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The BALA project (Biodiversity of Arthropods of Laurisilva of the Azores) is a 
research initiative to quantify the spatial distribution of arthropod biodiversity in 
native forests of the Azores archipelago. Arthropods were collected using a com-
bination of two techniques, targeting epigean (ground dwelling) and canopy     
(arboreal) arthropods: pitfall traps (with Turquin and Ethylene solutions) and beat-
ing samples (using the three most dominant plant species). A total of 109 transects 
distributed amongst 18 forest fragments in seven of the nine Azorean islands were 
used in this study. The performance of alternative sampling methods and effort 
were tested. No significant differences were found in the accumulated number of 
species captured whether an alternative method was used or whether another   
transect with similar effort was established in another location within the same 
fragment. A combination of Ethylene and Turquin traps captured more species per 
individual, Turquin and beating captured more species per sample, and Turquin 
captured more species per unit time. An optimization exercise was performed and 
we found that the protocol applied during recent years is very close to optimal, al-
lowing its future replication with confidence. The minimum combinations of sam-
pling effort and methods, in order to monitor or to inventory diversity, taking into 
account different proportions of sample completeness are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

It is widely recognised that the species diversity 
recorded in a given site will greatly depend on the 
sampling effort (i.e., number of samples) and on 

the sampling methods applied in the field (Hortal 
et al. 2001; Moreno & Halffter 2001; Longino et 
al. 2002; Romo et al. 2006; Ellison et al. 2007; 
Ferrer-Paris et al. 2013). Efficient effort and 
methods can guarantee that the least time, money 
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and number of persons are needed to attain the 
highest fraction of species possible (Cardoso 
2009; Cardoso et al. 2009a). Both parameters, 
effort and methods, should be optimized, other-
wise, the overall sampling efficiency may be 
compromised. However, statistical techniques to 
evaluate sampling efficiency are scarce and have 
seldom been tested, particularly for methods. In 
fact, whilst some attempts have been made to 
explore sampling effort efficiency using species 
rarefaction techniques (DeVries et al. 1997; 
Standen 2000; Sackmann et al. 2006; Solow & 
Roberts 2006), studies focusing on the evaluation 
of the efficiency of combining different sampling 
methods and effort per method combinations have 
been poorly developed (but see Jiménez-Valverde 
& Lobo 2006; Cardoso 2009; Cardoso et al. 
2009a; Tista & Fiedler 2011).  
    Proposals of sampling programmes to invento-
ry and monitor diversity should be included in 
every long-term ecological management plan, but 
they have been neglected until the present (Stork 
et al. 1996; Rohr et al. 2007). Commonly, each 
collector uses sampling methods and efforts that 
are selected based on his/her own experience and 
preference. Besides potentially making for a gen-
erally more costly and less effective choice, this 
also has the disadvantage of not allowing compa-
rability among places sampled by different people 
and may lead to errors in the selection of priority 
areas or in the definition of management priorities 
at larger spatial scales. 
    Different sampling effort and method efficien-
cies may be needed depending on whether the 
aim is to inventory or to monitor diversity (Stork 
et al. 1996; Longino & Cowell 1997). An inven-
tory of diversity is desirable when poor infor-
mation is available for the target group and area. 
As the aim is to maximize diversity, a high level 
of sample completeness (i.e., number of observed 
species in relation to expected species) is re-
quired. In contrast, monitoring of diversity is pe-
riodic, to determine any signs of change in the 
diversity itself or a change in the habitat that may 
affect diversity (Noss 1990; Stork et al. 1996; 
Bawa & Menon 1997; Hilty & Merenlender 
2000; Yoccoz et al. 2001; Danielsen et al. 2005). 
In this case, minimization of time and resources 
should be favoured, thus, a lower level of sample 

completeness may be acceptable. Usually, surro-
gates of diversity or of habitat quality also prove 
particularly useful to monitor diversity (see Gas-
par et al. 2010 for arthropods in the Azores). 
    An extensive standardised sampling pro-
gramme to assess epigean (ground dwelling) and 
canopy (arboreal) arthropods diversity has been 
established in the native forests of the Azores 
archipelago in recent years within BALA project 
- “Biodiversity of Arthropods of Laurisilva of the 
Azores” (Borges et al. 2005; Ribeiro et al. 2005; 
Gaspar et al. 2008). However, the efficiency of 
the sampling effort and methods applied has nev-
er been explored. In this study, the arthropod data 
from the sampling program are used to: a) com-
pare the efficiency of different sampling methods 
and efforts, b) evaluate the performance of alter-
native sampling methods and efforts, c) determine 
minimum combinations of methods and numbers 
of samples needed to attain different proportions 
of sample completeness, d) evaluate if the base 
protocol is optimized, and e) discuss distinct 
sampling protocols to inventory and to monitor 
arthropod diversity in Azorean native forests. 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 

Study area 
This study was developed in the remote islands of 
the Azores archipelago, located in the North   
Atlantic Ocean (37-40ºN, 25-31ºW). The archi-
pelago has a recent volcanic origin (0.30 - 8.12 
million years old), with frequent volcanic and 
seismic activities. The climate is temperate humid 
at sea level, and cold oceanic at higher altitudes.  
The atmospheric humidity is high with small 
temperature fluctuations throughout the year. 
    The Azorean islands have a particular type of 
forest, Laurisilva, composed of mainly endemic 
evergreen tree and shrub species, the most domi-
nant being Juniperus brevifolia (Seub.) Antoine, 
Laurus azorica (Seub.) Franco, Ilex perado Aiton 
subsp. azorica (Loes.) Tutin, Vaccinium cylin-
draceum Sm. and Erica azorica Hochst. ex Seub. 
The native forest in the Azores is characterised by 
a dense tree and shrub cover of small stature, 
closed canopy, extensive overlay of bryophytes, 
high levels of humidity and low understorey light. 
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At present, due to human intervention, Laurisilva 
is mainly restricted to high and steep areas, where 
there are almost no economic interests. Amongst 
the nine islands of the archipelago, Terceira pre-
serves one of the largest and least disturbed native 
forest covers of the Azores, with more than 2300 
ha, which corresponds to about 40 % of the total 
native forest in the archipelago (Gaspar et al. 
2008, 2011). 
 
