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Abstract

Soil  centipedes (Chilopoda, Geophilomorpha) are  a  widespread group of predators in

the  forest soils  of  the  European  Alps. While  in  the  eastern  and  western  parts  of the

Southern Prealps, larger efforts were devoted to sample and study the geophilomorph

fauna, little  is  known  about  species  richness  and  composition  of  geophilomorph

communities in the central part of Southern Prealps. In this work, five sites located in the

Val Camonica  were  surveyed by hand  searching,  between  November  2021  and  July

2022  and  their  species  richness  was  estimated  applying  non-parametrical  statistical

methods (Chao-1 and Abundance-based Coverage Estimator) to account for incomplete

detection. A  total  of 18  species  were  found  amongst the  five  sites. A maximum of 12

species  were recorded  in  each single  site,  while estimates  suggest  that  another 1-3

species were  likely undetected. Species composition  were  found  highly variable  also

between sites with similar species richness.
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Introduction

Soil  centipedes (Chilopoda Geophilomorpha) are a widespread component of the soil

fauna (Jeffery et al. 2010, Orgiazzi et al. 2016). Geophilomorph communities of temperate

forest soils are amongst the richest ones in the world (e.g. Petersen and Luxton (1982), 

Bonato et al. (2017)), even though tropical forests have been less studied. More than 10

species  may  co-exist  in  single  sites  of  the  European  Alps  and  a  total  of  40
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morphologically distinct species of have been recorded in this region (Bonato et al. 2014

).  

In comparison with other major groups of soil  predators, many facets of the diversity of

geophilomorph communities and their ecology are almost unknown (Bonato and Minelli

2009,  Bortolin  et  al.  2018).  Like  many  other  soil  invertebrates,  geophilomorphs  are

strongly affected by local environmental factors. As a consequence, species composition

and abundance of populations can change on a short spatial scale (e.g. Purchart et al.

(2013)). In addition, most studies on selected communities reported only the number of

species found, which is usually lower than the real number of species present in a given

site, because  of the  well-known problem of incomplete  species detection  (Gotelli  and

Chao  2011).  However,  carrying  out  an  exhaustive  sampling  is  a  hard  task  for

geophilomorph centipedes: many species are almost completely endogeic and many are

expected  to  perform seasonal  migrations  between  soil  strata  to  survive  unfavourable

environmental  conditions (Voigtländer  2011).  However,  suitable  methods  of  data

analyses have been developed to overcome the problem of incomplete species detection

(Gotelli  and Chao 2011), but have been rarely applied to  geophilomorph communities

(e.g. Peretti and Bonato (2018)).

This paper presents the results of a survey of some geophilomorph communities in the

forests of Val Camonica (Fig. 1). This area is located in the central part of the Southern

Prealps,  which  is  one  of  the  least  investigated  areas  within  the  European  Alps.  No

targeted surveys have been carried out so far on geophilomorphs in the central  part of

the Southern Prealps, unlike the Western Prealps (Minelli  and Zapparoli  1992) and the

Eastern  Prealps  (Minelli  1987,  Zapparoli  1989,  Erhard  1996,  Kos  et  al.  2015).

Considering Val Camonica, only few records of geophilomorphs have been published so

far:  one  record  of Eurygeophilus  pinguis (Brölemann,  1898)  (Manfredi  1948),  one  of

Dicellophilus  carniolensis (C.L.  Koch  1847),  two  of  Geophilus  impressus C.L.  Koch,

1847 (recently  adopted  name  for  the  species  previously  called Geophilus  alpinus 

Meinert,  1870; see  Popovici  (2022)), one  of Himantarium  gabrielis (Linnaeus,  1767) (

Zapparoli  and  Minelli  2005)  and  one  of Schendyla  carniolensis  (Verhoeff,  1902)  (

Manfredi 1940). 

The  aims  of  the  study  were:  (i)  to  contribute  to  filling  the  knowledge gap  for  the

geophilomorph fauna of the Southern Prealps, by focusing on the Val Camonica forest

soils  and  (ii)  to  estimate  the  species richness of selected  communities  with statistical

models in order to adjust for incomplete detection.

