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Supplementary Material

Tab. S1 -  Potential functions of different plant species in SRCs, forest ecosystems and agroeco-
systems. (A) Species-level services and disservices in short rotation coppices (3 sampling plots of
25  m2 over  6  years).  Note:  ucl  –  unclassified  (in  share  of  native  plants:  species  of  uncertain
residence status; in remediation: herbs).
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Acer pseudoplatanus yes yes yes yes yes no no no yes

Amaranthus powellii no ucl yes no no yes no yes no

Amaranthus retroflexus no ucl yes no no yes yes yes yes

Anagallis arvensis no ucl yes no no yes no yes no

Artemisia vulgaris yes ucl yes yes no yes no yes yes

Aster novi-belgii no ucl no no yes no yes no yes

Atriplex patula ucl ucl yes yes no yes no no yes

Bromus sterilis no ucl yes yes no no no no yes

Calamgrostis epigejos yes ucl yes yes no no no no no

Calystegia sepium yes ucl yes no yes no no no no

Capsella bursa-pastoris no ucl yes yes no yes no yes no

Cardaria draba no ucl yes no no yes yes no yes

Cerasus avium yes yes yes yes yes no no no no

Chenopodium album ucl ucl yes yes no yes no yes yes

Cirsium arvense yes ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Cirsium palustre yes ucl no yes yes no no yes no

Clematis vitalba yes ucl yes no yes no no yes no

Conium maculatum no ucl no no no no no yes no

Convolvulus arvensis no ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Conyza canadensis no ucl no no no yes yes no yes

Crataegus laevigata yes yes yes no yes no no no no

Cucubalus baccifer yes ucl yes no no no no no no

Daucus carota yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no yes

Dipsacus fullonum yes ucl yes no yes no no no no

Echinochloa crus-galli no ucl yes yes no yes yes no no

Elytrigia repens yes ucl yes yes no yes no no yes
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Epilobium hirsutum yes ucl yes no yes no no yes no

Equisetum arvense yes ucl yes no no yes no yes no

Eupatorium cannabinum yes ucl no no yes no no yes no

Fallopia convolvulus no ucl yes yes no yes no yes no

Fraxinus excelsior yes yes no yes yes no no no yes

Galinsoga parviflora no ucl no yes no yes yes yes no

Galium aparine yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Geum urbanum yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Helianathus annuus no ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Humulus lupulus yes yes yes no no no no no yes

Hypericum maculatum yes ucl yes yes yes no no yes yes

Lactuca serriola no ucl yes no no yes no yes yes

Lamium purpureum no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Lapsana communis yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Lathyrus tuberosus no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Lycium barbarum no ucl yes no yes no yes yes no

Mentha longifolia yes ucl yes yes yes no no yes yes

Mercurialis annua no ucl yes no no yes no yes yes

Padus serotina yes no yes no no no no no no

Parthenocissus quinquefolia no yes yes no no no no no no

Persicaria lapathifolia yes ucl yes no no yes no no yes

Picris hieracioides yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Plantago media yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Poa annua yes ucl yes yes no yes no no yes

Poa pratensis yes ucl yes yes yes no no no yes

Prunus domestica no no yes no no no no no no

Quercus petraea yes no yes yes yes no no no yes

Raphanus raphanistrum no ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Robinia pseudoacacia no yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes

Rosa canina yes no yes no yes no no no no

Rubus caesius yes no yes no yes yes no no no

Rumex crispus yes ucl yes yes no yes no yes yes

Sambucus nigra yes yes yes no yes no no yes yes
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Senecio vulgaris no ucl yes no yes yes no yes no

Setaria viridis no ucl yes yes no yes no no no

Solanum nigrum no ucl no no no yes no no no

Sonchus oleraceus no ucl yes yes no yes no no no

Stachys palustris yes ucl no no yes yes no yes no

Stellaria media yes ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Stenactis annua no ucl no yes no no yes no no

Swida sanguinea yes no yes yes yes no no no no

Symphytum officinale yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Tanacetum vulgare ucl ucl yes no yes no no yes yes

Taraxacum sect. Ruderalia yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no yes

Thlaspi arvense no ucl yes no no yes no yes no

Tithymalus cyparissias yes ucl no no no yes no yes yes

Torilis japonica yes ucl no yes no no no no no

Tripleurospermum perforatum no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Tussilago farfara yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Urtica dioica yes ucl yes yes no no no no yes

Veronica persica no ucl no no yes yes no no no

Viola arvensis no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Vitis vulpina yes no no no no no no no no
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Tab. S2 - Potential functions of different plant species in SRCs, forest ecosystems and agroeco-
systems. (B) Species-level services and disservices in forest ecosystems (3 sampling plots of 25 m2

over 6 years).  Note: ucl – unclassified (in share of native plants: species of uncertain residence
status; in remediation: herbs).
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Acer campestre yes yes yes yes yes no no no no

Ajuga reptans yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Alliaria petiolata yes ucl yes yes no no no yes no

