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From: Murray, susie <Susan.Murray@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 05 November 2019 15:01
To: M42 Junction 6
Cc: Horswill, Paul
Subject: M42 NSIP - Junction 6 M42 Fungi Report - NE comments 
Attachments: NE Specialist comments on TR010027-000751-TR010027_M42J6_8.65_Fungi_Survey_Report_2019 

(revised 28Oct19).docx; M42 Junction 6 Improvement Scheme comments on lichen survey report 
8.48+....docx

Good afternoon  
 
M42 NSIP ‐ Junction 6 M42 Fungi and Lichen Reports ‐ NE comments 
 
Please find attached NE’s comments in respect of the outstanding comments on fungi and lichens.  
 
Tim Wilkins, as our senior specialist in lichens and non-lichenized fungi,  has reviewed the reports.   
 

1) Fungi report - comments as enclosed. 
 

2) Tim commented on the lichen survey report using Dr Marion Bryant’s (NE) comments on the same 
document.   Tim highlighted one comment that could be of significance (p.2) relates to the potential extension 
of the woods as mitigation. A number of notable species occur along the woodland edge because of the 
elevated light levels. Planting new adjoining woodland would likely reduce these light levels. One potential 
solution would be to leave a substantial ride or track between the two woodlands. 

 
These comments were issued direct to AECOM 28 October 2019.  
 
Should you have any comments or questions is respect of these submissions please do not hesitate in contacting 
me.  
 
 
Many thanks, 
 
Susie Murray 
West Midlands Area Team (East) Urban Planning Lead Adviser 
Planning for a Better Environment Team  
Natural England 

 
susan.murray@naturalengland.org.uk 
 
Hours of work – 27 hours per week: 
Generally Mon.9.30-3.00; Tues. 8.00-5.30; Wed. 9.30-3.00; Thurs.9.30-3.00; Fri.9.30-1:00  
 
Follow us on twitter @NE_WestMids 
 
 
2019 is the Year of Green Action! 
Share your stories @DefraNature and #YearOfGreenAction 
 

 
 
www.gov.uk/natural‐england  
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We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and 
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.  
 
In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and 
attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
This message has been sent using TLS 1.2 This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. 
If you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you 
should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been checked for 
known viruses whilst within the Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our 
systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective 
operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Natural England Specialist comments on report: 

M42 Junction 6 Development Consent Order; Scheme Number TR010027 

8.65 Fungi Survey Report 2019 

Version Date 
1 11 October 2019 

Report entitled:  ‘Fungal Diversity Survey of Aspbury’s Copse, a woodland 
compartment adjacent to Catherine- de-Barnes, Solihull’ 
_________________ 

General comments 

The author, Neville Kilkenny, is a highly experienced field mycologist. He is a Research 
Associate in Mycology at the Royal Botanic Gardens Edinburgh and has previously 
undertaken mycological contracts for the James Hutton Institute and Scottish Natural 
Heritage, amongst others. 

Overall I have high confidence in what the report says and the conclusion it reaches (p.10). 
Without carrying out a detailed comparison with other ancient woodlands in the West Midlands 
(assuming fungal surveys have been undertaken), it is difficult to be definitive about ‘county 
importance’ but this is considered a reasonable assessment of the site’s conservation value 
for fungi. Bearing in mind the high proportion of saprotrophic fungi reported, it will be important 
for their conservation to maintain the continuity of deadwood (standing and fallen; all types 
and sizes). 

The 2019 survey was conducted over 2 days in September. However, as stated in the report, 
with fungi it is impossible to get a true picture of fungal diversity, or the species present, 
through snapshot fruitbody surveys. Compared to some taxonomic groups, there is a very 
strong correlation between survey effort and species diversity with fungi which can continue 
for decades (Tofts & Orton, 1998). 

The dry weather conditions in 2019 were not conducive to fungal fruitbody appearance, hence 
it’s fortunate the site had been surveyed by Kilkenny on a number of previous occasions 
(three visits in 2014 and two visits in 2018). When assessing the conservation value of fungus 
sites, it is necessary to include survey data from all recent years and even recent decades. In 
this case, over a total of six visits, 112 fungus species were recorded (according to the report). 