Material and Methods

Study area

A total of five sites were studied in Val Camonica (Fig. 1, Table 1). The minimum distance

between two sites was 5.3 km, while the maximum was 22.2 km. Sites were selected in
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forests,  selecting  those  currently  not  affected  by  human  usage  other  than  wood

harvesting (Fig. 2). Sites were chosen on both sides of the main valley.

Each site was defined as a circular area of radius 8 m, within a continuous forest patch of

at least 0.25  ha, with  uniform vegetation  structure  and at least 10  m away from forest

edges, other ecotonal zones and roads.

Sampling protocol

The  five  sites were  visited  between  November 2021 and  July 2022, for  a  total  of 2-7

sampling sessions for each site (Suppl. material 1). Each sampling session was carried

out for 1.0-1.5 hours by 1-4 researchers, who searched in parallel by hand on the ground,

digging with a small shovel in the leaf litter and soil, digging deep to about 15 cm (when

possible) and turning stones and rotten wood on the surface. This method was chosen

because, in our experience, it is one of the most effective for both epigeic and endogeic

centipedes, including geophilomorphs.

All  specimens  of  geophilomorphs  were  collected  in  test  tubes  and  fixed  with

70% ethanol.

Species identification

Specimens  were  identified  to  species  level  using  a  Leica  DMLB  microscope  with

magnification up to 400×, after mounting the specimens on temporary microscopic slides

(Pereira 2000). When none of the two pretarsi  of the second maxillae was visible, the

head  of  the  specimen  was  detached  from  the  trunk  (see  Bonato  et  al.  (2010),  for

anatomical terminology).

Species identification  was conducted by means of Chilokey (Bonato  et al. 2014) and,

when necessary, considering the original  descriptions or subsequent re-descriptions of

the  species. For  taxonomy and  nomenclature, the  Checklist of the  Italian  Fauna  was

followed (Bonato and Minelli 2021). 

Species composition

Differences  in  species  composition  between  sites  were  evaluated with  the  Jaccard

similarity  index,  which  is  based  on  presence-absence  data. A  Correspondence

Analysis was also  performed in  order to  assess the  pattern  of diversity between sites.

Since sites received different sampling efforts, the analysis was performed on presence-

absence data, not on abundance data. The analysis was performed with the FactoMineR

package in R (Husson et al. 2007, Lê et al. 2008) and biplots were generated with the

Factoextra package in R (Greenacre 2010, Kassambara and Mundt 2017). 

3



Species richness estimation

The number of species in each site was estimated using two non-parametric estimators:

the Chao-1 estimator, which is based on the proportion between the number of species

collected once and the number of those collected twice (Chao 1984) and the Abundance-

based Coverage Estimator (ACE), which is based on the frequency of “rare” species (

Chao  and  Lee  1992).  These  estimators  allow  one  to  overcome  the  limitations  of

parametric estimators, which do not cope with the undersampling bias (Magurran 2004). 

Chao-1 and ACE were calculated using PAST 4.08 (Hammer et al. 2001) and the vegan

package in  R (Oksanen et al. 2017) using all  parameters as default; 95% confidence

intervals were computed by the bootstrap method in PAST.

In order to compare species richness amongst sites, rarefaction and extrapolation were

integrated from the numbers of detected species, with 95% confidence intervals based on

“unconditional”  variance,  as  proposed  by  Colwell  et  al.  (2012).  The  analysis  was

performed with  the  iNEXT package in  R (Hsieh et al. 2020), which uses the  bootstrap

method proposed by Chao et al. (2014). The parameters were set as default, except for

the  number  of  permutations,  which  was  set  to  150. A  rarefaction  analysis  with  95%

confidence  intervals,  based  on  “conditional”  variance  (Magurran  2004),  was  also

performed with PAST.

Results

A total of 38 hours of sampling sessions allowed us to collect 242 specimens. Between

31 and 85 specimens were collected per site. All  specimens were identified to species

level, for a total of 18 species detected (Table 2).

Species composition

Considering  the  species detected  in  the  five  communities, the  pairwise  values of the

Jaccard similarity index were between 0.11 (between sites D and E) and 0.38 (between

sites B and C), with a mean value of 0.26 (Table 3).