Sampling protocol 
During the summers of 1999 to 2004, transects 
were established in 18 native forest fragments 
distributed across seven Azorean islands. The 
fragments selected represent most of the native 
forest cover of the archipelago, as the remaining 
patches are highly fragmented, small (less than 
five hectares), located at low altitudes and/or 
strongly disturbed by exotic plants or cattle. At 
least four transects were set per fragment. Sites 
were chosen in a stratified random design (as long 
as they were accessible) to capture the overall 
diversity of vegetation subtypes occurring in each 
fragment. 
   Along each transect of 150 m length and 5 m 
width, thirty pitfall traps were placed and ten 
beating samples per dominant plant species 
(commonly three species) were made and will be 
hereafter referred to as base transects. Pitfall traps 
to sample epigean (ground-dwelling) arthropods 
consisted of plastic cups with 4.2 cm diameter 
and 7.8 cm deep. Fifteen traps were half-filled 
with a non-attractive solution (anti-freeze, con-
taining a small proportion of Ethylene glycol as a 
preservative) and will be hereafter named Eth-
ylene traps. The other fifteen traps were half-
filled with a general attractive solution prepared 
mainly with dark beer and some preservatives and 
referred to as Turquin traps (for further details see 
Turquin 1973 and Borges 1992). A few drops of 
liquid detergent were added to both solutions to 
reduce surface tension. The traps were sunk in the 
soil (with their rims at surface level) every 5 m, 
starting with a Turquin trap and alternating with 
the Ethylene traps. They were protected from rain 
using a plastic plate, about 5 cm above surface 
level and fixed to the ground by two pieces of 
wire. The traps remained in the field for two 
weeks. Canopy sampling for arboreal arthropods 
was conducted during the period that pitfall traps 

remained in the field, when the vegetation was 
dry. A 5 m wide square was established every 15 
m (10 squares in total per transect). In each 
square, a replicate of the three most abundant 
woody plant species was sampled. The evaluation 
of the most dominant plants in a given transect 
was made visually by each member of the team 
and then discussed. In most of the studied tran-
sects, three species clearly dominated over the 
remaining plants and the choice was unanimous. 
In some transects, fewer than three were present 
and only those were considered. For each selected 
plant, a branch was chosen at random and a beat-
ing tray placed beneath. Five beatings were made 
using a stick. The tray consisted of a cloth      
inverted pyramid 1 m wide and 60 cm deep 
(adapted from Basset 1999) with a plastic bag at 
the end.  
    A more intensive sampling effort was applied 
to selected base transects on Terceira Island to 
test particular sampling additions: 1) transect ex-
tension, 2) non-dominant plants and 3) re-
sampling in a different year. The three additions 
of sampling effort were tested independently for 
distinct transects located in different forest frag-
ments of Terceira Island. A limited amount of 
resources prevented the implementation of this 
intensive sampling protocol on a large number of 
sites. 
    
 (1) A transect was extended by adding another 
150 m long transect at the end of the base tran-
sect, following a similar direction. The same 
sampling methods and effort were applied to the 
extended transect, that is, 30 pitfall traps and 30 
beating samples were made. Transect extension 
was carried out in three sites of the forest frag-
ment of Sta. Bárbara and Mistérios Negros 
(TESB). 
     
(2) In the same 10 squares defined to sample 
three dominant plant species along a base tran-
sect, three less dominant (not rare) plant species 
were also sampled. In total, 30 samples of non-
dominants were available to be compared with 30 
samples of the three most dominant species. This 
additional sampling was performed in four sites 
of the Biscoito da Ferraria (TEBF) fragment. 
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(3) Some base transects were re-sampled in a 
different year. Removable marks in trees and 
shrubs and a rope along the transect were main-
tained in the field to repeat pitfall and beating 
samples (30 samples of each method, 60 in total) 
in similar locations. This was applied in three 
sites of the fragment Terra Brava (TETB). 
    All Araneae, Opiliones, Pseudoscorpiones, 
Myriapoda and Insecta (excluding Diptera and 
Hymenoptera) were considered for this study. 
Several taxonomists (see Acknowledgments) 
checked the identifications made. 
 
Data analyses 
Turquin and Ethylene pitfall traps were consid-
ered as independent sampling methods for anal-
yses because they differ in their attracting ability 
and may vary in their efficiency to capture epige-
an arthropod species. For most analyses, samples 
from each of the three dominant plant species of 
each transect were also analysed separately. Thus, 
five units of sampling methods were considered, 
except where noted.  
    Two datasets on the arthropod species compo-
sition and abundance per sample were used for 
analyses: 1) an archipelago database and 2) a Ter-
ceira Island database.  
 
(1) A large database at the archipelago level was 
used to evaluate the efficiency of different sam-
pling methods and effort. A total of 109 transects 
were considered. Of those, 11 transects had a 
single dominant woody plant species, 24 had two 
dominant species, while 74 transects had three. 
Overall, there were 3,270 pitfall trap samples 
(1,635 samples for each Turquin and Ethylene 
traps) and 2,810 beating samples (1,090 samples 
of the most dominant plant species, 980 samples 
of the second most dominant species and 740 
samples of the third most dominant plant species).  
 