None of the fungi recorded at Asbury’s Copse are listed as species ‘of principal importance’ 
for England under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006), 
nor specially protected under Schedule 8 (Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, as amended). This 
should have been stated in the report. 
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Note that the Red List cited, Davies et al., 2016, has not been quality assured as IUCN-
compliant by JNCC or the country statutory conservation agencies. However, the project 
manager is a qualified IUCN Red List assessor. This also applies to Jordan et al (2017, 2018). 

The report suggests that the lack of ectomycorrhizal (EcM) fungi recorded could be due to 
nitrogen deposition. The impacts of nitrogen pollution on EcM fungi are well documented 
globally (e.g. Arnolds 1991, Suz et al 2014,  de Witte et al 2017, van Strien et al 2018, 
Lilleskov et al 2019). Nevertheless it is also likely that woodland clearance and/or replanting 
would have had a major impact on this fungal group. Many EcM fungi are specialised and 
entirely dependent on their tree hosts. If a disruption in woodland continuity occurred in the 
past, this could have caused a reduction in EcM fungal diversity although species can persist 
and EcM community composition can change (Jones et al 2003, Johnson et al 2014). 

Minor comments on the text 

• In the Executive Summary (p.2): The presence of two ‘old woodland’ species as 
evidence of continuity of woodland is questionable. Both species are saprotrophic 
(wood rotters) and therefore it would be more accurate to say their survival indicates 
the continuity of their deadwood habitat. Since the site is considered ‘replanted ancient 
woodland’, it is also possible that these species have re-established from neighbouring 
ancient woodland - e.g. Barber's Coppice. In addition, only one of the two ‘old 
woodland’ species are not named in the report. It is not clear to which of the other 
species this applies. 

• In the Executive Summary (p.2): “In addition to previous surveys, one further species 
has been recorded in 2019 and another species rerecorded, which would indicate 
continuity of woodland habitat.” Again, it is not very clear in body of report to which 
species these comments apply. 

• In the Executive Summary (p.2):  “The guidelines suggest that a site from which 
more than eight of the 16 species are recorded should be considered for notification. 
Four of these species have now been recorded at Aspbury’s Copse and a further three 
species from other woodland compartments close-by.” The guidelines (Bosanquet et 
al. 2018) state: if the total count reaches or exceeds eight. This is stated incorrectly in 
the summary, but correctly on p. 8 of the report. 

• Under ‘Results and Analysis’ (p.4): “The list of species recorded during the 2019 
survey are presented in Table 1.” But Table 1 is a list of records, not species. It also 
says “For context the species list of fungi recorded in 2018 are also provided in Annex 
A.” Again these are records, not a species list. 

• Under ‘Limitations’ (p.4): “As the survey was not based on a transect or plot 
methodology, it should be noted that it will not be possible to objectively compare 
these results with data generated from future mycological survey work.”  Since the 
method comprised a random walkover survey, it is reasonable to suppose that a future 
survey of this type, all things being equal (e.g. time of year, duration, mycological 
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experience, survey conditions) would be comparable (variations between years being 
more likely due to factors affecting fungal fruitbody production). 

• Under Ancient Woodland Indicators (p.9): “the ancient woodland of Barber’s 
Coppice, which lies to the east of Aspbury’s Copse…”  This is incorrect, it lies to the 
west. 

• Under ‘Other Notable Records’ (p.9): Boletus cisalpinus is listed as Least Concern in 
Ainsworth et al. (2013). This red list should be cited & in references. 

• Under ‘Other Notable Records’ (p.9): Hebeloma crustulineforme is red-listed as 
Least Concern in Jordan et al. (2018). This red list should be cited & in references. 

• Under ‘Other Notable Records’ (p.9): I’m not aware of any British IUCN red lists that 
have assessed Scleroderma species although S. citrinum and S. verrucosum are 
common and widespread taxa in England. If, however, they have been assessed, the 
red list should be cited & included in references. 