The  Correspondence  Analysis performed  on  presence-absence  data  produced  three

main coordinates, accounting for 38%, 30% and 19% of the total variance, respectively

(Fig. 3). Taking into account the first two coordinates, community E was different from all

other sites because of the presence of Strigamia acuminata and Eurygeophilus pinguis,

while community B separated from all the others because of the presence of a probably

undescribed  species  of Geophilus, Henia  vesuviana,  H.  montana,  H.  brevis  and 

Stigmatogaster gracilis. The communities C and D differed from the others and shared

the presence of S. crassipes and G. impressus. The third coordinate also allowed us  to

distinguish community A from most of the others.
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Species richness

Between 4 and 12 species were detected in each of the five sites (Fig. 4, Table 4): 4-6 in

three sites (A, D, E) and 10-12 in the other two (B, C). In most of the sites, estimates of

species richness (Chao-1 and ACE) exceeded the observed number of species, with 1-3

species  likely  undetected  (Fig.  4, Table  4).  In  the sites  with  the  highest  number  of

observed  species  (B and  C),  the  estimators  suggested  that  the  sampling  was  pretty

exhaustive, but the 95% confidence intervals of Chao-1 indicated the possibility of many

other undetected species (Fig. 4, Table 4). PAST and vegan gave very similar results. The

two sites with the highest species richness (B and C) were also the two most similar to

each other (see Table 3).

The  rarefaction  analysis  with  95%  confidence  intervals,  based  on  “unconditional”

variance  (Fig.  5a),  indicated a  statistically  significant  difference  in  species  richness

between  the  poorest site  (A, with  four  detected  species and  no estimated  undetected

species)  and  the  sites  B,  C  and  E.  Moreover,  the  rarefaction  analysis  with  95%

confidence  intervals,  based  on  “conditional”  variance  (Fig.  5b),  suggested  that  sites

B and C are significantly richer than site D.

Discussion

This study provides the first insights on species richness and composition variation of the

geophilomorph communities  living  in  the forests  of Val Camonica.  Therefore,  it

contributes to fill a gap in the knowledge of the geophilomorph fauna of the central sector

of the Southern Prealps, which has been poorly investigated up to date (see above in

Introduction). Only two species had been already previously recorded in Val Camonica,

namely Dicellophilus carniolensis and Eurygeophilus pinguis, while another 16 species

were  found  anew  in  the  area  (Table  2).  Amongst  these  species,  two  are  most

probably still  undescribed  and  belong  to  the  genera Henia C.L.  Koch,  1847 and 

Geophilus Leach, 1814. All  the other species found were expected, because they had

been already reported from the montane areas both west and east of Val Camonica, i.e.

from the  Bergamasque Alps and Prealps in  the  west and from the  Brescia  the  Garda

Prealps in the east (Zapparoli 1989, Minelli and Zapparoli 1992; Table 5).

On the other hand, three species, previously recorded in Val Camonica, were not found in

the  five  studied  sites,  namely Geophilus  flavus, Pachymerium  ferrugineum and 

Himantarium gabrielis. Especially the latter is expected to be strictly limited to xerothermic

sites along the Southern Prealps (Zapparoli and Minelli 2005). 

Other species reported from contiguous areas were not found in Val Camonica (Table 5)

Regarding  Strigamia  engadina, it  should  be  noted  that  the  taxonomic  value  of  this

species is still  uncertain  because the morphology is inadequately known (Bonato and

Minelli  2014). Moreover, records of S. engadina from the Brescia Prealps are probably

due to misidentification, according to Bonato and Minelli (2021). Geophilus carpophagus
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 has been frequently recorded in the past along the Sourthern Prealps (Zapparoli  and

Minelli  2005).  However, its  actual  occurrence  as  an  indigenous  species needs

confirmation.  A similar  explanation  may  be  provided for  the  single  old  record  of G.

osquidatum from the Southern Prealps (Bonato and Minelli 2021). On the other hand, the

apparent absence of Clinopodes flavidus and  Pleurogeophilus mediterraneus from Val

Camonica  is  notable because  especially  the  former species  is  known  to  be  spread

both on the  Bergamasque Prealps  (Zapparoli  and  Minelli  2005)  and  on  the  Garda

Prealps (Minelli 1992).

