
 
 
 
 

Minutes of the General Assembly 
30 September - 2 October 2014 – Freiburg – Germany 

 
 
Participants 
Coordination: Guillaume Decocq (also WP1 & WP6 leader, SM N France), Kris Verheyen, Alicia 
Valdes. 
WP2: Michaël Scherer-Lorenzen (leader), Steffen Ehrmann, Stefanie Gärtner, Jürgen Bauhus 
WP3: Marc Deconchat (leader, SM S France) 
WP4: Karin Hansen (leader), Filip Moldan, Lars Rosenqvist 
WP5: Elsa Varela 
WP6: Elena Górriz 
Other site Managers (SMs): Jörg Brunet (S Sweden), Sara Cousins (C Sweden), Martin Diekmann 

(NW Germany), Martin Hermy (Belgium), Jaan Liraa (Estonia) 
Others: Pieter De Frenne (Belgium), Pallieter De Smedt (Belgium), Annette Kolb (NW Germany), 

Jonathan Lenoir (N France), Vincent Le Roux (N France), Ludmilla Martin (N France), Taavi Paal 
(Estonia).  

 
Could not attend the meeting: Monika Wulf (SM NE Germany).  
 
All presentations are available on the website (intranet): http://www.u-
picardie.fr/smallforest/uk/ 
 
 

30th September 2014 
14.15 Welcome 
The meeting is held at the University of Freiburg and has been organized by Michaël 
Scherer-Lorenzenʼs group.  
Last year of smallFOREST: time for an update about all the work which has been done so far 
and for discussing the crucial issue of its valuation.  
 
14.20-15.20 WP1: Presentation of the second paper valuating the database content 
 Presentation by Alicia; see ppt “WP1 (Alicia).pdf” 
A first paper has been submitted some months ago to Global Ecology and Biogeography. 
The revised ms is waiting for the final decision from the Editor1. 
The second ms has circulated among smallFORESTers; presentation of the update. 
  following questions/discussion, a working group met during the meeting to 
elaborate the ms; see below. 
 
15.20-16.20 WP2 & WP4:  
Taxonomic, functional and structural diversity – Stemwood production 
 Presentation by Steffen; see ppt “WP2_stemwood (Steffen).pdf” 

                                                        
1 Editor decision received on October 5th: a new revision is required! 



A number of metrics has been computed, per species and per stand, at the point and patch 
levels (6726 trees measured!). Overall, 54 woody species occurred in the studied patches 
(most frequent: Quercus robur > Fagus sylvatica > Fraxinus excelsior). 
Challenge: how to consistently calculate volume, biomass and carbon-content? Allometric 
equations are used for this purpose. 
  a working group met during the meeting to elaborate the plan for subsequent 
analyses. 
Nutrients and C stocks 
 Presentation by Karin, Lars & Filip; see ppt “WP4 (Karin_Lars_Filip).pdf” 
Some regions are outliers in forest floor analyses (S France, W Germany, and some data – 
not all – in Belgium), which may be due to a problem to separate mineral soil from forest floor 
during soil sampling. No latitudinal increase in soil C stock was observed. The C content was 
often higher in the smallest patches. Three “soil ms” are planned by March 2015: (i) Carbon 
and nitrogen soil content in small forest patches - the influence of edge forest; (ii) Carbon and 
nitrogen storage in small deciduous forest patches over a SW-NE gradient in Europe; (iii) Do 
biodiversity, climate and site history explain nutrient distribution in small forest patches 
across Europe? (led by Steffen). 
 
Tick abundance 
 Presentation by Steffen; see ppt “WP2_ticks (Steffen).pdf” 
Steffen presented an ongoing meta-analysis about the impact of forest fragmentation on 
small mammals diversity. The link with tick abundance and tick-borne diseases is in progress 
(influence of patch and landscape metrics). First smallFOREST results show between-
windows differences of tick abundance (most abundant in W Germany and Belgium). 
Edibles 
 Presentations by Alicia; see ppt “WP2_Plants (Alicia_Martin).pdf and 
“WP2_Mushrooms (Olivier_Alicia).pdf” 
Plants: Potentially usable plants have been sorted by Martin H; but this is of course different 
from the actual use. 
Mushrooms: two field campaigns were conducted in 2012 and 2013, with different but 
complementary protocols. More than 600 taxa have been identified (the most important 
number in N France  observer bias!). A functional approach has been initiated. Edibles and 
toxic species have been sorted from the data set. Data analyses are still ongoing. 
 
