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Introduction
The Garden Moth Scheme (GMS) welcomes participants from all parts of the United
Kingdom and Ireland, and in 2017 received 360 completed recording forms, an
increase of over 5% on 2016 (341). We have consistently received records from over
300 sites across the UK and Ireland since 2010, and now have almost 1 ½ million
records in the GMS database.
Several scientific papers using the GMS data have now been published in peerreviewed journals, and these are listed in this report, with the relevant abstracts, to
illustrate how the GMS records are used for research.
The GMS is divided into 12 regions, monitoring 233 species of moth in every part of
the UK and Ireland (the ‘Core Species’), along with a variable number of ‘Regional
Species’. A selection of core species whose name suggests they should be found
commonly, or in our gardens, is highlighted in this report.
There is a round-up of the 2017-18 Winter Garden Moth Scheme, which attracted a
surprisingly high number of recorders (102) despite the poor weather, a summary of
the changes taking place in the GMS coordination team for 2018, and a short report
on the 2018 Annual Conference, but we begin as usual with the Top 30 for GMS
2017.
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Top 30 Species 2017
The analysis of the most abundant species in 2017 is based on 357 returns, as three
late returns arrived after the figures had been calculated for this report (Table 1).
Generally it was a better year for moths than 2016, with an increase of almost 12%
on the average number of individuals recorded per site in 2017.
Table 1. The thirty most abundant species in 2017 in terms of average number of individuals
recorded per garden, ranked in 2017 order with their 2016 position in brackets, and an
indication of percentage change year on year.
Average
Average
Rank
per
per
2017
Species
garden
garden
% Change
(2016)
2017
2016
(357)
(341)
Total
1392.08
1244.10
+11.89
1 (1)
Large Yellow Underwing
186.85
177.53
+5.25
2 (3)
Heart and Dart
56.10
48.06
+16.73
3 (14)
Garden Grass-veneer
38.36
21.22
+80.78
4 (6)
Setaceous Hebrew Character
37.39
30.85
+21.20
5 (9)
Hebrew Character
35.36
24.42
+44.78
6 (12)
Uncertain/Rustic agg.
35.32
23.31
+51.51
7 (4)
Light Brown Apple Moth
34.82
40.40
-13.80
8 (8)
Dark Arches
32.36
26.63
+21.52
9 (16)
Flame Shoulder
28.03
17.03
+64.58
10 (7)
Common Rustic agg.
26.24
27.30
-3.89
11 (15)
Brimstone Moth
26.06
18.91
+37.82
12 (13)
Common Quaker
25.24
22.66
+11.38
13 (10)
Riband Wave
23.97
23.38
+2.51
14 (11)
Lesser Broad-bordered Yellow Underwing
22.91
23.35
-1.88
15 (18)
Common Footman
21.79
14.96
+45.64
16 (5)
Square-spot Rustic
19.57
31.76
-38.38
17 (17)
Lesser Yellow Underwing
18.81
15.41
+22.06
18 (39)
Mother of Pearl
16.58
6.91
+139.90
19 (21)
Willow Beauty
15.30
12.88
+18.76
20 (30)
Straw Dot
14.70
8.04
+82.80
21 (19)
Common Marbled Carpet
14.34
14.23
+0.77
22 (31)
Flame
13.51
7.62
+77.33
23 (24)
Marbled Minor agg.
12.87
9.18
+40.21
24 (23)
Agriphila straminella
12.71
10.33
+23.03
25 (20)
Lunar Underwing
12.34
13.99
-11.78
26 (26)
Buff Ermine
11.15
9.09
+22.68
27 (27)
Snout
10.68
8.79
+21.54
28 (28)
Clouded Drab
10.40
8.23
+26.37
29 (35)
Bright-line Brown-eye
10.10
7.31
+38.18
30 (37)
Smoky Wainscot
9.83
6.98
+40.78
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Large Yellow Underwing was unsurprisingly again the most abundant species in our
gardens in 2017, with a slight increase in numbers over 2016. Indeed, most species
in the top 30 were present in greater numbers than the previous season. Mother of
Pearl showed the highest percentage increase year on year, while the common
migrants Diamond-back Moth and
Silver Y dropped out of the chart. The
other two species present in the top
30 in 2016 but not in 2017 were
Small Square-spot and Agriphila
tristella, despite it being a good year
for the Garden Grass-veneer
(Chrysoteuchia culmella), which
climbed to number three overall with
an increase of 80% on 2016, a
Garden grass-veneer – D. Barnard
particularly poor one for this species.