Species composition and relationship with species richness

There  are  few  studies that compare  local  communities of geophilomorphs in  terms of

species richness (e.g. Grgič  and  Kos 2005, Leśniewska  et al. 2005, Leśniewska  and

Leśniewski  2015,  Peretti  and  Bonato  2018).  In  Val  Camonica,  geophilomorph

communities with similar estimates of number of species (4-7) have actually very different

composition (as  shown  in Table  3). Additionally, the  other  two  communities  with  more

numerous  species  estimates  (10-13)  have  different composition  (only  five  species  in

common). These differences  could  be  explained  by  habitat  differences  (Table  1),  but

more studies are needed to understand which ecological parameters have the greatest

influence on the composition of geophilomorph communities.

Results of this work could be affected by some methodological limits. The estimates of

species  richness  and  their  comparisons  between  sites could  be  biased by  different

probability  of  detection  between  species  and  between  different  sites  for  the  same

species.  Despite  this,  the  hand-searching  method  adopted  by  us  permitted us  to

maximise  the  sampling  rate  of geophilomorphs  and  to  also  capture  strictly  endogeic

species, unlike other commonly employed methods (e.g. pitfall traps), as also shown by 

Tuf (2015).

Richness estimates

Real  data  as well  as non-parametric estimators indicate  that more  than 12  species of

geophilomorphs – not considering high level of uncertainty because of large confidence

intervals – can regularly live in syntopy in the study area (Fig. 4).

Considering  the  Southern  Prealps  and  Dinarides,  a  few  other  studies

estimated centipede  species  richness  using  statistical  tools  to  account for  incomplete

detection (Grgič and Kos 2003, Grgič and Kos 2005, Peretti and Bonato 2018; Table 6).

However,  these studies  did  not  provide  separate  estimates  for  the  geophilomorphs

alone. Taking into account the absolute number of detected species, between 4 and 16

species of geophilomorphs were found co-existing, amongst all the studied sites, with a

mean of 9-10 species. On the other hand, the five sites sampled in Val Camonica have a

lower mean of detected species (7).

6



Acknowledgements

We thank Luca Gregnanin, Enrico Carta and Emiliano Peretti  for their help in research

planning,  fieldwork  and  specimen  identification.  We  are  also  greatful  to  Ivan  Tuf,

Małgorzata  Leśniewska,  George  Popovici and  Ivan  Kos  for  insightful  suggestions  to

revise the manuscript.

Conflicts of interest

The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

References

• Bonato L, Minelli A (2009) Geophilomorph centipedes in the Mediterranean region:

revisiting taxonomy opens new evolutionary vistas. Soil Organisms 81 (3): 489‑503. URL:

http://www.soil-organisms.org/index.php/SO/article/view/204

• Bonato L, Edgecombe GD, Lewis JG, Minelli A, Pereira LA, Shelley LM, Zapparoli M

(2010) A common terminology for the external anatomy of centipedes (Chilopoda).

ZooKeys 69: 17‑51. https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.69.737

• Bonato L, Drago L, Murienne J (2013) Phylogeny of Geophilomorpha (Chilopoda) inferred

from new morphological and molecular evidence. Cladistics 1‑23. https://doi.org/10.1111/

cla.12060

• Bonato L, Minelli A (2014) Chilopoda Geophilomorpha of Europe: a revised list of

species, with taxonomic and nomenclatorial notes. Zootaxa 3770 (1): 1‑136. https://

doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.3770.1.1

• Bonato L, Minelli A, Lopresti M, Cerretti P (2014) ChiloKey, an interactive identification

tool for the geophilomorph centipedes of Europe (Chilopoda, Geophilomorpha). ZooKeys

443: 1‑9. https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.443.7530

• Bonato L, Minelli A, Zapparoli M (2017) Centipede communities (Chilopoda) of forest soils

across Europe: abundance species richness and species composition. Atti Accademia

Nazionale Italiana di Entomologia Anno 65: 13‑120. URL: https://

www.accademiaentomologia.it/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Atti2017.pdf#page=114

• Bonato L, Minelli A (2021) Chilopoda Geophilomorpha. In: Bologna MA, Zapparoli M,

Oliverio M, Minelli A, Bonato L, Cianferoni F, Stoch F (Eds) Checklist of the Italian Fauna.