Allium scorodoprasum yes ucl yes no no no no yes no

Anthriscus sylvestris yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Carpinus betulus yes yes no yes yes no no no yes

Cerasus avium yes yes yes yes yes no no no no

Conium maculatum no ucl no no no no no yes no

Crataegus monogyna yes yes yes no yes no no no no

Dryopteris filix-mas yes ucl yes yes no no no yes no

Fallopia convolvulus no ucl yes yes no yes no yes no

Ficaria calthifolia yes ucl yes no no no no no no

Fragaria moschata yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Fraxinus excelsior yes yes no yes yes no no no yes

Galium aparine yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Geranium robertianum yes ucl no yes yes no no no no

Geum urbanum yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no

Glechoma hederacea yes ucl yes yes yes no no yes no

Impatiens parviflora no ucl no yes no no yes no no

Lathyrus niger yes ucl yes no yes no no no no

Ligustrum vulgare yes yes yes yes yes no no yes yes

Melica uniflora yes ucl no yes no no no no no

Melittis melissophyllum yes ucl yes no yes no no no no

Ornithogalum umbellatum yes ucl yes no no no no yes no

Poa nemoralis yes ucl yes yes no no no no no

Polygonatum latifolium yes ucl yes yes no no no yes no

Polygonatum odoratum yes ucl yes yes no no no yes no

Prunus spinosa yes no yes yes yes no no no no
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Quercus cerris yes no yes yes yes no no no yes

Quercus dalechampii yes yes yes yes yes no no no yes

Robinia pseudoacacia no yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes

Rosa canina yes no yes no yes no no no no

Rubus caesius yes no yes no yes yes no no no

Sambucus nigra yes yes yes no yes no no yes yes

Solidago gigantea no ucl yes no yes no yes yes yes

Stachys sylvatica yes ucl no yes yes no no no no

Stellaria holostea yes ucl yes yes yes no no yes no

Symphytum tuberosum yes ucl no yes yes no no no no

Veronica triloba no ucl no no yes yes no no no

Viola riviniana yes ucl yes yes yes no no no no
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Tab. S3 - Potential functions of different plant species in SRCs, forest ecosystems and agroeco-
systems. (C) Species-level services and disservices in agroecosystems (3 sampling plots of 25 m2

over 6 years).  Note: ucl – unclassified (in share of native plants: species of uncertain residence
status; in remediation: herbs).
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Amaranthus retroflexus no ucl yes no no yes yes yes yes

Anagallis arvensis no ucl yes no no yes no yes no

Apera spica-venti no ucl no yes no yes yes no yes

Atriplex patula ucl ucl yes yes no yes no no yes

Avena fatua no ucl no no no yes no no yes

Bromus sterilis no ucl yes yes no no no no yes

Capsella bursa-pastoris no ucl yes yes no yes no yes no

Cirsium arvense yes ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Convolvulus arvensis no ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Conyza canadensis no ucl no no no yes yes no yes

Echinochloa crus-galli no ucl yes yes no yes yes no no

Equisetum arvense yes ucl yes no no yes no yes no

Erophila verna yes ucl yes yes no yes no no no

Galium aparine yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Chenopodium album ucl ucl yes yes no yes no yes yes

Iva xanthiifolia no ucl no no no yes no no yes

Lamium amplexicaule no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Lamium purpureum no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Lathyrus tuberosus no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no

Mercurialis annua no ucl yes no no yes no yes yes

Persicaria lapathifolia yes ucl yes no no yes no no yes

Setaria viridis no ucl yes yes no yes no no no

Sinapis arvensis no ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Stellaria media yes ucl yes yes yes yes no yes no

Stenactis annua no ucl no yes no no yes no no

Taraxacum sect. Ruderalia yes ucl yes yes yes yes no no yes

Thlaspi arvense no ucl yes no no yes no yes no

Tripleurospermum perforatum no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no
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Veronica hederifolia yes ucl no no yes yes no no no

Veronica persica no ucl no no yes yes no no no

Viola arvensis no ucl yes yes yes yes no no no
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Appendix 1 - References list for the tree and shrub species with remediation effects and harvest of

edible plants.

Abbasi H,  Pourmajidian MR, Hodjati SM, Fallah A,  Nath S (2017). Effect of soil-applied lead on mineral 

contents and biomass in Acer cappadocicum, Fraxinus excelsior and Platycladus orientalis seedlings. 

iForest Biogeosciences and Forestry 10: 722-728.

Alarcón R, Pardo-de-Santayana M, Priestley C, Morales R, Heinrich M (2015). Medicinal and local food 

plants in the south Alava (Basque Country, Spain). Journal of Ethnopharmacology 176: 207-224.

Aman MS, Jafari M,  Reihan MK, Motesharezadeh B (2018). Assessing some shrub species for 

phytoremediation of soils contaminated with lead and zinc. Environmental Earth Sciences 77: 82.

Dad JM, Khan AB (2011). Edible wild plants of pastorals at high-altitude grasslands of Gurez Valley, 

Kashmir, India. Ecology of Food and Nutrition 50: 281-294.