Scientific Publications
The GMS dataset has now been used in the research for four publications in peerreviewed journals, the latest only recently published in the Journal of Insect
Conservation. The abstracts for these papers are replicated below to give some idea
of how the records are used in scientific research to hopefully further the cause of
moth conservation, and indicate the immense value of our growing dataset.
Bates, et al. (2013). Assessing the value of the Garden Moth Scheme citizen
science dataset: how does light trap type affect catch? Entomologia
Experimentalis et Applicata 146:386–397
Abstract: Done well, citizen science projects can gather datasets of a size and
scope far larger than would be possible using professional researchers. This study
uses data gathered in Britain by the Garden Moth Scheme (GMS). Participants run
garden light traps for at least 26 weeks a year and complete garden questionnaires
detailing garden habitat and nearby landscape features. We used data exploration
and generalised linear modelling (GLM) to investigate whether the data can be used
to generate reliable research ﬁndings, testing the effect of moth light trap type on
moth catch. Robinson traps, then Skinner traps, then Heath traps were found to
catch the highest abundance and diversity of moths. Mercury vapour bulbs, then
blended light bulbs, then actinic bulbs collected the highest abundance and diversity
of moths. The GMS dataset can be used to generate useful and reliable research
findings, and can be used in the future to investigate temporal and spatial trends in
moth assemblage. Under international law, the use of mercury vapour bulbs will be
phased out in coming years, leading to changes in the way moth assemblages are
sampled. Information on the relative efﬁcacy of different bulb types will aid the
analysis of long-term moth datasets after these changes.
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Bates, et al. (2014). Garden and Landscape-Scale Correlates of Moths of
Differing Conservation Status: Significant Effects of Urbanization and Habitat
Diversity. PLoS ONE 9(1): e86925. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0086925
Abstract: Moths are abundant and ubiquitous in vegetated terrestrial environments
and are pollinators, important herbivores of wild plants, and food for birds, bats and
rodents. In recent years, many once abundant and widespread species have shown
sharp declines that have been cited by some as indicative of a widespread insect
biodiversity crisis. Likely causes of these declines include agricultural intensification,
light pollution, climate change, and urbanization; however, the real underlying
cause(s) is still open to conjecture. We used data collected from the citizen science
Garden Moth Scheme (GMS) to explore the spatial association between the
abundance of 195 widespread British species of moth, and garden habitat and
landscape features, to see if spatial habitat and landscape associations varied for
species of differing conservation status. We found that associations with habitat and
landscape composition were species-specific, but that there were consistent trends
in species richness and total moth abundance. Gardens with more diverse and
extensive microhabitats were associated with higher species richness and moth
abundance; gardens near to the coast were associated with higher richness and
moth abundance; and gardens in more urbanized locations were associated with
lower species richness and moth abundance. The same trends were also found for
species classified as increasing, declining and vulnerable under IUCN (World
Conservation Union) criteria. However, vulnerable species were more strongly
negatively affected by urbanization than increasing species. Two hypotheses are
proposed to explain this observation: (1) that the underlying factors causing declines
in vulnerable species (e.g., possibilities include fragmentation, habitat deterioration,
agrochemical pollution) across Britain are the same in urban areas, but that these
deleterious effects are more intense in urban areas; and/or (2) that urban areas can
act as ecological traps for some vulnerable species of moth, the light drawing them
in from the surrounding landscape into sub-optimal urban habitats.
Wilson, et al. (2015). Climate association with ﬂuctuation in annual abundance
of ﬁfty widely distributed moths in England and Wales: a citizen-science study.
J Insect Conserv 19:935–946
Abstract: Variation in annual abundance of 50 widespread moths in England and
Wales was assessed from the area under the log10(moth count + 1) versus time
curve (abundance index) for adult moth count data reported between 2003 and 2013
to the UK and Ireland Garden Moth Scheme; a citizen science project. Associations
between abundance index and the abundance index of the previous generation, with
inward migration, and with UK Met Ofﬁce data for rainfall, mean temperature and
sunshine were sought by multiple linear regression. Sixty-eight generations from
univoltine or bivoltine species were analysed with a median range in abundance
index between equivalent generations of 98 %. Signiﬁcant (P < 0.05) single or
multiple relationships were identiﬁed for all species. In 66 of the 68 generations,
there was an association to one or more climate variable, four to the previous
5