Version 1.0. Last update: 2021-05-31. URL: https://www.lifewatchitaly.eu/iniziative/

checklist-fauna-italia-it/

• Bortolin F, Fusco G, Bonato L (2018) Comparative analysis of diet in syntopic

geophilomorph species (Chilopoda, Geophilomorpha) using a DNA-based approach. Soil

Biology Biochemistry 127: 223‑229. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2018.09.021

• Bucci F, Santangelo M, Fongo L, Alvioli M, Cardinali M, Melelli L, Marchesini I (2022) A

new digital lithological map of Italy at the 1: 100 000 scale for geomechanical modelling.

Earth System Science Data 14 (9): 4129‑4151. https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.935673

7

http://www.soil-organisms.org/index.php/SO/article/view/204
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.69.737
https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12060
https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12060
https://doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.3770.1.1
https://doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.3770.1.1
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.443.7530
https://www.accademiaentomologia.it/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Atti2017.pdf#page=114
https://www.accademiaentomologia.it/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Atti2017.pdf#page=114
https://www.lifewatchitaly.eu/iniziative/checklist-fauna-italia-it/
https://www.lifewatchitaly.eu/iniziative/checklist-fauna-italia-it/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2018.09.021
https://doi.org/10.1594/PANGAEA.935673


• Chao A (1984) Nonparametric estimation of a number of classes into a population.

Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 11 (4): 265‑270. URL: https://www.jstor.org/stable/

4615964#metadata_info_tab_contents

• Chao A, Lee S (1992) Estimating the number of classes via sample coverage. Journal of

the American Statistical Association 87: 210‑217. https://doi.org/

10.1080/01621459.1992.10475194

• Chao A, Gotelli NJ, Hsieh TC, Sander EL, Ma KH, Colwell RK, Ellison AM (2014)

Rarefaction and extrapolation with Hill numbers: a framework for sampling and estimation

in species diversity studies. Ecololgy Monographs 84: 45‑67. https://doi.org/

10.1890/13-0133.1

• Colwell RK, Chao A, Gotelli NJ, Lin S-, Mao CX, Chazdon RL, Longino JT (2012) Models

and estimators linking individual-based and sample-based rarefaction, extrapolation and

comparison of assemblages. Journal of Plant Ecology 5 (1): 3‑21. https://doi.org/10.1093/

jpe/rtr044

• Erhard C (1996) Die Erdläufer (Chilopoda: Geophilida) des Wiener Stadtgebietes.

Verhandlungen der Zoologisch-Botanischen Gesellschaft in Österreich 133: 107‑132. 

• Gotelli NJ, Chao A (2011) Measuring and estimating species richness, species diversity,

and biotic similarity from sampling data. In: Levin SA (Ed.) Encyclopedia of Biodiversity.

5 Academic Press, Oxford, 39-54 pp. URL: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/

article/pii/B978012384719500424X

• Greenacre M (2010) Biplots in practice. Fundacion BBVA, Barcelona.

• Grgič T, Kos I (2003) Centipede diversity in patches of different development phases in

an unevenly-aged beech forest stand in Slovenia. African Invertebrates 44: 237‑252. URL:

https://hdl.handle.net/10520/EJC84500

• Grgič T, Kos I (2005) Influence of forest development phase on centipede diversity in

managed beech forest in Slovenia. Biodiversity and Conservation 14: 1841‑1862. https://

doi.org/10.1007/s10531-004-1040-1

• Hammer Ø, Harper DA, Ryan PD (2001) PAST: paleontological statistics software

package for education and data analysis. Palaeontologia Electronica 4 (4): 9‑18. 

• Hsieh TC, Ma KH, Chao A (2020) Interpolation and Extrapolation for Species Diversity. R

package version 2.0.20. URL: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/iNEXT/index.html

• Husson F, Josse J, Lê S, Mazet J (2007) FactoMineR, factor analysis and data mining

with R. R package version 2.4. URL: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=FactoMineR.

