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 6 August 2020 
 

Dear Mr Khan and Mr Jenrick  

Re. Further possible challenge to London Plan       

I am writing to you in order to lay out in detail further grounds for a possible challenge of the Intend 

to Publish London Plan (the “Plan”). I would appreciate your response to this letter which builds on 

my letter to you dated 21 July 2020. The grounds are that: 

1. The conclusion that Plan policies will not have an adverse effect on European sites under 

Chapter 8 (105) (12) of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“the 

CHSR 2017”) does not meet legal requirements 

 

2. The Strategic Environmental Assessment of London Plan policies (the “Plan SEA”) cannot 

have taken in to consideration the effect of planned development on the environment in 

Kingston  

3. The downgrading of Policy GG2 F, “those involved in planning and development 

must…protect and enhance London’s open spaces, designated conservation sites and local 

spaces” to an objective is a major change and weakening of the requirement for “good 

growth” in relation to the protection of the environment in the Plan and should have been 

subject to consultation. 

 

1. The conclusion that Plan policies will not have an adverse effect on European sites under 

Chapter 8 (105) (12) of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“the 

CHSR 2017”) does not meet legal requirements 

Whilst part (105) (2) of the CHSR 2017 gives the competent authority a “duty to consult” with and 

“have regard to any representations” of the nature conservation body, and while AECOM and the 

Inspectors of the Plan may have made recommendations to the Mayor about whether the Plan 

meets the requirements of the CHSR 2017, the decision that a plan will not adversely affect the 

integrity of a European site seems to remain clearly with the competent authority1.  

 
1 Wealden judgement https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2017/351.html  111.: “Accordingly, applying traditional public law 
principles to this case, I am driven to conclude that the HRA is vitiated by Natural England's plainly erroneous advice. I have reached this 
conclusion on two bases: the first, because the decision-makers should have undertaken further inquiry of Natural England in 

https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2017/351.html


For example, the following points call in to question the Mayor’s decision to accept the conclusions 

proposed by AECOM in the HRA despite the fact that it appears that AECOM did not assess properly 

the effect of Plan policies for development in The Royal Borough of Kingston-upon-Thames 

(“Kingston”) in its Appropriate Assessment of Wimbledon Common SAC in the Habitats Regulations 

Assessment of The Plan (the “HRA”). 

First, the 2010 Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment for Kingston (the “2010 KHRA”) to which 

AECOM refers in drawing conclusions in the HRA of no significant likely effect on Wimbledon 

Common SAC dates from a time when housing targets in Kingston and other boroughs that are near 

to the Common were significantly lower, at 375 units a year with no targets for employment growth, 

compared to 964 units a year in the Plan.  

 

The HRA states that “The new London Plan sets a target of 9,640 dwellings between 2019 and 2029. 

This is therefore a substantial step-change in the scale of housing delivery in Kingston upon Thames 

compared to the adopted Core Strategy.” However, no evidence is provided to demonstrate that an 

assessment has taken place of the likely significant effects from this planned increase in 

development has been assessed.  

 

No information or assessment is given in the HRA of whether and how the base level figure of 9,640 

units from policy H1 (increasing housing supply) for projected residential development in Kingston 

for the first 10 years of the London Plan takes in to account housing targets accompanying the 

“opportunity area” status for the borough as outlined in policy SD1. SD1 (5) states that  targets are 

“indicative”, and in 2.1.1 it is stated that “boroughs should use the indicative capacity figures as a 

starting point to be tested through the assessment process” which leaves opportunity area targets 

open to being raised. Further, Policy H1A clarifies that borough housing targets must be met, and 

policy H1B (c) states that boroughs “must prepare delivery-focused Development Plans which enable 

the delivery of the housing capacity identified in Opportunity Areas”. Further, policy H1 E states 

“when new sustainable transport infrastructure is planned, boroughs should re-evaluate …the 

potential to accommodate higher-density residential and mixed-use development” 

 

In addition, the HRA does not take account accelerating growth laid out for Kingston in the later 

years of the Plan. Point 4.1.12 of policy H1 clearly states that “if a target is needed beyond the 10-

year period, boroughs should draw on the 2017 SHLAA findings (which cover the period to 2041…)”. 