1st October 2014 
8.45-10.10 WP3: Arthropods 
Presentation by Marc; see ppt “WP3_Malacophagous carabids (Marc).pdf” 
The focus is put on carabid fluxes instead of predation efficiency. With 256*2*2*4 traps this is 
one of the biggest studies ever implemented. To date, 25% of the S Swedish traps and 50% 
of German traps are still to be done; nothing could be done for Estonia due to a bad 
conservation of the samples. Two papers are planned: one focusing on fluxes from patches 
to adjacent fields; the other more focused on the conservation of large apterous carabid 
species (but we must mind a potential redundancy with Ludmillaʼs planned papers). It is also 
important to better put in relief the latitudinal gradient. 
  Identification of carabids should be achieved by Marcʼs group and Ludmilla by the 
end of October (urgent!) 



  Marc will send Estonian samples back to Jaan so that Jaan can check if anything 
can be done to get some data. 
 
Presentation by Ludmilla; see ppt “WP3_Carabid diversity (Ludmilla).pdf” 
Ludmilla presented the ground beetle database and the outline of two planned papers: (i) 
Drivers of carabids along a macroclimatic gradient (similar approach as Alicia for plants); and 
(ii) Links between functional traits and environment (RLQ analysis). Not only richness data, 
but abundance data can be used. Sara stressed on the importance of winter snow cover in 
the interpretation of data. 
 
Presentation by Pallieter; see ppt “WP3_Other arthropods (Pallieter).pdf” 
Identification is completed for millipedes; almost completed for spiders and woodlices; partly 
done for centipedes and dung beetles; at the very beginning for harvestmen. No data from 
Estonia since the trap contents are in Toulouse and will not be sorted. Preliminary analyses 
have been done on millipedes and woodlice by MSc students in Ghent, revealing some 
differences among regions and between recent vs. ancient forest patches. Lycosids are 
found sensitive to landscape composition. Priorities are (i) to identify all woodlice and spiders 
by the end of 2014 and Opiliones (and centipedes) in 2015; (ii) to write a first paper on 
woodlice and millipede distribution and potential effects for litter decomposition (beginning of 
2015), and a second one on lycosids and potential pest control (mid-2015). A synthesis 
paper on arthropod communities is planned for the beginning of 2016. 
  A challenging question is how do those predators interact? Functional diversity of 
litter decomposers could be related to soil data from WP4 (pictures have been taken at soil 
sampling time). 
 
10.10-11.40 WP5: Socio-economic valuation & cognitive maps 
 Presentation by Elsa; see ppt “WP5_Economic valuation (Elsa).pdf” 
The valuation surveys to estimate social values for key biodiversity components will be based 
on ca. 100 interviews per LW for both Belgium and N France (hence total of ca. 400). Final 
results for Belgium and initial results for France are presented. Need to go back to SMs to 
refine results and interpretation for Belgium and N France; then transfer to other LWs 
  to be finalized and benefit transfer to be started  
 
Information collected on market values and proxies on some of the benefits provided by the 
patches.  
  to be refined for the synthesis paper  
 
 Presentation by Guillaume; see ppt “WP5_Cognitive maps (Guillaume_Frederic).pdf” 
Data have been collected in all regions except South France. So far, only data from N France 
and Belgium have been extensively analyzed. The number of maps may be insufficient in 
some regions to be analyzed. Frederic conceived a new software to analyze cognitive maps; 
this will be one of the scientific (and technical) outputs of smallFOREST. A paper presenting 
this new software should be written in 2015. As a preliminary result, it seems that farmers 
have a bad knowledge of the landscapes compared to other inhabitants; to be confirmed. 
  analyses to be completed in the forthcoming months.  
 