(2) A smaller database based on additional work 
was used to evaluate the performance of alterna-
tive sampling methods and efforts. Transect ex-
tension was carried out in three sites, resulting in 
360 samples: 90 Ethylene traps, 90 Turquin traps, 
and 60 beating samples of each of the three most 
dominant plant species. The addition of non-
dominant plants was performed in four sites, with 

a total of 360 samples: 60 Ethylene traps, 60 Tur-
quin traps, and 40 beating samples for each of the 
three dominant and the three non-dominant plant 
species. Re-sampling in a different year was ap-
plied in three sites, resulting in 360 samples: 90 
Ethylene traps, 90 Turquin traps, and 60 beating 
samples for each of the three most dominant plant 
species. In all transects, it became evident that 
whenever Juniperus brevifolia occurred as one of 
the three most dominant plant species, it was al-
ways the most dominant species and thus consid-
ered as such for analyses. 
    The EstimateS 7.5 program (Colwell 2005) 
was used to calculate randomized observed spe-
cies accumulation curves. Mao Tau randomized 
curves were preferred rather than the classical 
mean observed curves, since 95% confidence 
intervals are calculated directly with EstimateS 
(Colwell 2005) and curves were found to be accu-
rate for interpolation (Colwell et al. 2004; Mao et 
al. 2005). This allowed the visual comparison of 
curves at a significance level of 0.05, by compar-
ing the 95% intervals of one sampling strategy 
with the observed curve of other sampling strate-
gy. The accumulation of observed species was 
compared using different units of sampling effort: 
individuals (species richness, Colwell et al. 
2004), samples (species density, Colwell et al. 
2004) and time (based on the minutes needed to 
complete one sample, from field work to sorting 
process, identification took similar time among 
sampling units so it was not considered). 
    Sample completeness was defined as the num-
ber of species observed, for a given number of 
samples, in relation to the estimated number of 
species for the overall number of samples. The 
Chao 1 species richness estimator was chosen as 
it is commonly used in the literature to calculate 
sample completeness (Sorensen et al. 2002; 
Scharff et al. 2003; Colwell 2005; Cardoso et al. 
2008a, b, 2009a, b). Also, due to its formula 
(based on singletons and doubletons), it is inher-
ently insensitive to the way in which species are 
aggregated in samples. This was also shown in a 
previous study with arthropods in native forests 
of the Azores, on the performance of different 
estimators across spatial grains (Hortal et al. 
2006). The classic formula of Chao 1 with its 
corresponding 95% confidence limits was calcu-
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lated using EstimateS (Colwell 2005). Correlation 
analyses to compare species richness between 
pairs of sampling units were carried out with 
Spearman’s rank correlation using SPSS 12.0 
software (SPSS Inc 2004). 
    The addition of sampling effort for a given 
transect was compared with the base transect us-
ing observed species accumulation curves (Esti-
mateS, Colwell 2005). For the three additions of 
effort (transect extension, non-dominant plants 
and re-sampling in a different year), the analysis 
procedure was similar: the accumulation curve for 
a base transect combined with the addition of 
effort was compared with the accumulation curve 
of the combination of the base transect with    
another base transect. This way, it was possible to 
determine what captured more species, additional 
sampling effort to that employed in a base      
transect or adding another base transect in a dif-
ferent location within the same fragment. Since 
several transects were available for each addition 
of effort, an accumulation curve was made for 
each base transect plus the addition of effort for 
that transect, and for all possible combinations of 
one base transect with another. Averages of the 
accumulation curves were then determined by 
extracting the mean of the interpolated observed 
species richness for each sample point and then 
plotting the resulting average curve. Confidence 
intervals (95%) were determined for the means at 
each sample point. The use of a single curve with 
the total of combined transects instead of an aver-
age curve would not be accurate as a previous 
combination of transects would cause species 
overlap (also pointed by Standen 2000). 
    Finally, we assessed the efficiency of the base 
transect of the BALA protocol compared with a 
theoretical protocol optimized for capturing max-
imum species richness with minimum effort, 
based on the guidelines and procedures provided 
by Cardoso (2009). For each of the six sites 
where either a transect extension or re-sampling 
in a different year was done (with a total of 120 
samples at each site) we resampled the datasets to 
60 samples, the number used in the base transect 
of the BALA protocol. Beating, Ethylene and 
Turquin   traps   were   considered   as   different   
methods, so that we had 60 + 30 + 30 samples per  

site to resample. The efficiency of the protocols 
was tested by running 1000 sampling simulations 
per site. For each simulation we calculated the 
average and confidence intervals of the species 
richness observed for each protocol. Specific 
software (www.ennor.org/pro_software.html) was 
used for the purpose (Cardoso, 2009). 

RESULTS  

A total of 128,101 identifiable specimens, distrib-
uted amongst 21 taxonomic orders, 104 families, 
348 genera, and representing 440 species were 
collected in 18 native forest fragments from seven 
islands of the Azores archipelago. 
    At least 41.5 hours were needed to complete a 
base transect, composed of 30 pitfall traps and 30 
beating samples. Four hours were required in the 
field (Table 1), 22.5 hours sorting samples (Table 
1), and 15 hours identifying specimens (15 
minutes per sample). Pitfall samples required less 
time in the field and laboratory and fewer human 
resources than beating samples (pitfall traps: 16.5 
hours, one person required, beating samples: 25 
hours, two persons required in the field, Table 1). 
The species richness captured per transect in Eth-
ylene traps was significantly correlated with that 
of the remaining sampling methods, with a great-
er correlation coefficient and significance for 
Turquin traps and Plant 3 (Table 2). Conversely, 
Turquin traps did not show a significant correla-
tion with any of the other sampling methods ex-
cept Ethylene (Table 2). Species richness per 
transect from Plant 1, Plant 2 and Plant 3 were 
significantly correlated among each other, with 
similar coefficients and significance values (Ta-
ble 2). 
   The comparison of the average number of spe-
cies found per transect using different combina-
tions of sampling methods showed that sampling 
one of the most dominant plant species captured 
more species (23.6 ± 1.2 spp) than Ethylene (17.7 
± 1.0 spp) or Turquin traps (19.9 ± 1.1 spp, Fig. 
1). However, when Ethylene and Turquin traps 
were combined, the number of species caught 
(25.6 ± 1.4 spp) was not different from the spe-
cies richness found for one plant species (Fig. 1).
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Table 1. Minimum time (in minutes), human and financial (consumable material) resources needed to accomplish 
each of the sampling methods applied in the field and in the laboratory (sorting and identification) for a base     
transect (i.e. 15 samples of Ethylene, 15 samples of Turquin and three plants each with 10 samples). 

