

Online resource 1: Statement paper

Preliminary statement about the efficacy of dead-wood retention for biodiversity conservation (statement paper)

1. Dependent variables: Species richness and abundance. These are influenced in which 
    way by
1.1 the dead-wood amount?
1.2 the spatial position of dead wood (horizontal, vertical)?
1.3 the dead-wood type (degree of decay)?
1.4 the dead-wood species?

1.1 Derivation of the Level of Evidence for dead-wood amount:

Several studies, including two meta-analyses8, 9 and three literature reviews3, 5, 7 have shown, that the dead-wood amount influences species richness3, 5, 7, 8, 9 and abundance3, 9 of saproxylic species. Müller and Bütler (2010) conclude, that dead-wood amounts below 30 m3/ha reduce the richness of saproxylic species in European deciduous forests. However, habitat specialists often require dead-wood amounts of >120 m3/ha7. An influence of the dead-wood amount on species that indirectly depend on dead wood has not yet been demonstrated clearly9.

Level of Evidence: 1

Degree of recommendation:
The retention of dead-wood amounts of 30 m3/ha in European forests nevertheless results in a loss of habitat specialists but can conserve a wide range of species (A).

1.2 Derivation of the Level of Evidence for spatial position (horizontal, vertical) of dead wood:

There is evidence that increased sun exposure of dead wood can increase saproxylic species richness respectively abundance9. Results of an experimental study suggest that cavity nesters particularly benefit from dispersed snags if these are a limiting factor4. However, whether dead wood should be dispersed or clumped depends on the species and there has been done little experimental research on this subject2, 4, 9. 
There is evidence that more species benefit from dead wood on the ground than from standing dead wood9, 10. However, results of several individual studies suggest that standing dead wood hosts habitat specialists (e.g. beetles of the genus Germarostes, Rhyncolus and Stenoscelis) which are rarely found on lying dead wood9, 10. 

Level of Evidence: 2

Degree of recommendation: 
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Sun exposed locations should be preferably used for dead wood retention (B). Based on the precautionary principle and weak evidence, standing as well as lying dead wood should be retained in dispersed and clumped distributions to provide habitat for a wide range of species (B). 



1



Table A1: Degree of recommendation1
	Degree of recommendation
	Description
	Syntax

	A
	strong recommendation
	shall / shall not

	B
	recommendation
	should / should not

	0
	recommendation open
	can be considered / can be omitted 



Table A2: Level of Evidence6 
	Level of Evidence
	Description
	Syntax

	1
	Literature review available (e.g. systematic review)
	very strong evidence

	2
	Study with control available (e.g. case-control-study) 
or several lines of evidence with LoE 3
	strong evidence

	3
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Study without control available (study with inferential or descriptive statistics, e.g. histogram) 
or several lines of evidence with LoE 4
	moderate evidence

	4
	Expert opinion (no data available)
	weak evidence
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