generation, and one to a measure of inward migration. Most frequently, moth
abundance was increased by colder winters, a warm and sunnier spring, and wetter
summers, though contrary conditions favoured some species. The time period over
which signiﬁcant climate variables were operating included some that were effective
on generations during the preceding season, over the winter, and before and during
the adult ﬂight season. A signiﬁcant difference in frequency of the different climate
variables was identiﬁed between life-cycle stages in the winter and between larval
food plants during the spring and summer. Unknown factors driven by variations in
climate were responsible for 72 % of the annual variance in moth abundance in
urban gardens.
Wilson, et al. (2018). A role for artificial night-time lighting in long-term
changes in populations of 100 widespread macro-moths in UK and Ireland:
a citizen-science study. Journal of Insect Conservation
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-018-0052-1
Abstract: The abundance of 100 of the most widespread species of macro-moth in
the UK and Ireland was estimated from light-trap records reported to the UK and
Ireland Garden Moth Scheme between 2005 and 2015. Recording sites were
classified into low, medium and high night-time illumination categories by satellite
imagery, into land-use types from the dominant use in the 1–2 km surrounding area,
and by latitude. Most urban sites were in the group classified as having high nighttime illumination. Comparison between medium and low night-time illuminated sites
allowed differences between levels of illumination free from the effect of urbanization
on moth abundance to be assessed. The medium and low night-time illuminated
sites differed significantly in the frequency of grassland and arable land-use types
and in geographic location with more grassland and north-western sites in the lowlight category. After adjustment for these differences and for variations between
taxonomic family groups, the medium to low night-time lighting abundance ratios
explained a significant (P < 0.001) 20% of the variance in long-term changes in moth
abundance reported by the Rothamsted Insect Survey for the years 1968–2002. This
is the first demonstration that artificial night-time lighting has had, in combination with
other factors, a significant influence on levels of abundance of moth populations.
You can access the complete paper at http://rdcu.be/HJB5
Active GMS member John Wilson is continuing his research using our data, and
during the past year has attempted to assess the possible impact of pollution from
road traffic in contributing to long-term changes in abundance of moths as reported
by the Rothamsted Insect Survey (RIS) in their reports on 'The State of Britain's
Larger Moths'. The abundance of 100 of the most widespread macro-moths was
estimated from GMS data for three groups of >600 recording sites categorised by the
air concentration of nitrogen oxides (NOx) for the years 2007 to 2016. The air
concentration of NOx for each site was taken from the UK emissions map provided
on-line by the National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory (http://naei.beis.gov.uk).
NOx were selected for study as a general marker of air pollution, the geographic
pattern of concentrations being very similar to those for other markers of road traffic
6