11.40-12.30 WP6: Policy instruments and synthesis 
Presentation by Elena; see ppt “WP6_Policy instruments (Elena).pdf” 



So far, only data from S Sweden and E Germany are fully available. Data collection is in 
progress in the other regions. Due to the diversity of policy instruments under study, the task 
has been re-designed as a more explorative study, aiming at answering to two research 
questions (i) Which effects on ES are perceived to derive from policy instruments in small 
forest patches? (ii) Which are the factors affecting engagement of landowners in the policy 
measures? A planned paper will consist in a literature review on policies affecting ES for 
fragmented forests (shallow meta-analysis of documental review of policy measures across 
Europe). The results will also serve the synthesis paper. 
  Site managers are asked to urgently provide the missing data to Elena (by the end 
of November). 
 
Presentation by Pieter, Elsa & Alicia; see ppt “WP6 (Synthesis group).pdf” 
There is a huge potential for a top-ranked paper since smallFOREST strongly differs from 
previously published biodiversity-ecosystem functioning (BEF) studies, since it focuses on 
final ES and benefits rather than on intermediate ES; includes socio-economic aspects; looks 
at multiple drivers in real landscapes along a wide climatic gradient; assesses more than 
plant diversity alone. The scheduled analyses are presented as path diagrams, with separate 
diagrams for each ES. For the moment, analyses cannot be done until the following data are 
available: light (Steffen), soil and litter characteristics (Karin), Carabids & other arthropods 
groups (Ludmilla, Marc, Brice, Pallieter), C stocks (Karin, Steffen), P & N availability in topsoil 
(Karin), wood stock (Steffen), Borrelia prevalence in ticks (Steffen). The challenge is to move 
from stocks to fluxes. 
  The synthesis group will continue to design path diagrams, waiting for missing data 
(to be sent as soon as possible to Alicia). 
 
 
14.00-15.00 Working groups 
Group 1: Soil data 
Group 2: Stand structure 
Group 3: WP3 
  Marc will send all the "rest" samples of Sw_S to Ghent in order to investigate 
dungbeetles. Ludmilla will check if this is possible for N-France/E-Germany  
  Dead wood has still to be sampled at the centre points in N-France (where pitfall 
traps were present). This will be done this year. 
  Marc will send all carabid samples to Ludmilla (Amiens) for the trait analysis. 
 
Group 4: WP1-Second paper 
 
15.00-18.00 Field excursion 
 
 
 
2nd October 2014 
8.45-9.00 Plenary restitution of working groups 
9.00-10.15 Synthesis paper discussion 
The main points raised were: 
• Novelty: benefits for society of the different ES provided by small forest patches in 
agricultural landscapes and its dependence on biodiversity  
• Objectives: to evaluate and compare the drivers of biodiversity and ES along a wide 
European gradient 



  We should stress the fact that we studied real landscapes; 
  Do we have the possibility to go beyond intermediate ES (for which we have robust 
data)? Probably yes, as many papers published in Nature/Science rely on far less robust 
data! We have to be very careful in making the link between IntES, finalES and benefits. 
 
• Approach: Importance of the landscape  put small forest patches into their landscape 
context (bocage vs. openfield  use of landscape indices) 
  We have to (i) define precisely the studied landscapes not using “bocage” and 
“openfield”; (ii) clearly disentangle intermediate ES (ecosystem functions), final ES and 
Benefits.  
Ex1: C sequestration: intermediate ES is C content (measured in the field); final ES is CO2 
removed from the atmosphere; benefit= social carbon cost/climate change mitigation 
Ex2: IntES= wood biomass; final ES= annual increment of wood; benefit= wood cut and 
sold/self-consumed 
 
Path models: We have to limit the number of assumptions (not too many to be credible and 
realistic). We should simplify the path models by reducing the number of variables and paths. 
How to incorporate the region effect? (SEM allows that, but should we do this?). As they are 
built so far, path models incorporate very few biodiversity metrics though we have a lot of 
biodiversity data available 
 
Other remarks:  
• Link with stakeholders: which message to stakeholders? A policy brief can be released. 
• The importance of scale could be put in relief. 
• A service for a user group can be a disservice for another, but we can cope with this. 
 