• Under ‘Other Notable Records’ (p.10): “however, according to the second RDL 
published by the Fungus Conservation Trust (Davies et al., 2016) it was assessed as 
‘Endangered’.” It is not clear from the text that this relates to Agaricus subrufescens, 
not Agrocybe rivulosa. 

• Under ‘Other Notable Records’ (p.10): Pluteus salicinus is red-listed as Least 
Concern in Davies et al. (2016). This should be stated and cited. 

• Under ‘Other Notable Records’ (p.10): Mycena inclinata is red-listed as Least 
Concern in Jordan et al. (2017). This should be stated and cited. 

Constraints of this review 

Kilkenny (2014) was not evaluated. Consequently it has not been possible to verify the total 
number of species recorded (112). 
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Revised 28 Oct 2019 



M42 Junction 6 Improvement Scheme comments on 8.48 Lichen Survey 
Report 2019 

Dr Marion Bryant Woodland and Trees Specialist, Specialist Services and 
Programmes, Natural England         

7/10/19 

Please note that I comment on this report as a woodland habitat ecologist and not as a 
lichen specialist. Any comments on specific lichen species would need to be provided by a 
lichen specialist.  

The two halves of Aspbury’s Copse support different lichen communities: the eastern half 
supporting a relatively common and widespread flora of 29 species and the western half 
supporting a richer species diversity, of 37 species, with scarcer species, some of which 
are assessed as having regional value. Of a total lichen flora of 44 species, 4 lichen 
species are nationally scarce, and 2 species of lichenicolous fungi are nationally scarce. 
However, the report points out that this is a relatively poor lichen flora for ancient 
woodland, with pollution tolerant species and species indicative of nutrient enrichment. 
The proximity of the M42 motorway, West Midlands conurbation and intensive agriculture 
dictates that the impacts of air pollution and nutrient enrichment are highly likely at this 
location. Whilst the extant lichen flora appears to be limited by the effects of air pollution 
and eutrophication, especially at the woodland edges, this woodland is a significant site for 
the broader re-colonisation by lichens should air quality improve.  

The eastern half of Aspbury’s Copse has a tree canopy which casts a dense shade, which 
is suboptimal for many lichen species. Mature ash, oak, field maple and poplar trees 
provide the best lichen substrates in the wood. The report recommends tagging lichen 
trees, which will assist with future monitoring of the lichen community and will inform 
suitable woodland management.  

Given the results of the lichen survey Natural England make the following woodland 
management recommendations: 

• Undertake selective canopy thinning, especially in the shaded eastern half of the 
wood, to increase light levels and ameliorate conditions for lichens.  

• Retain veteran and mature trees where possible, especially ash, oak, field maple 
and poplar.  

• Retain important lichen trees.  
• Do not manage ash out of the woodland because of ash dieback – retain veteran 

and mature trees where possible.  
• Renew the canopy by promoting and protecting natural regeneration (including 

ash).  
• Monitor woodland species and structural composition. 
• Promote suitable species (native broadleaves) and structural diversity.   
• Retain deadwood in situ.  

Wilkins, Timothy
Potentially

Wilkins, Timothy
Images of imp trees and annotated images of exact position/area of key species are advisable, along with GPS, and tree tagging. This is because tree tags can fall off/don’t last; also presence/absence and DAFOR are inadequate when it comes to lichen monitoring.

Wilkins, Timothy
Possible trade off with buffering ammonia impacts

Wilkins, Timothy
outside of woodland?? As far as possible keep older ash inside and outside of woodland.

Wilkins, Timothy
This is counter the lichen interest. Regen should be selective/controlled and ideally supressed through woodland grazing.



• Buffer and extend the woodland to reduce edge effects (air pollution and 
eutrophication) on the ancient woodland and its lichen community. It is particularly 
important to buffer and extend the western half of Aspbury’s Copse in order to 
protect the regionally significant lichen flora in the western half of the wood.  

The site is assessed as being regionally important for lichens and as having some 
bryological potential. This assessment adds weight to the importance of this irreplaceable 
ancient woodland habitat.  

 

Wilkins, Timothy
Yes but note edges are richer in lichens due to higher light levels (Appx.2. map in Smith 2019). Hence extensions should avoid shading certain sections of the perimeter.