pollution such as carbon monoxide, benzene or PM10 nanoparticles. Sites were
categorised into those with low, medium or high NOx concentrations using cut-offs of
<1, 1 to 4, and >4 t/1x1km. Urban sites were, with a few exceptions, categorised as
belonging to the high NOx group. Comparison between sites with medium and low
NOx concentrations (M/L ratio) enabled the effect of NOx concentration on moth
abundance to be assessed free from the known influence of urbanisation. Medium
and low NOx concentration site groups nevertheless differed significantly in the
frequency of occurrence of land-use type surrounding the collection site, their
geographic location within the UK, and their night-time lighting level. Differences in
moth abundance between urban and grassland sites, and between sites with
medium and low night-time illumination were able to explain 74% and 2%,
respectively, of the variation in M/L ratios. A measure of north/south moth
distribution was unrelated to the M/L ratio. After correction by removal of the
variance components for land-use and night-time illumination there was no
significant relationship between the remaining variation in M/L ratio and long-term
changes in moth abundance reported by RIS (P=0.27). Without correction for
imbalances between sites in the medium and low NO x categories, a relationship
between changes in moth abundance and road traffic pollution was even less
evident (P=0.50). The GMS data for a ten-year period contained no evidence of a
significant effect of road traffic pollution on long-term changes in moth
abundance. This is in contrast to the previous similar analysis on light pollution that
demonstrated a clear significant effect.
The GMS looks forward to collaborating further with scientific researchers to ensure
that the data our members collect is put to good use to further our knowledge of
moths and moth conservation.
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Abundant and Widespread Species
As records are added each year to the GMS database, the top 20 most abundant
(Table 2) and most widespread (Table 3) species across the scheme alter slightly.
Table 2. The most abundant species in the GMS database, based on total number of
individuals, comparing all records for 2003 - 2017 and 2003 - 2016.
2003 - 2017
2003 - 2016
Totals
Totals
Large Yellow Underwing
611602 Large Yellow Underwing
544783
Heart and Dart
282610 Heart and Dart
262635
Dark Arches
159195 Dark Arches
147618
Setaceous Hebrew Character
151605 Setaceous Hebrew Character
137072
Hebrew Character
132362 Hebrew Character
119679
Lesser Broad-bordered Yellow
Light Brown Apple Moth
112959 Underwing
103232
Lesser Broad-bordered Yellow
Underwing
111450 Common Quaker
101529
Common Quaker
110572 Light Brown Apple Moth
100354
Common Rustic agg.
108137 Common Rustic agg.
98697
Garden Grass-veneer
101760 Square-spot Rustic
90225
Square-spot Rustic
97284 Garden Grass-veneer
88060
Riband Wave
94426 Riband Wave
85865
Flame Shoulder
92375 Flame Shoulder
82364
Common Footman
80158 Lesser Yellow Underwing
72396
Lesser Yellow Underwing
79126 Common Footman
72376
73795 Brimstone Moth
Brimstone Moth
64477
Small Quaker
59087 Small Quaker
57799
Common Marbled Carpet
54733 Shuttle-shaped Dart
51157
Shuttle-shaped Dart
54533 Common Marbled Carpet
49609
Willow Beauty
54456 Willow Beauty
48986

Large Yellow Underwing is still by far the most abundant species and although
numbers do fluctuate year on year, it seems to be doing better than the other two
common yellow underwings (Lesser and Lesser Broad-bordered) (Fig. 1). Light
Brown Apple Moth has now overtaken Lesser Broad-bordered Yellow Underwing
and Common Quaker to become our 6th most abundant species in the database, but
is still only present in low numbers in Scotland, so does not feature amongst the
most widespread species.

8

Large Yellow Underwing
250.0

Avrage per site

200.0
150.0
100.0
50.0
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Lesser & Lesser Broad-bordered
Yellow Underwing
Average per site

50.0
40.0
30.0
20.0
10.0
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Lesser Broad-bordered

2015

2016

2017

Lesser

Fig. 1. Average numbers per site of the three commonest yellow underwing species since
2010 (the year the GMS first achieved over 300 sites).

