2020
review has provided an opportunity to check the data and ensure they are as
comprehensive as possible. These data will provide the baseline for comparison as
the 10-year survey programme proceeds until the whole National Park is surveyed
again. As noted above undertaking survey work is dependent on obtaining
landowner permission, therefore the extent of surveys will be determined by
permissions granted. This caveat aside, during 2021 it is expected that some land
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will be condition assessed that was first surveyed in 2010/11 enabling statements to
be made about trends in condition.

The data collected through the Rolling Survey Programme forms the basis of the
Re:Cover map that the YDNPA launched in January 2021 to show where the
ecological network that supports biodiversity throughout the National Park could be
enlarged, enhanced and its connectivity improved.
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4. Species
4.1 Methods

The authors attempted to determine the status of each LBAP Priority Species within
the National Park using a variety of different means, primarily by:

e Consideration of the results from any bespoke surveys carried out between
2010 — 2020 (so long as these surveys employed survey methodologies
appropriate for the particular taxonomic group);

e Assessment of results from national surveys or monitoring programmes (e.g.
Breeding Bird Survey);

e Consultation to obtain expert opinion.

Using these means for each species, the current population trend was categorised
as one of the following:

Stable;

Increasing;

Declining;

Insufficient data to be able to determine population status.

The last of the above categories recognises the fact that there are some national
BAP priority species that occur in the YDNP for which there are insufficient data to
determine a trend within the National Park. The lack of data may be because a
species occurs very infrequently in the National Park, or has a disjointed distribution
in the Yorkshire Dales, or, while it may be widely distributed, the species occurs at
very low density. In each of these circumstances, it has not been feasible to
establish a monitoring programme. In addition, there are a number of other national
BAP priority species that occur in the YDNP that are rare here because the climatic
or habitat conditions are not suitable for the species to be present over a wide area
of the National Park.

On 1 August 2016, the National Park boundary was extended to cover an extra 161
square miles (417 square kilometres) of Cumbria and a small part of Lancashire.
The list of Priority Species for the LBAP was determined based on the pre-2016
boundary, and so there may be a number of UK BAP Priority Species that occur in
the extension area that are not on the original LBAP priority species list. The
number of ‘extra’ Priority Species that the National Park has gained due to its
boundary change is thought to be small and the population status of this small
number of species is not reported here.

Where national or regional datasets were available, it was possible to determine
population trends across the whole of the post-2016 National Park area. In some
cases, bespoke monitoring programmes were established for the pre-2016 area, but
it has not been possible to roll these out in the extension area. In the results section
below, care is taken to distinguish between statuses expressed for the whole existing
National Park and those where the result relates to the pre-2016 area only.
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4.2 Amendments to the Priority Species List

Since the last review covering the period up to 2016, certain taxa have been added
to or deleted from the list of Priority Species that occur in the National Park. This
needs to be borne in mind when comparing the overall trends and status of species
at the start of the BAP period with those at the mid-points and end.

Birds

Hen Harrier (Circus cyaneus) was excluded from the species totals in the last review
because, despite there being large areas of suitable nesting habitat, there had been
no successful nesting attempts in the YDNP between 2007 and 2016, and so the
population could not be classified as stable, increasing or declining. There have
subsequently been confirmed Hen Harrier nesting attempts within the Park, so this
species has been added once more to the Priority Species list and its population has
been assessed as ‘increasing’.

Lichens

During the LBAP period a review and further assessment of Lichen records
(Pentecost 2019) found no records of Bacidia incompta or Caloplaca flavorubescens
relating to YDNP, so these taxa have been removed from the Priority Species List.
Pentecost (2019) did find an early and anonymous record of Orange-Fruited EIm-
lichen Caloplaca luteoalba, so the status of this species is reported here.

Mammals

In 2010, there were no confirmed records of Water Vole (Arvicola terrestris) in the
National Park. However, in 2016 a re-introduction was undertaken at Malham Tarn
by the National Trust. With this one exception, no other records of Water Vole are
known for the National Park between 2010 and 2020. The population at this single
site is monitored, but the status and trends of this sole population are not reported
here as it has not been possible to obtain the data in time for the review.

The status of Polecat (Mustela putorius) is still unclear since the last review due to
the presence of Polecat x ferret hybrids. At the last review, this species was
removed from the YDNP species list. Between the last review and the present one
(covering until the end of 2020), no further information became available to help
clarify the situation.