  Time (min.) N. Persons Material 
 N. samples Field Sort. Ident. Field Lab Field Lab 
Ethylene 15 45 225 225 1 1 Anti-freezing Alcohol 
Turquin 15 45 225 225 1 1 Beer, preservatives Alcohol 
Plant 1 10 50 300 150 2 1 - Alcohol 
Plant 2 10 50 300 150 2 1 - Alcohol 
Plant 3 10 50 300 150 2 1 - Alcohol 

Table 2. Spearman correlation coefficients and their significance values for species richness among sampling 
methods (n=74; Note: * ≤ 0.05; ** ≤ 0.01; *** ≤ 0.001). 

 Ethylene  Turquin  Plant 1 Plant 2 Plant 3 
Ethylene ―  0.663 *** 0.352 ** 0.281 * 0.424 *** 
Turquin   ―  0.196  0.197  0.178   
Plant 1     ―  0.505 *** 0.675 *** 
Plant 2       ―  0.546 *** 
Plant 3                 ―   

 

 
Fig.1. Average number of species per transect (with 95% confidence limits) using different combinations of sam-
pling methods (n=109 for combinations including 1P, n=98 for those including 2P, n=74 for 3P). E-Ethylene traps, 
T-Turquin traps, P-Beating samples (average of all combinations of one, two or three dominant plant species). 
 
The combination of Ethylene (37.8 ± 1.7 spp) or 
Turquin traps (39.7 ± 1.6 spp) with one plant spe-
cies substantially increased the number of species 
(Fig. 1). When combined, Ethylene, Turquin and 
one plant (44.3 ± 1.9 spp) were not different in 
number of species from the combination of Eth-
ylene (45.6 ± 2.0 spp) or Turquin (47.2 ± 1.9 spp) 

with two plants (Fig. 1). The average number of 
species captured with all methods combined (55.3 
± 2.3 spp) was not different from the combination 
of Ethylene, Turquin and two plants (51.6 ± 2.2 
spp), or of Turquin and three plants (51.5 ± 2.0 
spp, Fig. 1). 
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Fig. 2. (below and following page) Observed species accumulation curves (dark lines) and their corre-
sponding 95% confidence limits (dashed lines) for the sampling methods studied, using different units 
of sampling effort: a) number of individuals (species richness), b) number of samples (species density), 
and c) number of minutes (time). Figures b) and c) do not show the 95% confidence intervals for the 
accumulation curves of Plant 1 and Plant 3, due to their redundancy and for clarity. 
 
a) 

 
 
b) 
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c) 

 
 
A significantly smaller number of individuals 
from Turquin or Ethylene traps were needed to 
accomplish the same species richness as for plant 
samples (Fig. 2a). For example, to attain 202 ar-
thropod species on average, 10,000 individuals 
from Turquin traps were needed, while 41,044 
individuals from Plant 1 were necessary (Fig. 2a). 
Turquin and Ethylene traps did not show signifi-
cant differences in the number of species record-
ed per number of individuals (Fig. 2a). Sampling 
of Plant 3 captured significantly more species 
with a smaller number of individuals than Plant 1 
(Fig. 2a). 
    Comparing the species density among sam-
pling methods, Turquin caught significantly more 
species with a smaller number of samples than 
Ethylene traps (Fig. 2b). No significant differ-
ences were found among plants nor between 
plants and Ethylene or Turquin traps (Fig. 2b). 
    Regarding the time needed in order to complete 
a sample as a measure of sampling effort, Turquin 
traps caught significantly more species in less 
time than any other method (Fig. 2c). Ethylene 

and Plant 1 captured a similar number of species 
in the same time (Fig. 2c), while Plant 2 and Plant 
3 required more time to capture the same number 
of species than Ethylene traps (Fig. 2c). 
    Plant 1 and Plant 2 achieved the highest sample 
completeness using the lowest number of samples 
(Fig. 3). Ethylene traps, Turquin traps and Plant 3 
required a similar number of samples for the same 
proportions of sample completeness of each 
method (Fig. 3). 
    The most dominant plant species, Plant 1, was 
more efficient than Ethylene or Turquin methods 
to represent the overall estimated species richness 
of the largest native forest fragment of Terceira 
Island (Fig. 4). In fact, Plant 1 needed a smaller 
number of samples to achieve the same sample 
completeness as the other two methods (Fig. 4). 
Turquin together with Plant 1 were the most effi-
cient combination of two methods (Fig. 4). Joined 
with the second and the third dominant plant spe-
cies, they formed the most efficient combination 
groups of three and four sampling methods (Fig. 
4). 
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Fig. 3. Number of samples needed to achieve a given proportion of sample completeness (number of species   
observed in relation to the estimated species richness for each method) for each sampling method (data from 109 
transects of seven islands). 
 
 
 

 
Fig. 4. Number of samples needed to achieve a given proportion of sample completeness (number of species ob-
served for each combination of methods in relation to estimated species richness for all methods combined) using 
different combinations of the sampling methods studied: E-Ethylene traps, T-Turquin traps, P1, P2, P3-first, second 
and third most dominant plant species (data from 16 transects from the largest fragment of Terceira Island, TESB). 
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The number of species gained from doubling the 
extension of a given transect was not significantly 
different to that gained by adding another transect 
at another location in the same fragment (Fig. 5). 
Similarly, the addition of non-dominant plant 
species to a given transect or adding dominant 
plants from another transect at a different location 
within the fragment showed similar species rich-

ness (Fig. 6). The same pattern was found when 
adding the same transect in a different year or 
adding another distinct transect (Fig. 7). Overall, 
none of the combinations of sampling methods 
and effort tested, including the average of a base 
transect and the accumulation of all transects with 
their additions of effort showed significant differ-
ences in the species richness observed (Figs. 5-7). 