The HRA also ignores development of an additional 16,309 units in Kingston associated with 

CrossRail 2 as laid out in Chapter 8 of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2017 (the 

“SHLAA”). Point 8.3 of Chapter 8 of the SHLAA states that “in some instances it may be appropriate 

to plan in anticipation of the scheme, ensuring that development capacities are optimised and 

potentially realised sooner”. The housing figure of 9,640 units is also a minimum figure as it contains 

small sites targets (policy H2) which are minimum numbers2. Small site development is significant in 

terms of the impact that it will have on loss and fragmentation of habitat for the protected stag 

beetle. 

 

Furthermore, the HRA does not take account of the significant and specific targets for jobs in 

Kingston in policies SD1 (opportunity areas) and E1 (offices), 

 

 
circumstances where no explanation had been given for not aggregating two amounts; the second, because Natural England's error 
directly infects the decision-making process.” 
2 Intend to Publish London Plan – Policy H2 – Table 4.2 



Secondly, AECOM’s “in-combination” assessment in the HRA on the effect of plans and projects on 

Wimbledon Common SAC (Point 6.7: “Other Plans and Projects”) does not take in to consideration 

any development planned in Kingston at all, thus avoiding an in-combination assessment of the 

effects of growth in Kingston arising from policies SD1, H1 and E1 of the Plan. The HRA only 

mentions the combined effect of planned development in Merton and Wandsworth, a clear breach 

of the requirements for in-combination assessments in the Habitats Directive3.  

Thirdly, it appears that AECOM has failed to meet the statutory requirement to assess the effect on 

any European site of the “manner in which [the Plan] is proposed to be carried out”3 i.e. much of the 

development in the Plan will be concentrated on large sites in opportunity areas which are in close 

proximity to Richmond Park SAC, Wimbledon Common SAC, Epping Forest SAC, Lee Valley SPA and 

South West London Waterbodies SPA. AECOM screened out Plan policies SD1 and E1 for all 

European sites on the basis that development arising from these policies is remote from most 

European sites, an assertion that is not true4. 

Fourthly, under the Habitats Directive, the Mayor is required to produce evidence that leaves no 

scientific doubt that his Plan will not harm European sites and their species5. However, the Mayor 

has relied on AECOM, and AECOM has not presented scientific evidence to justify its conclusions 

that planned development around Richmond Park SAC and Wimbledon Common SAC as well as 

other European sites arising from policies SD1, H1, H2 (small sites) and E1 - amongst other Plan 

policies - will not have an adverse effect on these habitats and their protected species. There is 

evidence6 to suggest that NE’s and the Inspector’s acceptance of AECOM’s conclusion regarding both 

Wimbledon Common SAC and Richmond Park SAC represents a clear error of reasoning which robs 

the Mayor’s decision to accept their conclusions of the required logic to be a rational and lawful 

decision.  

 

2. The Strategic Environmental Assessment of London Plan policies (the “Plan SEA”) cannot 

have taken into consideration the effect of planned development on the environment in 

Kingston  

I believe that the Mayor’s decision to publish the Plan and the Inspectors’ conclusion relating to the 

Plan SEA is open to challenge under the PCPA 2014 section 113 (1)g and (11)e. I refer you to 

Manydown vs Basingstoke and Deane 20127 .  

In particular, I believe that the lack of any baseline information8 on the environments, habitats and 

species in and around Kingston and the absence of any recent Borough-wide environmental 

assessment or sustainability appraisal or Habitats Regulations Assessment on how growth on the 

 
3 Habitats Directive Part 6 – Assessment of Plans and Projects 63 (6) https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31992L0043&from=EN 
4 HRA screening conclusion for Policy SD1 – Opportunity Areas: “For most part, the opportunity areas are relatively remote from European 
Sites” and for policy E1 offices: “Supports provision of office space and seeks to increase current office stock. It provides broad 
locations…and identifies the likely total scale of floorspace…However, most of these are remote from European sites” 
5 Sweetman and others v An Bord Pleanála (Case C-258/11) [2014] PTSR 1092 at paragraphs 45-49 
6 See Appendix to this letter 
7 https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/markup.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2012/977.html 