Large Yellow Underwings – R. Young
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Table 3. The most widespread species in the GMS dataset based on presence in 10 km
squares, comparing all records for 2003 - 2017 and 2003 - 2016.
2003 - 2017
2003 - 2016
10 km
10 km
records
records
Nothing
563 Nothing
531
Large Yellow Underwing
556 Large Yellow Underwing
525
Hebrew Character
555 Hebrew Character
525
Common Quaker
550 Dark Arches
519
Dark Arches
549 Common Quaker
517
Brimstone Moth
542 Brimstone Moth
511
Flame Shoulder
540 Lesser Yellow Underwing
510
Lesser Broad-bordered Yellow
Lesser Yellow Underwing
539 Underwing
510
Heart and Dart
537 Flame Shoulder
508
Common Marbled Carpet
536 Heart and Dart
507
Lesser Broad-bordered Yellow
Underwing
534 Silver Y
505
Silver Y
533 Riband Wave
505
Riband Wave
533 Common Marbled Carpet
505
Square-spot Rustic
528 Garden Carpet
501
Garden Carpet
528 Square-spot Rustic
497
Clouded Drab
521 Clouded Drab
493
Snout
519 Poplar Hawk-moth
488
Poplar Hawk-moth
516 Snout
486
Angle Shades
512 Early Grey
483
Common Rustic agg.
509 Scalloped Oak
482

The ‘Nothing’ values indicate that we now have records from 563 10km squares
across the UK and Ireland, and all of the 19 moth species featuring in the up-to-date
table have been recorded in over 500 of them.

Brimstone Moth – R. Young
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‘Common’ or ‘Garden’ Moths
There are 15 moths on the GMS Core Species List whose vernacular name includes
the words ‘common’ or ‘garden’, although the Common Rustic is recorded as the
aggregate of Common and Lesser Common Rustic. The following charts are based
on data since 2010 when the GMS first achieved over 300 sets of records. Species
are grouped into pairs or triplets based on the similarity of their 2010 abundance
rather than any taxonomic relationship.
5.0
4.5

Average per site

4.0
3.5

Garden
Rose
Tortrix

3.0
2.5

Garden
Pebble

2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

These two micro moths seem to be
experiencing differing fortunes, with
Garden Rose Tortrix (Acleris variegana)
increasing slightly in abundance in our
gardens, and Garden Pebble (Evergestis
forficalis) declining.
Garden Rose Tortrix – R. Young

Caterpillars of Garden Rose Tortrix feed
on a variety of plants including roses,
hawthorn, blackthorn, bramble and fruit
trees. Those of Garden Pebble feed on
brassicas – perhaps we are not growing
as many cabbages, turnips and sprouts
as we used to!

Garden Pebble – D. Barnard
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70.0
60.0

Average per site

50.0

Garden
Grassveneer

40.0

Common
Rustic
agg.

30.0
20.0

Common
Quaker

10.0
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Garden Grass-veneer numbers fluctuated over the years, but with no obvious trend –
four of the eight years they averaged around 40 per site, and the other four between
20 and 30. Common Quaker had a particularly good year in 2011, but the general
trend seems to be a decline in numbers. The Common Rustic aggregate has had a
couple of poorer seasons in 2016 and 2017, but seems fairly stable.
3.0

Average per site

2.5
2.0

Common
White
Wave

1.5

Common
Wave

1.0

Common
Emerald

0.5
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

All three of these geometers show very similar patterns of fluctuation in numbers, but
ended the eight-year period pretty much as they started it.
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9.0
8.0

Average per site

7.0
6.0
Garden
Carpet

5.0
4.0

Common
Carpet

3.0
2.0
1.0
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Garden Carpet and Common Carpet have
a similar pattern of good years and bad
years, but Garden Carpet seems to be
showing a slight increase in numbers, while
Common Carpet a slight decline.