• Jeffery S, Gardi C, Jones A, Montanarella L, Marmo L, Mirko L, Ritz K, Peres G, Römbke

J, WH van der Putten (2010) European atlas of soil biodiversity. European Commission,

Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg. URL: https://

publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC57611

• Kassambara A, Mundt F (2017) factoextra: extract and visualize the results of multi-

variate data analyses. R package version 1.0.7. URL: https://CRAN.R-project.org/

package=factoextra

• Kos I, Ravniak B, Kohek Vode B (2015) Prispevek v Poznavanju Strig (Chilopoda) v

Triglavskem Narodnem Parku [Centipedes (Chilopoda) in the Triglav National Park]. Acta

Triglavensia 3: 88‑97. 

• Lê S, Josse J, Husson F (2008) FactoMineR: an R package for multivariate analysis.

Journal of Statistical Software 25: 1‑18. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v025.i01

8

https://www.jstor.org/stable/4615964#metadata_info_tab_contents
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4615964#metadata_info_tab_contents
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1992.10475194
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1992.10475194
https://doi.org/10.1890/13-0133.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/13-0133.1
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpe/rtr044
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpe/rtr044
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B978012384719500424X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B978012384719500424X
https://hdl.handle.net/10520/EJC84500
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-004-1040-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-004-1040-1
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/iNEXT/index.html
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=FactoMineR.
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC57611
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC57611
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=factoextra
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=factoextra
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v025.i01


• Leśniewska M, Koralewska-Batura E, Bloszyk J (2005) Centipede communities in oak-

hornbeam forests of different ages and exploitation in Wielkopolska (Poland). Peckiana 4:

67‑77. 

• Leśniewska M, Leśniewski P (2015) Centipede (Chilopoda) richness, diversity and

community structure in the forest-steppe nature reserve “Bielinek” on the Odra River (NW

Poland, Central Europe). Biologia 71: 1250‑1265. https://doi.org/10.1515/

biolog-2016-0152

• Magurran AE (2004) Measuring biological diversity. Blackwell, Oxford. [ISBN

978-1-118-68792-5]

• Manfredi P (1940) VI contributo alla conoscenza dei Miriapodi cavernicoli Italiani. Atti

della Società italiana di scienze naturali, e del Museo civile di storia naturale 79:

221‑252. 

• Manfredi P (1948) VII Contributo alla conoscenza dei Miriapodi cavernicoli. Atti della

Società Italiana di Scienze Naturali, e del Museo Civile di Storia Naturale 87: 198‑224. 

• Marazzi S (2005) Atlante orografico delle Alpi. SOIUSA. Suddivisione orografica

internazionale unificata del Sistema Alpino. Priuli & Verruca., Turin.

• Minelli A (1987) Chilopodi di ambienti montani e alpini delle Dolomiti. Studi trentini di

scienze naturali. Acta Biologica 61: 431‑440. 

• Minelli A (1992) The centipedes of North-Eastern Italy (Trentino-Alto Adige, Veneto,

Friuli-Venezia Giulia) (Chilopoda). Gortania, Atti del Museo Friulano di Storia Naturale 13

(1991): 157‑193. 

• Minelli A, Zapparoli M (1992) Considerazioni faunistiche e zoogeografiche sui Chilopodi

delle Alpi Occidentali. Biogeographia 16 (1): 211‑243. 

• Oksanen J, Blanchet FG, Friendly M, Kindt R, Legendre P, McGlinn D, Minchin PR,

O'Hara RB, Simpson GL, Solymos P, Henry M, Stevens H, Szoecs E, Wagner H (2017)

vegan: Community Ecology Package. R package version 2.6-2. URL: https://CRAN.R-

project.org/package=vegan

• Orgiazzi A, Bardgett RD, Barrios E, Behan-Pelletier V, Briones MJI, Chotte JL, De Deyn

GB, Eggleton P, Fierer N, Frase T, Hedlund K, Jeffery S, Johnson NC, Jones A, Kandeler

E, Kaneko N, Lavelle P, Lemenceau P, Miko L, Montanarella L, Moreira F, Ramirez KS,

Scheu S, Singh BK, Six J, Putten WHvd, Wall DH (Eds) (2016) Array. Global Soil

Biodiversity Atlas, Luxembourg. URL: https://research.wur.nl/en/publications/global-soil-

biodiversity-atlas

• Pereira LA (2000) The preparation of centipedes for microscopical examination with

particular reference to the Geophilomorpha. Bulletin of the British Myriapod Group 16:

22‑25. URL: https://www.bmig.org.uk/sites/www.bmig.org.uk/files/bulletin_bmg/

BullBMG16-2000.pdf#page=22

• Peretti E, Bonato L (2018) How many species of centipedes coexist in temperate forest?

