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Professor Becker chaired this preliminary meeting.  Members were invited to express their particular interests on the WG theme of services, protection and nature conservation of coppice forests. The group recognised at the outset that the engineering experience of members from other working groups (WP3 and WP2) should be solicited to fully explore the role of coppice in stabilising soil erosion, rock fall and river banks; however, there was some experience within this group of coppice resprouting and slope stabilisation treatments after fire.  
Discussions then centred on the legal protection status of coppice forests and their biodiversity and conservation functions. The aims of Natura 2000 - to maintain and restore habitats and species of wild fauna and flora – were only likely to be fulfilled in the case of coppice forests if traditional management regimes could be continued. However, protection policies and measures operating in different member states, at both national and regional levels, varied considerably. Group members agreed to explore how these were operated within their own countries and experiences, and to gauge what implications there might be for biodiversity associated with coppice.

An important preliminary step would be to determine how many forest habitat types defined in the Natura 2000 network depend on active coppice management to maintain their conservation status, and where these are distributed within member states. The need to identify a series of biodiversity indicators for coppice forests was also agreed, wherever possible contrasted with high forest management or no management at all.  Suggestions included short-listing specialist ’coppice’ species and habitats of European importance (e.g. those listed in Annexes of the Birds and Habitats Directive), together with their present conservation status, and selecting ecosystem services indicators such as dead wood and carbon stocks, wildfire incidence, and remotely-sensed measures of landscape fragmentation and connectivity. Impacts of coppice harvesting or neglect on species and habitats of conservation concern: disturbance frequency, distribution, coupe sizes and connectivity could in turn be related to species’ spatial requirements in case studies.  
Suggestions for future consideration included the role of coppice management for dealing with tree encroachment on agricultural land or reclamation plantings on mining spoil, evaluating pressures of coppice habitats from invasive species, illegal cutting and browsing animals (especially deer), and the recovery of unmanaged/overage coppice after cutting. Some aspects of cultural service, such as public perception of coppice vs conventional forests, could also be considered. 

The group voted to support Peter Buckley and Florian Borlea as co-leaders of WG4.
1. Aims and objectives to be achieved within WG 4    
1. For each participant, compile and critically evaluate existing literature and knowledge on specific services of coppice forests to nature conservation in their respective countries (e.g. biodiversity, endangered species and habitats, increasing the adaptive potential through CFM ), by end of 2014.
2. Identify traditional forest habitats and species that are critically dependent on or favoured by coppice management (2014-15) in each participant’s country.
3. Compile and evaluate legal documents about specific rules and legislation related to coppice forests, land use and conservation and biodiversity issues (2015). 

4. Develop country case studies of the impact of different coppice management scenarios on habitats and species as partnerships between forest ecologists, landscape modellers, GIS specialists and conservationists within the group (2015-16).
5. Collect and compare regulations concerning the treatment of coppice forests close to infrastructures (roads, railways, buildings) and their use for protection of soil/riverbank erosion in order to derive technical recommendations for future protection (2015-16)
6. Compile data on carbon sequestration in coppice forests and protection against forest fires.
7. Organise an international conference on services, protection and nature conservation of CFM (2016)
8. Consolidate case studies and produce conference proceedings and papers (2016-17) 

How should these aims be reached?

Direct participation of group members, cooperation with nature conservation and forest institutes, and student projects. 
Involvement of BSc/MSc – thesis, STSM
-Evaluating pressure of coppice habitats from invasive species such as Ailanthus altissima and Robinia pseudoacacia
-Ecosystem services provided by coppice

-Case studies: comparative advantages of coppice versus high forest in different European regions in relation to biodiversity
-Interactions wildlife – CFM

-Case study: CFM and landscape diversity in the Mediterranean region.
Group responsibilities   
Aims 1-3: All country participants
Aim 4: Consortia for case studies to be decided          
Aim 5: Develop contacts with WGs 3 and 2
Aims 6 -8: All country participants 
....

Possible format of dissemination

Dissemination will consist of reviews, scientific papers and conference proceedings
2. Proposal for upcoming working group meetings
Subject: Implementation of aims 1-3 
Time: November 3-5, 2014
Place: London
Combination with other WG’s: Discussion of aim 5 with group 3 and 2 members 
Joint meetings/communications with other groups (IUFRO, FORMEC, EFI, FOREST EUROPE, ELO, Joint FAO/UNECE Working Party on Forest Statistics, Economics and Management, UNECE/FAO Teams of Specialists on Forest Sector Outlook -EFSOS).  
3. Suggestions for WG specific Training schools
Biodiversity indicators for CFM 