 
8 The most recent evidence base on the environment in Kingston is dated 1992: 
https://www.kingston.gov.uk/downloads/file/1939/nature_conservation_in_kingston_upon_thames 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31992L0043&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31992L0043&from=EN
https://www.bailii.org/eu/cases/EUECJ/2013/C25811.html
https://www.bailii.org/cgi-bin/markup.cgi?doc=/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2012/977.html
https://www.kingston.gov.uk/downloads/file/1939/nature_conservation_in_kingston_upon_thames


scale planned for Kingston in policies SD1, H1, H2, E1 and in other Plan policies is likely to affect the 

natural environment – including adjoining European sites – leave those Plan policies and their 

environmental effect open to challenge. I draw your attention to the following facts: 

➢ The absence of any strategic environmental assessment undertaken at the time of or 

subsequent to the approval of the Kingston “Direction of Travel” document, a 

supplementary planning document to the existing London Plan that has been used as 

the basis of expanding significantly development targets across Kingston in the new 

Plan, is a noticeable omission9 that invalidates Plan policies relating to growth in the 

Borough 

➢ The 2017 SHLAA methodology removed all environmental constraints when calculating 

acceptable densities on sites across London 

➢ NE was not consulted on the draft 2017 SHLAA methodology 

➢ The last Sustainability Appraisal in Kingston was conducted in 2011. This appraisal 

explicitly does not consider the impact of development in Kingston on European sites 

because they are located outside the Borough, and it is out-of-date 

➢ No Strategic Environmental Assessment of growth in Kingston ever appears to have been 

completed at a local level. This lack of information and assessment undermines the 

conclusions of any overarching Plan SEA 

➢ The 2010 KHRA is out-of-date. It relates to a significantly lower level of growth for 

residential and employment development, both on an individual and in-combination 

basis, than is being considered in the Plan, which is starting from a much higher base 

➢ The HRA screening and assessment of the effects of planned growth in Kingston on 

protected habitats and species in Richmond Park SAC and Wimbledon Common SAC 

relating in particular to policies SD1, H1, H2 and E2 of the Plan, as well as to additional 

development laid out in Chapter 8: CrossRail 2 Growth Scenario of the SHLAA is not 

based on up-to-date figures or scientific evidence  

➢ Kingston’s Local Implementation Plan 3 upon which the Mayor relies to implement his 

Mayor’s Transport Strategy and on which in turn the Plan relies significantly in giving 

effect to its policies to reduce air pollution in London and in Kingston, has not been 

legally approved by Kingston Council given that the Strategic Environmental Assessment 

of the LIP3 (the “LIP3 SEA”) has never been completed or published. Kingston council 

has breached the requirements of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and 

Programmes Regulations 2004 (the “EAPPR”) Part 2 (5) by not properly completing the 

LIP3 SEA “during the preparation of that plan” and “before its submission to the 

legislative procedure”. In addition, Kingston Council failed to meet the requirements of 

Part 3 (4) of the EAPPR by not demonstrating “how environmental considerations have 

been integrated into the plan” nor publishing the LIP3 SEA or a post-adoption report. 

This is further evidence of the lack of evidence supporting the conclusions of the Plan 

SEA that Plan policies will not have a negative impact on the environment in London 

Given my concerns about the SHLAA, I would be grateful if you can send me the relevant reports to 

the Mayor recommending approval of the final SHLAA methodology and of the final version of the 

 
9 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/1633/schedule/1/made 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/1633/schedule/1/made


SHLAA 2017, the minutes of the meetings at which each document was approved, the signed 

approval document for each document and any written information – whether published or not - 

recording the process  that was undertaken to approve each document and the legal, 

environmental, equalities and other implications of each decision. 