Garden Carpet – H. Young

6.0

Average per site

5.0
4.0
3.0

Garden
Tiger

2.0

Common
Swift

1.0
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Garden Tiger numbers are low, but stable. Common Swift shows wider fluctuations,
with a bit of a ‘boom and bust’ in 2012 to 2013, but has recovered since.
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35.0
30.0
Common
Wainscot

Average per site

25.0
20.0

Common
Marbled
Carpet

15.0
10.0

Common
Footman

5.0
0.0
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Of these three species, Common Marbled Carpet is the only one that appears in the
top 20 for both abundance and distribution in our dataset, and if anything seems to
be slightly increasing in numbers. Common Footman is very common in some areas,
and overall is our 14th most abundant moth, but does not feature amongst the most
widespread species, and is perhaps showing a slight population decline. Common
Wainscot seems fairly stable after a poor 2012.

Common Marbled Carpet – H. Young
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Winter GMS 2017-18
102 valid returns were received for the 2017-18 Winter GMS, which runs between
early November and the beginning of the main scheme in early March (a few more
than last year). Generally, moth numbers were down on last winter with most species
in the top 20 recording a decrease in average numbers per garden (Table 4). Even
the December Moth which reclaimed top spot showed a decline of over 10% on last
season. This was not really surprising, as most of us endured the coldest, and
seemingly longest, winter for many years.
Table 4. The twenty most abundant species over the winter in 2017-18 in terms of average
number of individuals recorded per garden, ranked in 2017-18 order with their 2016-17
position in brackets, and an indication of percentage change year on year.
Average
Average
Rank
per
per
2017-18
Species
garden
garden
% Change
(2016-17)
2017-18
2016-17
(102)
(96)
Total
22.03
27.19
-18.97
1 (2)
December Moth
3.87
4.33
-10.63
2 (3)
Mottled Umber
3.64
3.89
-6.39
3 (1)
Winter Moth
3.46
6.20
-44.16
4 (4)
Pale Brindled Beauty
1.65
1.89
-12.64
5 (7)
Chestnut
1.42
0.93
+53.34
6 (5)
Light Brown Apple Moth
1.39
1.88
-25.75
7 (6)
Feathered Thorn
0.69
1.38
-50.09
8 (9)
November Moth agg.
0.57
0.67
-14.71
9 (10)
Red-Green Carpet
0.49
0.64
-22.85
10 (19)
Yellow-line Quaker
0.41
0.20
+108.05
11 (23=)
Satellite
0.38
0.14
+182.35
12= (15=) Early Moth
0.34
0.24
+31.76
12= (17)
Dark Chestnut
0.34
0.35
+43.22
14 (12)
Scarce Umber
0.33
0.26
-5.88
15 (8)
Dotted Border
0.31
0.17
-53.67
16 (20)
Sprawler
0.29
0.68
+76.47
17 (13)
March Moth
0.25
0.34
-28.70
18 (11)
Spring Usher
0.24
0.48
-50.90
19 (33=)
Brick
0.20
0.05
+276.47
20 (15=)
Common Quaker
0.18
0.26
-32.24

Ten people recorded no moths at all over the 16 week period of the winter scheme;
three in Ireland, and the rest from the north and east of the UK, including two from
the south-east of England. Three recorded over 100 moths; one from South-east
England and two from Wales. The highest number of individuals trapped was 332
from a garden in Wales, but that did include 168 Mottled Umber and 97 Winter Moth.
54 December Moth appeared in a single night in one garden in Gloucestershire, but
43 of the 102 winter scheme recorders only managed a single figure total of moths of
any kind!
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Coordination Changes
There will be a few changes to the GMS coordinating team in 2018. Firstly, the
overall running of the scheme will be taken over by Helen and Stephen Passey, a
husband and wife team now living in Wales. Many thanks to them for volunteering;
I’m sure they will do a fantastic job.
Secondly, David Gardner, Janet Cheney and Robin Hemming have all retired from
their roles as regional coordinators, and I would like to thank them for their hard work
and commitment over the years. Fortunately replacements have been found - John
Walshe (Herefordshire) and Allan Lobb (Surrey, Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and
Oxfordshire) have already taken over, and again I am very grateful to them for
stepping in.
Contact details for all the national and regional coordinators are in the
‘Communications’ section of our website: http://www.gardenmoths.org.uk/