Reptiles

The inclusion of Grass Snake (Natrix natrix) was based on a single unconfirmed
record from the south east of the YDNP prior to 2010. There have been no further
records of this this species during the review period.

Vascular Plants

The generally accepted taxonomy of Lady’s Mantles (Alchemilla spp.) altered over
the period covered by this report such that ‘Alchemilla minima’ (which was a species
included in the previous LBAP) was found not to be a discrete taxon. For this
reason, A. minima has been removed from the YDNP Priority Species list.
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4.3 Results
There is a revised total of 122 LBAP Priority Species within the YDNP.

There were sufficient data for population trends to be determined for 61 species
(50%).

Data were available for 19 species in the pre-2016 YDNP area, with data for 42
available for the current area.

Out of the 61 Priority Species for which sufficient data existed such that they could
be assessed, 42 species (69%) were found as having stable populations, 4 were
increasing (7%) and 15 (25%) were declining. Therefore, by the end of 2020 there
were 61 ‘monitorable’ LBAP species, of which 46 (75%) were either stable or
increasing.

The results per broad taxonomic group are summarised in Table 6.

Table 6: Population statuses of Priority Species expressed as numbers of species in
different categories per broad taxonomic group

Increasing | Stable Declining Insufficient | Total
data
Amphibians 1 1 2
Beetles 2 2
Birds 3 6 3 12 24
Bryophytes 1 4 5
Butterflies 1 1 3 5
Crustaceans 1 1
Flies 1 1
Fungi 4 4
Lichens 3 1 1 5
Mammals 3 5 8
Molluscs 1 1 2
Moths 18 5 22 45
Reptiles 3 3
Spiders 1 1 2
Vascular Plants 8 4 1 13
Totals 4 42 15 61 122

4.4 Discussion

From the results reported above, it can be seen that the ‘2020 Vision’ primary
objective to get 95% of the populations of Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales
National Park into a stable or increasing condition by 2020 has not been achieved.
Even were it the case that every one of those species for which there was insufficient
data to assess population trends actually exist in populations that are stable or
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increasing, there are enough species for which there is evidence of declines that the
95% figure is unattainable.

Although a considerable amount of work has been undertaken in order to try and to
determine trends for the majority of the Priority Species, it has not been possible to
determine trends for 61 of these. There are a number of reasons for this including:

e Some species do not have a regular distribution and/or are present at very
low density over a wide geographical area across the National Park. This
often means that even when they are detected by national monitoring
schemes, the sample sizes are too small for a robust trend to be determined.

e The distribution of some species is very poorly known, and so there is
insufficient information to establish a repeatable monitoring programme. This
is particularly the case where species are on the edge of their range or, where
a species is only occasionally recorded in the National Park.

e There are very few organisations that are actively carrying out any monitoring
work across the whole of the YDNP, a problem that is increased as the
National Park boundary now includes separate county recording networks in
Cumobria, Lancashire and Yorkshire.

¢ In some cases, these issues have been exacerbated by the lack of sufficiently
experienced fieldworkers who live in, or near the area. There are significant
logistical issues in getting specialists to visit the area and when they do,
undertaking regular monitoring is often not a priority for them.

e Even for some species where identification/survey work is more
straightforward, there are few people recording or submitting records across
large areas of the National Park and so there are many areas where no
survey or monitoring takes place.

e There have been considerable efforts to try and encourage more people to
become involved in a wide range of species monitoring and recording work.
There have been some successes, such as the Breeding Bird Survey and
Priority Plant Monitoring work, where it has been possible to increase the
number of survey participants. However, there have been training sessions
for a number of other taxonomic species/groups, for example moths, that
have been delivered where initial interest has been high but where no
sustained increase in survey participation and record submission has been
achieved.

e Where monitoring programmes have not been able to be delivered by
volunteers, there has been insufficient funds to commission surveys. The
cost of these surveys can be relatively high and so careful consideration
needs to be given to how these are funded, especially if budgets are limited.

The details of the assessments species by species is provided in Appendix A in
Tables A1 to A8 inclusive.

It will be noted that there are four species out of the 122 reported on that are
considered to have populations that are increasing. Three of these are birds:
Skylark and Song Thrush numbers are judged to have increased within the National
Park based on Breeding Bird Survey information, while Hen Harriers have
successfully bred for the first time since 2007 during the latter three years of the
LBAP period, so, therefore, are counted as increasing as a breeding species.
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Northern Brown Argus butterfly is increasing in numbers according to information
from Butterfly Conservation.