  

 
Fig. 5. Comparison of observed and average species accumulation curves (and corresponding 95% confidence 
intervals, dashed lines and error bars) for different additions of sampling effort and methods. AVERAGE BASE-
average of base transects, TOTAL BASE-accumulation of base transects, TOTAL BASE+EXT-accumulation of 
base transects with their correspondent extensions, AVERAGE BASE+EXT-average of base transects with their 
extensions, AVERAGE BASE+BASE-average of two base transects combined. 
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Fig.6 (previous page). Comparison of observed and average species accumulation curves (and correspondent 95% 
confidence intervals, dashed lines and error bars) for different additions of sampling effort and methods.           
AVERAGE BASE-average of base transects, TOTAL BASE-accumulation of base transects, TOTAL 
BASE+NONDOM-accumulation of base transects with their correspondent non-dominant plant species,           
AVERAGE BASE+NONDOM-average of base transects with their non-dominant plant species, AVERAGE 
BASE+DOM-average of base transects combined with dominant plant species of other base transects.  
 

 
Fig.7. Comparison of observed and average species accumulation curves (and correspondent 95% confidence 
intervals, dashed lines and error bars) for different additions of sampling effort and methods. AVERAGE BASE-
average of base transects, TOTAL BASE-accumulation of base transects, TOTAL BASE+YEAR2-accumulation 
of base transects with their correspondent re-sampling in a different year, AVERAGE BASE+YEAR2-average of 
base transects with re-sampling in a different year, AVERAGE BASE+BASE-average of two base transects com-
bined.

 

 
Fig.8. Comparison of the number of species collected on six transects in Terceira Island (filled dots) with the 
number of species attained using a theoretical optimized protocol (open dots) after 1000 randomizations of the 
sampling scheme to 60 samples (with 95% confidence intervals). No significant differences were found. 
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The optimization exercise showed that the       
optimal protocol consisting of 60 samples would 
contain 31 plant, 17 Turquin and 12 Ethylene 
samples. Nevertheless, the current protocol, con-
sisting of 30 plant samples (10 from each of the 
three dominant plants), 15 Turquin and 15 Eth-
ylene traps is very close to optimal, and statisti-
cally indistinguishable from the best possible 
solution at each site (Fig. 8). It should be noted, 
however, that each plant sample requires approx-
imately 50% more effort than each pitfall sample 
(Table 1), and these results should thus be viewed 
with some caution as the method is built for op-
timization of equally time-consuming samples 
(Cardoso 2009). 

DISCUSSION 

Several logistic concerns were taken into consid-
eration when choosing the sampling methods 
applied in the field during the BALA project, 
namely: a) all the material needed is affordable 
and most of it is reusable (e.g., cups, tubes, plastic 
bags, cloth), b) the material is easily transported 
across islands, fragments and through the forests, 
c) no more than two people are required to im-
plement the methods, d) the time needed to com-
plete a base transect in the field (4 hours) is ap-
propriate to the rapid weather changes in these 
islands, e) the protocol is easily reproducible in 
many other sites, and f) the closed vegetation and 
rough volcanic ground limit movements making 
other common methods, such as sweeping, unfea-
sible. Other sampling methods were also tested in 
preliminary surveys (small number of replicates, 
Gaspar et al. unpublished data), such as Malaise 
traps, hand collection, light trapping and Berlese 
funnels. However, they required considerably 
more material (except hand collection) and more 
time to accomplish in the field and/or laboratory. 
Moreover, these sampling methods did not seem 
to provide sufficient gains for the effort applied, 
as only a low number of target individuals and 
species were observed. In particular, the exclusive 
arthropod species recorded using these methods 
for a given transect were mostly captured by beat-
ing and pitfall methods in other transects of the 
same fragment (Gaspar et al. unpublished data). 