 

3. The downgrading of Policy GG2 F , “those involved in planning and development 

must…protect and enhance London’s open spaces, designated conservation sites and local 

spaces” to an objective is a major change and weakening of the requirement for “good 

growth” in relation to the protection of the environment in the Plan and should have been 

subject to consultation 

This downgrade was recommended by the Inspectors of the London Plan in their report to the 

Mayor on 8 October 2019. Given that the Good Growth policies provided a framework for all the 

other Plan policies, the implications of the possibility of a downgrade of this policy should have been 

discussed at sessions of the Examination in Public relating to open spaces, designated conservation 

sites and local spaces. This did not happen.  

The downgrading represents a significant weakening of the requirement for “good growth” in the 

Plan and there is evidence in the Mayor’s response to the Inspectors’ recommendation to change 

the Good Growth policies to objectives that he believes that it is necessary for wording to appear as 

policy in order for it not to be “lost”. In this case, the protection offered to open spaces, designated 

conservation sites and local spaces must by definition be considered to have been “lost” by the 

downgrade of GG2 F to an objective. 

The Mayor explicitly stated in his response PR3 to the Inspectors’ recommendations in December 

2019 that his decision to reintroduce the part of downgraded policy GG4 that deals with build-out 

rates in to policy H1 was so that it was not lost: 

“A consequential change has been made to ensure that the policy requirement for establishing 

ambitious housing build-out rates at the planning stage of development, which currently sits in GG4, 

is not lost through the change of the GG polices to objectives. This has been incorporated into Policy 

H1.” 

The second addendum of the Integrated Impact Assessment goes on to make as its only comment 
on the change of Good Growth policies to objectives:  

“The GG policies are amended to be objectives – no material change.”  

There is no substantiation of this assertion which seems to be without merit and to render the 
downgrade of good growth policies to objectives open to legal challenge. 

I would appreciate a reply at your earliest convenience. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 



Caroline Shah 

  



   

*APPENDIX to letter dated 6 August 2020: Further possible challenge to 
London Plan 

 

Sources of Scientific Evidence that undermines the conclusions of the HRA of 
the London Plan that the Plan’s policies will not have an adverse effect on 
the protected woodland habitats of Epping Forest SAC, Richmond Park SAC 
and Wimbledon Common SAC, the grassland habitats of Wimbledon 
Common SAC, and on all sites the protected stag beetle, and, for Epping 
Forest, also the knothole-yoke moss 
 



 

1. Michael Ulyshen 
 

“Saproxylic Beetles as indicator species for 
dead wood amount and temperature in beech 
wood forests – Lachat et al 2012” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Insights into the ecology, genetics and 
distribution of Lucanus Elaphus, M Ulyshen et al 
2017” 
 
 
 
“Chapter 4: Diversity and Ecology of Stag 
Beetles, Ta-I-Huang” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Introduction to the Diversity, Ecology and 
Conservation of Saproxylic Insects – M 
Ulyshen” 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
- Best indicator of habitat quality 
- A large amount of dead wood is 

compulsory for the conservation of the 
species 

- The diversity of the dead wood in terms 
of size and quality is equally important 
as its volume (Brin et al 2009; Ranus 
and Johnson 2007; Siitonen 2011) 

- “Regarding quality, different diameters, 
decay stages, tree species, sun 
exposures and the presence of 
polypores are necessary for a high 
diversity of saproxylic beetles” 

 
- Attracted to electric lights 
- Species found in wide range of log sizes 

in association with wide range of rot 
types, white rot, brown rot and very 
high moisture content 

 
- Feed on cellulosic material highly 

colonised by fungi and other 
microoganisms 

- Lucanids inhabit and feed on wood 
decayed by wood-rotting fungi, Araya 
1993; St Germain 2007, Abe 2000 

- Kuranouchi et al 2006 – presence of 
Nitrogen-fixing microbes associated 
with stag beetle; Tanahashi – 
importance of direct nutrient 
acquisition; destruction of suitable 
habitats by human activities – main 
threat 

 
- Importance of fungi and wood variety; 
- Cellulase digestion must be aided by 

symbiotic microorganisms; 
- Microbes degrade lignocellulose; 
- a large proportion of the nitrogen 

requirements of many wood-feeding 
insects comes from nitrogen-fixing 
prokaryotic endosymbionts within their 
guts (Ulyshen 2015); 

- Fungi are thought to be the main 
source of nutrition for certain “wood-
feeding” passalid (Mishima et al. 2016) 
and lucanid (Tanahashi et al. 