Among the species that have stable populations are a number of upland birds that
are identified as being important in the Yorkshire Dales National Park Management
Plan: Black Grouse; Curlew and Lapwing. The Yorkshire Feather-moss, one of only
two species endemic to the National Park, was also assessed as being present in a
stable population during the review, a finding which is supported by recent survey
data that has been shared with the National Park Authority (Callaghan, 2021).

A relatively high proportion (28%) of the total number of Priority Species that are
reported here are moths. Of the 34 species that were assessed in the Review, five
were found to be in declining populations some 15% of the moth Priority Species.

Other taxa giving cause for concern included Yellow Wagtail (identified in the
National Park Management Plan as an important bird, yet seemingly in decline in the
Dales), White-clawed Crayfish (in trouble because of a recent outbreak of Crayfish
Plague in the Ure) and Yellow Marsh Saxifrage (which has been lost already from
most of the UK lowlands). Other Priority Plants of the Dales that are in declining
populations are Field Gentian, Holly Fern and an Eyebright that is a speciality of
northern hay meadows (Euphrasia officinalis ssp. monticola).
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6. APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Tables showing the Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority
Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.
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Table A1: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species Data for Data for Stable Increasing Declining Insufficient | Reference/Additional
post 2016 | pre 2016 data Information.
Area Area

Amphibians

Common Toad

Great Crested Newt

Only known core population at
Swarth Moor stable

Beetles

Lesser Searcher Beetle

Violet Oil-beetle

Comparison of confirmed records
prior to 2000 and records
between 2000 and 2011 has
shown a significant decline in
North Yorkshire. There are only
four confirmed records in the
YDNP up to 2016 (Source:
Buglife)

Birds

Skylark

BBS

Tree Pipit

Lesser Redpoll

Common Linnet

Twite

BBS = Breeding Bird Survey

Only occasional records since
2013 survey
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Table A2: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species

Data for
post 2016
Area

Data for
pre 2016
Area

Stable

Increasing

Declining

Insufficient
data

Reference/Additional
Information.

Birds (continued)

Common Cuckoo

Lesser Spotted Woodpecker

Reed Bunting

Red Grouse

BBS and GWCT figures

Common Grasshopper
Warbler

Yellow Wagtail

Spotted Flycatcher

Based on assessments for the
2016 Review

Eurasian Curlew

BBS

Hen Harrier

House Sparrow

Grey Partridge

Wood Warbler

Marsh Tit

Bespoke survey

Common Bullfinch

Common Starling * * BBS

Black Grouse * *

Song Thrush * * BBS

Ring Ouzel * * Non-significant increase (i.e.

stable) between the two national

surveys in 1999 and 2012.

Northern Lapwing

*

*

BBS

BBS = Breeding Bird Survey

GWCT = Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust
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Table A3: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species Data for Data for Stable Increasing Declining Insufficient | Reference/Additional
post 2016 | pre 2016 data Information.
Area Area

Bryophytes

Long-leaved Flapwort

Slender Thread-moss

Incurved Feather-moss

Yorkshire Feather-moss

Bespoke indirect monitoring of
site

Nowell’s Limestone Moss

Butterflies

Northern Brown Argus

Assessment by BC

Small Pearl-bordered
Fritillary

Small Heath

Wall

White Letter Hairstreak

Crustaceans

White-clawed crayfish

Flies

Northern Yellow Splinter Fly ‘

BC = Butterfly Conservation
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Table A4: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species Data for Data for Stable Increasing Declining Insufficient | Reference/Additional
post 2016 | pre 2016 data Information.
Area Area

Fungi

Beautiful Bonnet

Date-Coloured Waxcap

Fen Puffball

Dark-purple Earthtongue

Lichens

Anaptychia ciliaris subsp.
ciliaris

Pentacost (2019)

Orange-Fruited Elm-lichen

Gyalecta ulmi

According to Pentecost (2019):
“There is one record of the species
in the database from the Park,
close to Langthwaite in the north-
east, approximately NZ0020. It is
an early and anonymous record
without further detail. This implies
that the lichen has not been
common there for at least a
century.”