Estimating local species richness of Chilopoda in soil coenoses of the South-Eastern

Prealps. European Journal of Soil Biology 89: 25‑32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejsobi.

2018.10.001

• Petersen H, Luxton M (1982) A comparative analysis of soil fauna populations and their

role in decomposition process. Oikos 89: 287‑388. URL: https://www.jstor.org/stable/

3544689#metadata_info_tab_contents

• Popovici G (2022) Pushing the limits: new data on the morphology of Geophilus

impressus CL Koch, 1847 (Geophilomorpha: Geophilidae). Ecologica Montenegrina 53:

38‑44. https://doi.org/10.37828/em.2022.53.5

9

https://doi.org/10.1515/biolog-2016-0152
https://doi.org/10.1515/biolog-2016-0152
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=vegan
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=vegan
https://research.wur.nl/en/publications/global-soil-biodiversity-atlas
https://research.wur.nl/en/publications/global-soil-biodiversity-atlas
https://www.bmig.org.uk/sites/www.bmig.org.uk/files/bulletin_bmg/BullBMG16-2000.pdf#page=22
https://www.bmig.org.uk/sites/www.bmig.org.uk/files/bulletin_bmg/BullBMG16-2000.pdf#page=22
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejsobi.2018.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejsobi.2018.10.001
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3544689#metadata_info_tab_contents
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3544689#metadata_info_tab_contents
https://doi.org/10.37828/em.2022.53.5


• Purchart L, Tuf IH, Hula V, Suchomel J (2013) Arthropod assemblages in Norway spruce

monocultures during a forest cycle – A multi-taxa approach. Forest Ecological

Management 306: 42‑51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.06.012

• Tuf IH (2015) Different collecting methods reveal different ecological groups of centipedes

(Chilopoda). Zoologia 32 (5): 345‑350. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1984-46702015000500003

• Voigtländer K (2011) Chilopoda – Ecology. In: Minelli A (Ed.) Treatise on oology -

Anatomy, taxonomy, biology. The Myriapoda. Vol. 1. Brill, Leiden, 308-325 pp. URL: 

https://brill.com/edcollbook/title/13487

• Wessely J, Gattringer A, Guillaume F, Hülber K, Klonner G, Moser D, Dullinger S (2022)

Climate warming may increase the frequency of cold-adapted haplotypes in alpine plants.

Nature Climate Change 12: 77‑82. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-021-01255-8

• Zapparoli M (1989) I Chilopodi delle Alpi sud-orientali. Biogeographia – The Journal of

Integrative Biogeography 13 (1). URL: https://escholarship.org/uc/item/1p7138xg

• Zapparoli M, Minelli A (2005) Chilopoda. In: Ruffo S, Stoch F (Eds) Checklist e

distribuzione della fauna italiana: 10.000 specie terrestri e delle acque interne. Memorie

del Museo Civico di Storia Naturale di Verona. 2. Serie, Sezione Scienze della Vita, Vol.

16. URL: https://www.faunaitalia.it/checklist/index.html

10

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1984-46702015000500003
https://brill.com/edcollbook/title/13487
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-021-01255-8
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/1p7138xg
https://www.faunaitalia.it/checklist/index.html


Figure 1.  

Sampling sites in the Val Camonica (yellow dots). Background from Stamen Design.
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Figure 2.  

Sampling sites (see Table 1).
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Figure 3.  

Contribution biplots of the Correspondence Analysis performed on the presence-absence of

species in five sites in Val Camonica. Red arrows correspond to species, blue dots correspond

to sites.
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Figure 4.  

Observed and estimated species richness of Geophilomorpha in five sites in Val Camonica.
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Figure 5.  