- 2009) beetles, for example. 



 

  
2. Arno Thomaes  
 
Comment: Increased number of people 
trampling stag beetles might have an effect 
on the population, at least it is a lethal 
effect that should be taken into account for 
the Habitats directive. Building upon a stag 
beetle site is very detrimental for the 
population and needs to be taken into 
account. Habitats directive prescribes that 
the one making plans that could effect the 
species or habitats must prove the effect of 
the plan is not significant, not the other way 
around. Need a plan to study and 
compensate for loss of habitat (Colin 
Hawes)  
“Ebert 2011 Translocatie”  
“Umsetzung von mit Hirschkäfer-Larven  
besetzten Baumwurzeln” Ebert and Muller  

 
 
 
Email correspondence  
Translocating stag beetle sites in Germany.  

 

  



3. Maria Fremlin  

Statement: “Richmond did have a significant number of 

records. Further unpublished analysis of the data 

revealed the following for 2005: 

1. Gardens occupied 23% of the land in London 

2. Stag beetle records correlated best with the total 

area of domestic buildings PLUS gardens, 0.65. 

3. After that the best correlation was with the total 

garden area, 0.61.” 

“It obvious that by paving gardens and building more 

houses is very unfavourable to stag beetles.” 

http://maria.fremlin.de/stagbeetles/london_veluwe.html  

 

 

“Stag beetle (Lucanus cervus, (L., 1758), Lucanidae) 

urban behaviour, 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“London 2005 Stag Beetle Hunt,  Report for Greater Stag 

Beetle (Lucanidae) Michelle Margot” London Wildlife 

Trust 

 

Email correspondence 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evidence that stag beetles can survive 

in a heavily-used woodchip footpath 

 

 

“Up until June 21, the main cause of 

death was by predators; after, was 

caused mainly by human activities” 

“the females suffered most casualties 

caused by human activities as they 

walk much more than the males 

(Hawes 2004a)”  

Richmond Park: “Most sightings, 293 

and 235 respectively, were of dead 

beetles, mostly predated by Corvidae, 

which are very abundant in the park.” 

“However the importance of large and 

relatively old, suburban gardens (pre-

1914) as a significant habitat for stag 

beetles had already been highlighted 

during the 1997 south London survey 

(Frith 1999).” 

“Their obvious main threat is loss of 

habitat due to urban development, 

closely followed by habitat 

disturbance, and this is a very 

complex situation that deserves to be 

studied further.” 

“1/5th of the total area of London is 

made up of private gardens and 

therefore the survival of this species 



 probably depends on people providing 

suitable dead wood habitat (in the 

form of log piles, tree stumps, or 

replenished woodchip mounds) in 

their front and backyards.” “As 

expected, the majority of stag beetle 

sightings were from private gardens” 

“Stag beetles are commonly spotted 

on roads and pavements. They are 

thought to be attracted to the warm 

surfaces of tarmac and were sighted 

on high streets and in supermarket car 

parks. Here they are vulnerable to 

being run over or trodden on.” 

 

  



Other sources of information 

JNCC Report by UK under 
Article 17 92/43 EEC June 
13 -18: STAG BEETLE 

Long Term trend for stag beetle – Uncertain; High Pressure and Threat 
from construction or modification in urban areas and removal of dead or 
dying wood. Mentions small dispersal range and risk from fragmentation 
of habitat 

Epping Forest District 
Council website about air 
pollution threat to Epping 
Forest and lack of agreed 
mitigation strategy 
(as of 7 August 2020) 

April 2020 “The Council, Natural England and the Conservators have 
committed to continue to work together to identify a satisfactory solution 
and have been meeting on a regular basis over the past few months. As 
these matters involve highly technical and scientific considerations, 
compiling the evidence required to address the concerns raised by Natural 
England and the Conservators, and as set out in the Inspector’s advice, has 
taken many months. This evidence now needs to be remodelled and 
reassessed in order to further update the HRA and develop an Air Quality 
Mitigation Strategy. This further work is progressing well and it is 
anticipated that the Council will be in a position to publish a draft 
Mitigation Strategy for the Council’s Cabinet to consider in July 2020. 
 