 
10.45-11.05 Final report 
Presentation by Guillaume; see ppt “Final report (Guillaume).pdf” 
The report of the BiodivERsA steering committee on the smallFOREST intermediate report 
has been received during the meeting:  

In terms of scientific and technical objectives, some deliverables have been delayed but the 
teams are working to complete them. A few deliverables have also been readjusted but in a 
consistent way. The project seems to be well coordinated but the contribution of each 
partner is not very clear. The progress within the work packages is visible but it could be 
clarified. Activities dedicated to involve stakeholders are reported. According to the 
information provided in the intermediate report, it is unclear if the project already resulted in 
publications. In one part of the report, it is stated that one publication was already submitted 
and in another part, that it should be submitted. The teams communicated quite well, 
through a dedicated website, through public meetings and an annual meeting of the project. 
But there is neither policy nor professional outreach mentioned in the report. There is also 
no information regarding the participation to conferences (communications). Finally, the 
Call Steering Committee fully understand that the teams need to collect a lot of data 
but recommends to focus more on publications until the end of the project. 

 
The final report must be sent within 45 days following the official end of the project (hence in 
February 2015). As most deliverables will not be available at this date, Guillaume proposed 
to ask for an extension (possibly 12 months)2. Then he presented the outline of the final 

                                                        
2  From  an  exchange  with  the  BiodivERsA  manager  just  after  this  meeting,  it  seems  that  a  6  months 
extension will be acquired but a longer prolongation will be more difficult to obtain. 



report. The most important point is the dissemination of the results to both scientists 
(publications!) and stakeholders. 
In some countries, the national funding agency may request a “national” report beside the 
BiodivERsA common final report. As Site manager activities were the same everywhere, we 
can use the same template. 
  An extension will be officially asked to the French ANR (which manages 
BiodivERsA on behalf of participating countries). 
 
11.05-11.30 Follow-up of smallFOREST  
• Kris presented the following smallFOREST Paper Production Plan: 
 

 
 
• Before the end of smallFOREST we have to make sure that all data are centralized in the 
smallFOREST geodatabase. This is straightforward for ecological data, less for data from 
WP5 and WP6. An important point is also the procedure for using the data after the end of 
the project. Guidelines are already included in the Consortium agreement we signed. 
  The geodatabase is managed in Amiens by Emilie Gallet-Moron (SIG engineer). 
Guillaume will see with Emilie and Frédéric how to incorporate data from WP5 and 6. 
• Alicia will end her postdoc on December 31st. We will thus have a harder time for the project 
management. 
• Kris presented some options to maintain/build upon this unique geodatabase. A platform 
could be formalized but it seems difficult to manage across countries. We should continue to 
meet, at FLEUR meetings for example. A special session at a conference could be organized 
(e.g. IUFRO group for landscape ecology next year in Tartu, Conservation biology meeting in 



Montpellier, IAVS in Brno). We should also continue doing science in follow-up projects, large 
(all partners/all sites) or small (e.g. PhD Willem Proesmans and Ma Shiyu; 2014-2018; both 
at UGent),), and definitely keep the network of study sites for future studies. 
 
11.30 12.00 Conclusion 
 
 The priority for the end of 2014 is to complete raw data acquisition: carabids (WP3) due 
for late October 2014 and policy instrument questionnaires (WP6) due for late November 
2014. 
 The priority for 2015 is to value the outputs through scientific papers (>20!) and 
communications (special session at a symposium?); then to transfer the smallFOREST 
outputs to end-users and public communication (very important for the evaluation!). 
 This was the last plenary meeting of the funded period of smallFOREST… a 
« supplementary » meeting could be planned in Barcelona somewhere in late April 2015 (29-
30?). 
 
A big thanks to the local organisation staff, especially to Steffie, Steffen and Michael… 
…and to all the participants who contribute to the success story of smallFOREST. 
 
 
12.00 End of the General Assembly 