Thus, at a fragment scale, the addition of such 
sampling efforts seems to be redundant. Despite 
the preliminary findings, these and other alterna-
tive sampling methods should be thoroughly test-
ed in the Azorean native forests. The dense un-
derstorey cover and great abundance of bryo-
phytes in the forests offer many microhabitats 
(Gabriel & Bates 2005) for arthropods that are 
unlikely to be collected using pitfall and beating 
methods.  
    The number of arthropod species collected in 
Ethylene traps per transect was significantly   
correlated with that of the remaining methods. 
Ethylene is a non-attractive method, as is beating, 
capturing the species that would normally occur 
in that location, in contrast to Turquin traps which 
may attract species from other microhabitats. 
However, Ethylene is also a passive method, as is 
Turquin, collecting species with different activity 
through time, in contrast to beating that actively 
captures the species that are present at a single 
point in time (Standen 2000). This may explain 
why the species richness from Ethylene was re-
lated to some extent with the number of arthropod 
species from plants and also with the arthropod 
species richness from Turquin, while plant sam-
ples (non-attractive, active method) and Turquin 
traps (attractive, passive method) did not show a 
significant correlation in the number of species 
between them. Plant 1, Plant 2 and Plant 3 
showed a strong significant correlation across 
transects, regardless of the plant species consid-
ered as dominants, showing a pattern of homoge-
neity in the arthropod species diversity and com-
position of the canopy from each transect that has 
also been observed in previous studies (Ribeiro et 
al. 2005; Gaspar et al. 2008).  
    Ethylene or Turquin traps (15 samples each) 
captured fewer arthropod species than one domi-
nant plant species (10 samples). Still, Ethylene or 
Turquin trapping required less time in the field 
and laboratory (270 min.) than sampling one 
dominant plant species (350 min.). Actually, 
when relating the number of species collected to 
the time needed, Turquin was more time-effective 
than Ethylene and dominant plants, because it 
captured significantly more species over the same 
period of time. However, when Ethylene, Turquin 
and one dominant plant species were combined, 
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this substantially increased the number of arthro-
pod species collected. This is related to the high 
complementarity in species composition among 
methods, particularly between pitfall and beating 
that were found to share only one third of the 
overall diversity (Gaspar et al. 2008). This means 
that in Azores there is the need to sample arboreal 
and epigean (ground dwelling) arthropods to have 
a reliable understanding of the local diversity. 
This is in accordance with a number of previous 
studies in different regions and with different 
taxa, which consistently found a combination of 
complementary methods to be not only ideal but 
fundamental for sampling overall diversity 
(Longino & Colwell 1997; Cardoso 2009; Mue-
lelwa et al. 2010; Tista & Fiedler 2011). The ad-
dition of a third dominant plant did not seem to 
add more species richness to the combination of 
Ethylene, Turquin and two dominant plants. The 
exclusion of a third plant would mean a reduction 
of eight hours in the total time (from 2490 min to 
1990 min) to complete a transect, without sacri-
ficing the total number of arthropod species 
caught. Similarly, there seems to be redundancy 
in adding Ethylene traps to the combination of 
Turquin and three dominant plants, and with a 
similar reduction in total time (from 2490 min to 
1995 min). 
    Ethylene and Turquin methods captured signif-
icantly more species with a lower number of indi-
viduals than the remaining methods. Thus, if 
standardisation of the sampling protocol was to 
be made based on the number of individuals 
caught, those methods should be preferred. Plant 
3 captured significantly more species with lower 
number of individuals than Plant 1. This may 
occur because the most dominant plant species, 
on many transects this was Juniperus brevifolia, 
shows a high abundance of common arthropod 
species, reducing the chance that other less abun-
dant arthropod species occur on those plants. In 
contrast, the third most dominant plant species 
usually captures some individuals of more abun-
dant species that are dispersing but also individu-
als of species that find an available niche on those 
plants, resulting in a higher number of species 
sampled for a lower number of individuals, a pat-
tern also observed by Ribeiro & Borges (2010).  
    The Turquin method captured more species for 
a smaller number of samples than Ethylene. This 

is likely to be related to the attractiveness of Tur-
quin traps. However, any of the dominant plants 
performed as well as Turquin traps. This suggests 
that a similar gain in number of species will occur 
by adding samples, regardless of which method 
(Turquin, Plant 1, Plant 2 or Plant 3) is used. 
    There were no significant differences in the 
number of species captured whether an alternative 
sampling method and effort was applied at a base 
transect, or whether another base transect was 
established in another location within the same 
forest fragment. The same results were observed 
for different additions of effort and methods: ex-
tension of base transects, sampling of non-
dominant plant species, and re-sampling in differ-
ent years. This is an important outcome, since it 
suggests that at the fragment scale, the addition of 
an effort equivalent to a transect will increase the 
number of species found but it is not relevant 
where that addition of effort is applied and, to 
some extent, which methods are used (i.e., which 
habitat is surveyed). This may occur because ob-
served species accumulation curves are not satu-
rating and are increasing at similar rates for dif-
ferent additions of effort. It has been suggested 
that an extension of a transect in these forests 
beyond 150m captures a different sub-habitat 
(Hortal et al. unpublished data) and thus, would 
be similar to adding a transect in a different loca-
tion. The non-significant difference between dif-
ferent additions of effort in the same fragment 
may also be related with the spatial scale to which 
local species richness is related (in the Azores, at 
the fragment scale, Borges et al. in prep.). 
    The most dominant plant species from each 
transect, Plant 1 and Plant 2, showed the highest 
sample completeness of all methods. Beating 
methods seem to be more efficient at capturing 
their estimated arthropod diversity. This could be 
related to a lower number of singletons on those 
plants, leading to low estimated diversity. Again, 
the high abundance of common arthropod species 
on the most dominant plant species may explain 
the higher completeness for Plant 1 and Plant 2.  
    The results obtained here may offer new in-
sights into the most effective combination of 
methods and effort to inventory and to monitor 
diversity. Inventorying of diversity should favour 
a combination of sampling methods that maxim-
izes overall sample completeness. This way, it 
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could be said that the Turquin traps and the three 
most dominant plants are a good alternative to the 
combination of all methods. Although the inven-
tory protocol could then disregard the Ethylene 
traps, the optimization results suggest that the 
base transect, composed of 15 Turquin traps, 30 
beating samples and 15 Ethylene traps is very 
close to, and not statistically different from the 
optimal solution. In addition, using the base tran-
sect from BALA in future inventory protocols 
would allow full comparability with the large 
standardised database already available for the 
region, so we would recommend the use of the 
BALA protocol in future inventories of arthropod 
diversity in the Azores. In contrast, monitoring of 
diversity should minimize sampling effort.     
Minimization of sampling effort should imply a 
simplification of the sampling methods applied. 
In this case, Turquin and the most dominant plant 
seem to be an adequate option, as they are the 
combination of two methods that needs the lowest 
number of samples to accomplish the same pro-
portion of sample completeness. The use of a 
single sampling method, for which Plant 1 should 
be preferred, would greatly facilitate the sampling 
of these forests, but the proportion of total sample 
completeness is very low (34% for 160 samples 
and 8,000 minutes needed). A compromise should 
be made between sample completeness and the 
number of samples and time needed to assess 
diversity. For the most effective combination of 
sampling methods analysed here (Plant 1, Tur-
quin plus Plant 1, Turquin plus three plants), an 
increase of 20% of sample completeness would 
require twice the number of samples and time.  
    Further studies are needed regarding techni-
ques in the field and to analyse data to evaluate 
the sampling efficiency of arthropods in the Azo-
res and elsewhere. However, with the results of 
this study, it is believed that the optimzation of 
sampling effort and methods is a promising 
approach to shortcut assessment of diversity. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