Currently there is no agreed approach as to how the effect of air pollution 
needs to be mitigated where development proposals anywhere in the 
District would result in an increase in Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 
on roads within 200m of the EFSAC. However, the Council and other 
partner organisations continue to work together to devise an air quality 
mitigation strategy (“AQMS”) that is acceptable to NE, taking account of the 
Local Plan Inspector’s advice. In the absence of an approved AQMS, where 
individual development proposals have been supported by evidence which 
clearly demonstrates that there would be no net increase in AADT Natural 
England has confirmed that the Council is in a position to grant planning 
permission (subject to the acceptability of all other relevant planning 
considerations). The Council has now determined a small number of 
planning applications in line with this advice. 

  

Richmond Park SAC – COSA 
31 May 2016 

Supporting habitat – decaying wood: This target may also be applicable to 
off-site habitat which may provide important larval habitat to support the 
SAC population” “local gardens, parks and trees are important to help 
maintain the stag beetle population if dead timber is present and may help 
to connect the SAC population with bigger colonies” 

Burnham Beeches 
Recreation Report, Effect 
of urbanisation and human 
activity on ancient 
woodland 

Effects of trampling, litter, pollution, damage and destruction by fire, 
removal of dead wood, tree climbing, soil compaction and other human 
activity on ancient woodland 

Richmond Park SAC draft 
Conservation Objectives 
2008 

Draws attention to the time lag between a plan being agreed and a 
consequent adverse effect on the integrity of a site. A site may be in 
favourable condition but a plan could still be deemed to have an adverse 
effect on that site’s integrity 

 Requirement that woodland pasture should not suffer “any reduction in an 
area and consequent fragmentation” 

 Requirement to monitor the woodland pasture in Richmond Park once 
every 6 year monitoring cycle 

 Site specific targets: Deadwood no more than 5% decline 
Number of veteran trees 



Quality of fallen dead wood more than 20cmdbh 
No of trees with attached dead wood over 20 cm dbh 

Richmond Park HRA 2014 
Point 4.27 

“The SAC is known to be a popular destination for recreational activities and 
the qualifying stag beetle could be affected by trampling” 
 
The HRA considers the number of new residents in the plan rather than the 
number of visits such residents will make 

Arno Thomaes – 2018 
Dispersal of Stag Beetle 

Male mean distance 250m and 144 m 
Female daily distance travelled less than 1 m to 241 m 
Important for effect of fragmentation of habitat 

Richmond Park HRA of 
Local Plan 2016 pt 3.28 
 
Pt 3.36 
 
Pt 3.42 
 
 
 
Pt 3.44 

Assumes a 2km travel distance for the stag beetle 
Stag beetles are attracted to artificial light 
 
Wimbledon Common heathland is particularly vulnerable to increases in air 
pollution. Acknowledges sensitivity to air pollution of stag beetle’s habitat 
No traffic forecast data for Richmond 
8.9% of Wimbledon Commono within 200m of A3 which exceeds limits for 
No2. A308 and A3050 “could fail in future” 

Maria Fremlin: Urban 
Survival 

Larval habitat of stag beetle is vulnerable to disturbance. Relocation not 
good. Thrive in urban gardens 

Arno Thomaes – Dispersal 
of the Stag Beetle 

“larval habitat should be available in sufficient amount and with high 
temporal and spatial continuity” “We advise providing stepping stones with 
suitable habitat every 100 m and never more than 1 km away in order to 
maintain or expand a self-sustaining meta population.” Need for broad-
leaved habitat with sun exposure 