Dadea C, Russo A, Tagliavini M, Mimmo T, Zerbe S (2017). Tree species as tools for biomonitoring and 

phytoremediation in urban environments: A review with special regard to heavy metals. Arboriculture &

Urban Forestry 43: 155-167.

Dénes A, Papp N, Babai D, Czúcz B, Molnár Z (2012). Wild plant used for food by Hungarian ethnic groups

living in the Carpathian Basin. Acta societatis botanicorum Poloniae, 81: 381-396.

Di Novella R, Di Novella N, De Martino L, Mancini E, De Feo V (2013). Traditional plant use in the 

National park of Cliento and Vallo di Diano Campania, southern Italy. Journal of Ethnopharmacology 

145: 328-342.

Dogan Y, Baslar S, Ay G, Mert HH (2004). The use of edible plants in western and central Anatolia 

(Turkey). Economic Botany 58: 684-690.  

Evangelou MWH,  Papazoglou EG,  Robinson BH,  Schulin R (2015). Phytomanagement: Phytoremediation 

and the production of biomass for economic revenue on contaminated land. In: “Phytoremediation: 

Management of Environmental Contaminants“ (Ansari AA, Gill SS, Gill R, Lanza GR, Newman L eds).

Springer International Publishing, Switzerland, pp. 115-132.

Gardea-Torresdey J,  Hejazi M, Tiemann K,  Parsons JG,  Duarte-Gardea M, Henning J (2002).  Use of hop 

(Humulus lupulus) agricultural by-products for the reduction of aqueous lead (II) environmental health 

hazards. Journal of Hazardous Materials B9: 95–112.

Gorelova SV, Frontasyeva MV (2017). The use of higher plants in biomoitoring and environmental 

bioremediation. In: “Phytoremediation: Management of Environmental Contaminants“ (Ansari AA, Gill 

SS, Gill R, Lanza GR, Newman L eds). Springer International Publishing, Switzerland, pp. 103-156.

Greinert A (2010). Selected heavy metals and their behaviour in urban soils versus soil quality standards. 

Environment Protection Engineering 36: 45-53.

s8 

https://doi.org/10.3832/ifor3055-013


Fehér A, Končeková L, Halmová D, Prus P, Izakovičová Z, Dragoi M (2020).
Phytodiversity in short rotation coppice: a reliable source of ecosystem services or farmland dead loss?
iForest – Biogeosciences and Forestry – doi: 10.3832/ifor3055-013

Guarrera PM, Savo V (2016). Wild food plants used in traditional vegetable mixtures in Italy. Journal of 

Ethnopharmacology 185: 202-234.

Kvesitadze G, Sadunishvili T (2018). Plants as natural remediation tools. Научный Aльманах Cтран 

Причерноморья [Science Almanac of Black Sea Region Countries]13: 68-82.

Li G, Hu N, Ding D, Zheng J, Liu Y, Wang Y, Nie X (2011). Screening of plant species for 

phytoremediation of uranium, thorium, barium, nickel, strontium and lead contaminated soils from a 

uranium mill tailings repository in south China. Bulletin of Environmental Contamination and 

Toxicology 86: 646–652.

Lim, TK (2015). Edible medicinal and non-medicinal plants. Modified stems, roots, bulbs. Springer 

Science+Business Media, Dordrecht, Netherlands, pp. 1036. 

Łuczaj Ł (2012). Ethnobotanical review of wild edible plants of Slovakia. Acta Societatis Botanicorum 

Poloniae 81: 245-255. 

Mleczek M,  Goliński P,  Krzesłowska M,  Gąsecka M, Magdziak Z, Rutkowski P, Budzyńska S, 

Waliszewska B,  Kozubik T,  Karolewski Z, Niedzielski P (2017). Phytoextraction of potentially toxic 

elements by six tree species growing on hazardous mining sludge. Environmental Science and Pollution 

Research 24: 22183–22195.

Nofal ES,  Shahin SM,  El-Tarawy AM,  Omar SHM (2017).  Studies on tolerance of some ornamental 

plants to soil pollution with some combinations of heavy metals. I. The European black elderberry 

(Sambucus nigra L.). Middle East Journal of Agriculture Research 6: 819- 827.

Shikov AN, Tsitsilin AN,  Pozharitskaya ON, Valery G, Makarov VG, Heinrich M (2017). Traditional and 

current food use of wild plants listed in the russian pharmacopoeia. Frontiers in Pharmacology 8: 841. 

Simkova K, Polesny Z (2015). Ethnobotanical review of wild edible plants used in the Czech Republic. 

Journal of Applied Botany and Food Quality 88: 49-67.

Sűoukand R (2016). Perceived reasons for changes in the use of wild food plants in Saaremaa, Estonia. 

Appetite 107: 231-241.

Zhou Q, Zhu Z,  Shi M, Cheng L (2018).  Growth and physicochemical  changes of  Carpinus betulus L.

influenced by salinity treatments. Forests 9: 354.
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