We are grateful to all researchers that collabora-
ted in the field and laboratory during the BALA 
project funded by Direcção Regional dos Recur-

sos Florestais (Project 17.01-080203): Álvaro 
Vitorino, Anabela Arraiol, Ana Rodrigues, Artur 
Serrano, Carlos Aguiar, Catarina Melo, Francisco 
Dinis, Genage André, Emanuel Barcelos, Fernan-
do Pereira, Hugo Mas, Isabel Rosário, João Ama-
ral, Joaquín Hortal, Lara Dinis, Paula Gonçalves, 
Sandra Jarroca, Sérvio Ribeiro and Luís Vieira. 
The Forest Services provided local support in 
each island. Acknowledgments are due to all the 
taxonomists who assisted in the identification of 
the morphotypes: Andrew Polaszek, António 
Sousa, Artur Serrano, Arturo Baz, Fernando Il-
harco, Henrik Enghoff, Jordi Ribes, José Quartau, 
Jörg Wunderlich, Mário Boieiro, Ole Karsholt, 
Richard Strassen, Volker Manhert and Virgílio 
Vieira. We thank Jon Sadler and Owen Petchey 
for helpful discussions and suggestions. CG and 
PC were funded by Fundação para a Ciência e a 
Tecnologia (FCT) of the Portuguese Ministry of 
Science, Technology and Higher Education 
(BD/11049/2002 and SFRH/BPD/40688/2007). 

REFERENCES 

Basset, Y. 1999. Diversity and abundance of insect 
herbivores collected on Castanopsis 
acuminatissima (Fagaceae) in New Guinea: 
Relationships with leaf production and surrounding 
vegetation. European Journal of Entomology 96: 
381-391. 

Bawa, K.S. & S. Menon 1997. Biodiversity 
monitoring: the missing ingredients. Trends in 
Ecology & Evolution 12: 42-43. 

Borges, P.A.V. 1992. The relative efficiency of 
formalin, vinegar and turquin in pitfall traps on an 
Azorean Pine Woodland area. Boletim da 
Sociedade Portuguesa de Entomologia 1(3): 213-
223. 

Borges, P.A.V., C. Aguiar, J. Amaral, I.R. Amorim, G. 
André, A. Arraiol, A. Baz et al. 2005. Ranking 
protected areas in the Azores using standardised 
sampling of soil epigean arthropods. Biodiversity 
Conservation 14: 2029-2060. 

Cardoso, P. 2009. Standardization and optimization of 
arthropod inventories – the case of Iberian spiders. 
Biodiversity Conservation 18: 3949-3962. 

Cardoso, P., C. Gaspar, L.C. Pereira, I. Silva, S.S. 
Henriques, R.R. Silva & P.P. Sousa 2008a. 
Assessing spider species richness and composition 
in Mediterranean cork oak forests. Acta Oecologica 
33: 114-127. 



 
 
 
 
  
        

Arthropod  standardized  sampling  

 35 

Cardoso, P., N. Scharff, C. Gaspar, S.S. Henriques, R. 
Carvalho, P.H. Castro, J.B. Schmidt et al. 2008b. 
Rapid biodiversity assessment of spiders (Araneae) 
using semi-quantitative sampling: a case study in a 
Mediterranean forest. Insect Conservation and 
Diversity 1: 71-84. 

Cardoso, P., L.C. Crespo, R. Carvalho, A.C. Rufino & 
S.S. Henriques 2009a. Ad-hoc vs. standardized and 
optimized arthropod diversity sampling. Diversity 
1: 36-51. 

Cardoso, P., S.S. Henriques, C. Gaspar, L.C. Crespo, 
R. Carvalho, J.B. Schmidt, P. Sousa & T. Szűts 
2009b. Species richness and composition 
assessment of spiders in a Mediterranean 
scrubland. Journal of Insect Conservation 13: 45-
55. 

Colwell, R.K. 2005. EstimateS: Statistical estimation of 
species richness and shared species from samples. 
Version 7.5. User's Guide and application 
published at: http://purl.oclc.org/estimates. 

Colwell, R.K., C.X. Mao & J. Chang 2004. 
Interpolating, extrapolating, and comparing 
incidence-based species accumulation curves. 
Ecology 85: 2717-2727. 

Danielsen, F., N.D. Burgess & A. Balmford 2005. 
Monitoring matters: examining the potential of 
locally-based approaches. Biodiversity and 
Conservation 14: 2507-2542. 

DeVries, P.J., D. Murray & R. Lande 1997. Species 
diversity in vertical, horizontal, and temporal 
dimensions of a fruit-feeding butterfly community 
in an Ecuadorian rainforest. Biological Journal of 
the Linnean Society 62: 343-364. 

Ellison, A.M., S. Record, A. Arguello & N.J. Gotelli 
2007. Rapid Inventory of the Ant Assemblage in a 
Temperate Hardwood Forest: Species Composition 
and Assessment of Sampling Methods. 
Environmental Entomology 36: 766-775. 

Ferrer-Paris, J.R., J.P. Rodríguez, T.C. Good, A.Y. 
Sánchez-Mercado, K.M. Rodríguez-Clark, G.A. 
Rodríguez & A. Solís 2013. Systematic, large-scale 
national biodiversity surveys: NeoMaps as a model 
for tropical regions. Diversity and Distribution 19: 
215–231. 

Gabriel, R. & J.W. Bates 2005. Bryophyte community 
composition and habitat specificity in the natural 
forests of Terceira, Azores. Plant Ecology 177: 
125-144. 

Gaspar, C., P.A.V. Borges & K.J. Gaston 2008. 
Diversity and distribution of arthropods in native 
forests of the Azores archipelago. Arquipélago Life 
and Marine Sciences, 25, 1-30.  