GMS Annual Conference 2018 – Norman Lowe
Over 50 people attended this year’s conference at one of our well-established
venues, Moira Hall in Leicestershire. We had hoped to hold it on March 3 rd but were
defeated by the “beast from the east” and had to postpone it to April 29 th, which
unfortunately meant that our new leadership team of Helen and Stephen Passey
weren’t able to join us.
I started things off with the usual look back at the highs and lows of GMS 2017,
much of which is reflected in Heather’s analysis earlier in this report. David Baker
then took us to a look at moths in the singular – species that he’d only seen once in
all the years he’d trapped in his garden. As he said, just the opposite of the GMS
concept of looking for common garden moths.
We then took a further look at things outside GMS when Ray Morris gave us some
tips on identifying the caddis flies we all get in our traps. After a leisurely break for
lunch, chat and a visit to our stallholders, we reconvened to hear from John Wilson
on the effect (or otherwise!) of traffic pollution on moth numbers – see his detailed
account above.
The next presentation was a welcome to what a Victorian writer once described as
the dull and uninspiring Midlands. Adrian Russell gave the lie to that calumny by
treating us to a run through some of the many scarce, interesting and attractive
moths of Leicestershire and Rutland.
Finally we had a discussion on where GMS should go in 2018 and beyond. Stephen
Passey had produced a draft paper on a possible GMS data protection policy and
once agreed this will go on the website. And I described a positive meeting I’d had
with Butterfly Conservation staff, after which the meeting agreed that we should have
more talks with BC with a view to enabling wider dissemination of our data in order to
16

further the aim we all have, the long-term benefit of moths. However it was
emphasised that GMS should remain independent.
The enjoyment of the day was greatly increased by the presence of our commercial
supporters Atropos Books and Hachiware Art, both of whose stalls seemed always
to be surrounded by eager buyers. Thank you Mark, Scott and Izumi!

GMS Sponsors
We were very thankful for financial assistance from the following organisations
during 2017; please consider using our sponsors for your purchases!

Atropos Books
Online book store and publication of Atropos, the journal for butterfly, moth and
dragonfly enthusiasts. Special offers available on the website.
www.atroposbooks.co.uk
The Boat House, Church Cove, Lizard, Cornwall, TR12 7PH
01326 290287
enquiries@atropos.info

ALS - Anglian Lepidopterist Supplies
For all your equipment requirements from moth traps to pots and generators –
quality products at affordable prices.
www.angleps.com
Station Road, Hindolveston, Norfolk, NR20 5DE
01263 862068 9am – 5pm Monday to Friday
sales@angleps.com

The Compact 20w Actinic Skinner Moth Trap
now available in mains and 12 volt versions.
Catch rates outperform any other actinic
system and comparable to the Twin 30w
Actinic Robinson Trap. See our web site for
further details.
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MapMate is a biological recording system designed for
enthusiasts to record, map, analyse and share their
natural history sightings. It was originally developed
for moth recording and has now expanded to include
most of the UK fauna and flora. It is being used by some 20,000 individuals and
institutions in the UK including very large groups like the RSPB and the Botanical
Society of the British Isles.
www.mapmate.co.uk
MapMate continues to support the GMS by providing software and support for the
GMS database, and for that we are very grateful.

Links
GMS Website - http://www.gardenmoths.org.uk/ - the Communications section gives
information on the regional coordinators; the Downloads section provides access to
Identification Guides, Annual Reports and Newsletters, as well as all the regional
recording forms and instructions.
Facebook Page - https://www.facebook.com/GardenMothScheme - we now have
over 1100 ‘Likes’!
Facebook Group - https://www.facebook.com/groups/438806469608527/ - currently
with more than 2200 Members (not all active GMS participants) – open membership
– all recording forms, instructions and micro-moth identification guides are available
in the Files section.
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