Poeltinula cerebrina

*

*

Pentecost (2019): Not re-found in
2019 re-survey - a species that
requires elm

Pentecost (2019)

Toninia sedifolia

*

*

Pentecost (2019)

Pentacost, A. (2019) A survey and assessment of nine rare and/or threatened lichen species including seven BAP (Biodiversity Action Plan) species in the Yorkshire Dales National

Park. Unpublished.
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Table A5: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species Data for Data for Stable Increasing Declining Insufficient | Reference/Additional
post 2016 | pre 2016 data Information.
Area Area

Mammals

West European Hedgehog

Brown Hare

Otter * *

Dormouse * * Based on monitoring at the two
re-introduction sites

Noctule *

Soprano Pipistrelle

Brown Long-eared Bat

Red Squirrel

Molluscs

Fine-lined Pea Mussel

Based on assessments for the
2016 Review

Round-mouthed Whorl Snail

Based on assessments for the
2016 Review

Moths

Ghost Moth

Pale Eggar

Oblique Carpet

Shaded Broad-bar

Galium Carpet

Dark Spinach

Spinach

Small Phoenix

Latticed Heath

Dusky Thorn

September Thorn
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Table A6: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species

Data for
post 2016
Area

Data for
pre 2016
Area

Stable

Increasing

Declining

Insufficient
data

Reference/Additional
Information.

Moths (continued)

Figure of Eight

Garden Tiger

White Ermine

Buff Ermine

*| *| *| *

Cinnabar

Garden Dart

Double Dart

Autumnal Rustic

Small Square-spot

Neglected Rustic

Heath Rustic

Dot Moth

Broom Moth

Hedge Rustic

Powdered Quaker

Minor Shoulder-knot

Sprawler

Brindled Ochre

Green-brindled Crescent

Dark Brocade

Flounced Chestnut

Brown-spot Pinion

Centre-barred Sallow

Grey Dagger

Knot Grass
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Table A7: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species Data for Data for Stable Increasing Declining Insufficient | Reference/Additional
post 2016 | pre 2016 data Information.
Area Area

Moths (continued)

Mouse Moth *

Dusky Brocade

Species requiring targeted trapping

Red Carpet

*

Grey Mountain Carpet

*

Grass Rivulet

V-moth

*

Anomalous

*

Species requiring trapping at s

pecific sites

Forester

Barred Tooth-striped

Reptiles

Slow Worm

Adder

Common Lizard

Spiders

Monocephalus castaneipes

Based on assessments for the
2016 Review

Semljicola caliginosus

Based on assessments for the
2016 Review
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Table A8: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species Data for Data for Stable Increasing Declining Insufficient | Reference/Additional
post 2016 | pre 2016 data Information.
Area Area

Vascular Plants

Burnt-tip Orchid

Euphrasia officinalis subsp.
monticola

Flat-sedge

BSBI; YDNPA monitoring; Clarke
report(2019)

BSBI; Haycock & Jay Associates
Ltd (2013) (2016) (2019)

Based on Thurley & Graham,
Nature in the Dales 2020 Vision
Plant species Action Plan:
Progress report 2016

Frog Orchid

Field Gentian

Holly Fern

Common Juniper

Lady’s Slipper-orchid

Based on YDNPA monitoring; NE
monitoring; BSBI

Based on YDNPA monitoring;
Species Recovery Trust Report
(2016)

Based on YDNPA monitoring;
Brown (2019)

Based on Thurley & Graham,
Nature in the Dales 2020 Vision
Plant species Action Plan:
Progress report 2016

Based on Thurley & Graham,
Nature in the Dales 2020 Vision
Plant species Action Plan:
Progress report 2016

Lesser Butterfly-orchid

Based on Thurley & Graham,
Nature in the Dales 2020 Vision
Plant species Action Plan:
Progress report 2016
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Table A9: The Status of Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species in the Yorkshire Dales National Park in 2020.

Species

Data for
post 2016
Area

Data for
pre 2016
Area

Stable

Increasing

Declining

Insufficient
data

Reference/Additional
Information.

Vascular Plants (continued)

Narrow Small-reed

Based on YDNPA & NT monitoring

Northern Hawk's-beard

Yellow Marsh Saxifrage

BSBI; Haycock & Jay Associates
Ltd (2013) (2016) (2019)

Small White-orchid

Based on O’Reilly report (2016);
O’Reilly & Madden report (2020)

Based on NE monitoring; BSBI;
Haycock & Jay Associates Ltd
(2013) (2016) (2019)
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Appendix 2: List of organisations represented on the Yorkshire Dales Biodiversity Forum

as at December 2021

Cumbria Wildlife Trust

Environment Agency

National Trust

Natural England

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
Upper Wharfedale Field Society
Wharfedale Naturalists Society
Yoredale Natural History Society
Yorkshire Dales Millennium Trust
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority
Yorkshire Dales Rivers Trust

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust

Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside
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