Gaspar, C., K.J. Gaston & P.A.V. Borges 2010. 
Arthropods as surrogates of diversity at different 
spatial scales. Biological Conservation 143: 1287–

1294. 
Gaspar, C., K.J. Gaston, P.A.V. Borges & P. Cardoso 

2011. Selection of priority areas for arthropod 
conservation in the Azores archipelago. Journal of 
Insect Conservation 15: 671-684. 

Hilty, J. & A. Merenlender 2000. Faunal indicator taxa 
selection for monitoring ecosystem health. 
Biological Conservation 92: 185-197. 

Hortal, J., J.M. Lobo & F.M. Piera 2001. Forecasting 
insect species richness scores in poorly surveyed 
territories: the case of the Portuguese dung beetles 
(Col. Scarabaeinae). Biodiversity and Conservation 
10: 1343-1367. 

Hortal, J., P.A.V. Borges & C. Gaspar 2006. 
Evaluating the performance of species richness 
estimators: sensitivity to sample grain size. Journal 
of Animal Ecology 75: 274-287. 

Jiménez-Valverde, A. & J.M Lobo 2006. Establishing 
reliable spider (Araneae, Araneidae and 
Thomisidae) assemblage sampling protocols: 
estimation of species richness, seasonal coverage 
and contribution of juvenile data to species richness 
and composition. Acta Oecologica 30: 21-32. 

Longino, J.T. & R.K. Colwell 1997. Biodiversity 
assessment using structured inventory: capturing 
the ant fauna of a tropical rain forest. Ecological 
Applications 7: 1263-1277. 

Longino, J.T., J. Coddington & R.K. Colwell 2002. 
The ant fauna of a tropical rain forest: estimating 
species richness three different ways. Ecology 83: 
689-702. 

Mao, C.X., R.K. Colwell & J. Chang 2005. Estimating 
the species accumulation curve using mixtures. 
Biometrics 61: 433-441. 

Moreno, C.E. & G. Halffter 2001. On the measure of 
sampling effort used in species accumulation 
curves. Journal of Applied Ecology 38: 487-490. 

Muelelwa, M.I., S.H. Foord, A.S. Dippenaar-Schoeman 
& E.M. Stam 2010. Towards a standardized and 
optimized protocol for rapid biodiversity 
assessments: spider species richness and 
assemblage composition in two savanna vegetation 
types. African Zoology 45: 273-290. 

Noss, R.F. 1990. Indicator for Monitoring Biodiversity: 
A Hierarchical Appoach. Conservation Biology 4: 
355-364. 

Ribeiro, S.P. & P.A.V. Borges 2010. Canopy habitat 
area effect on the arthropod species densities in the 
Azores: pondering the contribution of tourist 
species and other life histories. Pp. 89-114 in: 
Serrano, A.R.M., P.A.V. Borges, M. Boieiro & P. 
Oromí (Eds). Terrestrial arthropods of 
Macaronesia – Biodiversity, Ecology and 
Evolution. Sociedade Portuguesa de Entomologia, 
Lisboa. 327 pp. 



 
 
 
 
  
        

Gaspar  et  al.  
 

 36 

Ribeiro, S.P., P.A.V. Borges, C. Gaspar, C. Melo, 
A.R.M. Serrano, J. Amaral, C. Aguiar, G. André & 
J.A. Quartau 2005. Canopy insect herbivores in the 
Azorean laurissilva forests: key host plant species 
in a highly generalist insect community. Ecography 
28: 315-330. 

Rohr, J.R., C.G. Mahan & K.C. Kim 2007. Developing 
a monitoring program for invertebrates: guidelines 
and a case study. Conservation Biology 21: 422-
433. 

Romo, H., E. García-Barros & J.M. Lobo 2006. 
Identifying recorder-induced geographic bias in an 
Iberian butterfly database. Ecography 29: 873–885. 

Sackmann, P., A. Ruggiero, M. Kun & A.G.F. Brener 
2006. Efficiency of a rapid assessment of the 
diversity of ground beetles and ants, in natural and 
disturbed habitats of the Nahuel Huapi region (NW 
Patagonia, Argentina). Biodiversity and 
Conservation 15: 2061-2084. 

Scharff, N., J.A. Coddington, C.E.  Griswold, G. 
Hormiga & P.D. Bjorn 2003. When to quit? 
Estimating spider species richness in a northern 
European deciduous forest. The Journal of 
Arachnology 31: 246-273. 

Solow, A.R. & D.L. Roberts 2006. Museum 
collections, species distributions, and rarefaction. 

Diversity and Distributions 12: 423-424. 
Sorensen, L.L., J.A. Coddington  & N. Scharff 2002. 

Inventorying and estimating subcanopy spider 
diversity using semiquantitative sampling methods 
in an Afromontane forest. Environmental 
Entomology 31: 319-330. 

SPSS INC. 2004. Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences. SPSS Inc, Chicago. 

Standen, V. 2000. The adequacy of collecting 
techniques for estimating species richness of 
grassland invertebrates. Journal of Applied Ecology 
37: 884-893. 

Stork, N.E., M.J. Samways & H.A.C. Eeley 1996. 
Inventorying and monitoring biodiversity. Trends 
in Ecology & Evolution 11: 39-40. 

Tista, M. & K. Fiedler 2011. How to evaluate and 
reduce sampling effort for ants. Journal of Insect 
Conservation 15: 547-559. 

Turquin, M.J.  1973. Une biocenose cavernicole 
originale pour le Bugey: le puits de Rappe. Science 
3: 235-256. 

Yoccoz, N.G., J.D. Nichols & T. Boulinier 2001. 
Monitoring of biological diversity in space and 
time. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 16: 446-453. 

Received 22 Set 2014. Accepted 28 Oct 2014,  
Published online 28 Nov 2014.

 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