Bionomics and distribution 
of the stag beetle by Colin 
Hawes 

60 different hosts in UK. Beetles found in railway sleepers, bark chippings, 
fence posts, wood chippings. Unclear whether “such small wood sources 
are able to provide a long term habitat, where there are similar posts in an 
area, or at least corridors for dispersal or whether such populations will 
inevitably die out” 
 
Predation: magpie, fox, shrew, kestrel, badger 
 
“largest perceived threat …is believed…to be man…the loss of habitat in 
urban areas and management techniques being the main factor in the 
decline in numbers” 
“It might be possible that a restricted habitat in the UK has contributed to 
the evolution of the increased larval instar number” 
 
On habitat and numbers: “This cannot be stated unequivocally here since it 
is possible that surveys may do more to survey monitor presence than 
actual habitat and there will be more urban records in countries such as the 
UK where survey effort is high” 
 
“Aggregated distributions of insects are extremely common in nature (Holt 
2005) and area again a likely reflection of habitat availability. However, for 
lucanus cervus, such distributions may be important for the survival of the 
species. Dispersal distances are limited and may be as low as a few 100 
metres. This if distances between hotspots exceed dispersal distances, the 



insect may not exist in a meta population context, meaning the risk of local 
extinction is high (Kunin and Gaston 1993). 
 
KEY POINT: Conservation plans must take in to account distances between 
populations and the dispersal ability of the stag beetle 
 
Human activity a cause of mortality – road traffic, habitat destruction 
 
Importance of the urban garden 

Can we successfully 
monitor a population 
density decline of the 
elusive invertebrate? A 
statistical power analysis 
2018 Thomaes 

Need for at least 240 1 hour monitoring transect walks on 40 to 100 
transects 

Colin Hawes: Mark release 
recapture study 2000 

Need for continuity of dead wood at know stag beetle locations and log 
piles built far away from stag beetle populations , especially those that are 
isolated, seem less likely to be colonised and might well be a waste of 
conservation effort 

Woodland Trust – Impacts 
of nearby development on 
ancient woodland 2012 

Effect of recreation – small scale fragmentation; Edge effect 

Hendriks and Mendez: 
Larval ecology of the stag 
beetle 2018 

“Harder wood decreased the amount of wood processed and pellets 
produced. In addition, fungal mycelia were more accessible in other 
deeding substrates. This is important because mycelia contain protein that 
increases larval growth” Tan 2005 

Wimbedon Common SSSI 
assessment of air pollution 

 
A literature review of the 
urban effects on lowland 
heaths and their wildlife 
2005 

Effects of trampling, cats, dogs, disturbance, noise 

Wimbedon and Putney 
Commons Annual 
Conservation Report 
2016/17 

With regards to the management work that has been carried out on the 
heathland during the lifetime of the Commons’ HLS agreement, the NVC 
study has summarised that while ‘it was clear that heathland management 
has been going on 



over a considerable timeframe, there is still a considerable amount of work 
needed 
to maintain the open area of the heathland currently found on the 
Commons.” 
“Unfortunately, as confirmed in the Commons’ NVC study, overall, the 
majority of the Commons grasslands are species poor, and as such, most of 
the 13 grassland sites that were 

measured were found to be extremely high in nutrients.” “Through evidence 
from NE’s soil sampling and through the work completed for the Commons’ 
NVC report, a common theme that has emerged from both pieces of work 
has been the high level of nutrients found on areas of the Commons’ 
grassland and the effects that disturbance may be having on these sites.” 
 
“With reference to The Plain, while the NVC survey recognised that ‘visitors 
do appear to take note of the signage on The Plain and stay on paths 
throughout uncut grassland areas’, for the Commons grassland sites in 
general, high recreational usage, particularly dog walking has been cited 
as a factor that will add to the nutrient levels of grassland and therefore 
damage the integrity of these sites. It should however be noted that dogs 
cannot be entirely blamed for nutrient inputs as air pollution and the 
subsequent atmospheric nitrogen deposition were also cited in the NVC 
report as another potential factor that could cause further harm to many 
of the 
Commons’ most sensitive areas.” 
 

Ecological report for 
Wimbledon Common 2018 

Disturbance of skylarks; no lucanus cervus noted 

 

 