Comparison  of  the  estimated  species  richness  of  Geophilomorpha amongst  five  sites  in

Val Camonica. a Rarefaction curves (solid lines) and extrapolated curves (dashed lines), with

95% confidence  intervals based  on  unconditional variance  (coloured  areas). b Rarefaction

analysis, with 95% confidence intervals based on conditional variance.
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Site Latitude

(°N) 

Longitude

(°E) 

Altitude

(m) 
Aspect Lithological

substrate 
Dominant

tree species 

Mean annual

precipitation

(mm/year) 

Mean

annual 

temperature

(°C) 

A 45.8368 10.1812 760 N Schistose

metamorphic
Castanea sativa, 

Larix decidua, Picea

abies

1162 9.9

B 45.8420 10.0795 695 SW Carbonate Castanea sativa, 

Ostrya carpinifolia, 

Picea abies, 

Quercus petraea

1178 10.3

C 45.9366 10.1906 1070 WNW Carbonate

and mixed

sedimentary

Abies alba, Picea

abies

1346 7.8

D 45.8987 10.2319 525 WNW Siliciclastic

sedimentary
Castanea sativa, 

Fagus sylvatica

964 11.0

E 45.9306 10.3354 1190 NNW Glacial drift Corylus avellana, 

Fagus sylvatica, 

Larix decidua, Picea

abies

1343 7.5

Table 1. 

Geographic features of the sampling sites in Val Camonica. Lithological data are from Bucci et al.

(2022).  Climatic  data  are  from  Wessely  et  al.  (2022) and  refer  to  the  period  1970-2005  for

precipitations and 1950-2000 for temperatures. All other data have have been take directly in the

field.
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Sites All sites 

A B C D E 

Geophilidae       

Clinopodes carinthiacus (Latzel, 1880) - - 3 - 4 7

Eurygeophilus pinguis (Brölemann, 1898) - - - - 1 1

Geophilus electricus (Linnaeus, 1758) - - 1 - - 1

Geophilus impressus C.L. Koch, 1847 - 2 3 1 - 6

Geophilus pygmaeus Latzel, 1880 23 54 - 29 4 110

Geophilus sp.* - 2 - - - 2

Henia brevis (Silvestri, 1896) - 6 - - - 6

Henia montana (Meinert, 1870) - 1 - - - 1

Henia vesuviana (Newport, 1845) - 2 - - - 2

Henia sp.* - 3 2 - - 5

Stenotaenia linearis (C.L. Koch, 1835) 3 7 12 - 13 35

Strigamia acuminata (Leach, 1815) - - - - 1 1

Strigamia crassipes (C.L. Koch, 1835) - - 1 1 - 2

Strigamia transsilvanica (Verhoeff, 1928) - - 3 - - 3

Himantariidae       

Stigmatogaster gracilis (Meinert, 1870) - 2 - - - 2

Mecistocephalidae       

Dicellophilus carniolensis (C.L. Koch, 1847) - 2 10 - 8 20

Schendylidae       

Schendyla carniolensis Verhoeff, 1902 13 2 11 1 - 27

Schendyla tyrolensis (Meinert, 1870) 7 2 2 - - 11

Total specimens 46 85 48 32 31 242

Table 2. 

Species of Geophilomorpha and number of specimens found in five sites in Val Camonica. Families

after Bonato et al. (2013). 

* Putative undescribed species.
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Sites A B C D E 

A - 0.33 0.27 0.33 0.25

B 0.33 - 0.38 0.23 0.20

C 0.27 0.38 - 0.27 0.23

D 0.33 0.23 0.27 - 0.11

E 0.25 0.20 0.23 0.11 -

Table 3. 

Jaccard similarity index amongst five sites in Val Camonica.
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 Sites 

 A B C D E 

Observed species 4 12 10 4 6

Estimated richness by Chao-1 4.00 12.07 10.33 6.91 6.97

Upper limit of the 95% confidence interval of Chao-1 index (9999 bootstrap

replicates)  

4.00 29.79 17.83 6.91 8.90

Estimated richness by ACE 4.00 12.50 12.05 6.91 7.68

Table 4. 

Observed  and  estimated  values  of  species  richness  of  Geophilomorpha in  five  sites in

Val Camonica.
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  Bergamasque

Alps 

and Prealps 

Val

Camonica 

Southern 

Rhaetian

Alps 

Brescia and 

Garda

Prealps 

Clinopodes carinthiacus (Latzel, 1880) X X - X

Clinopodes flavidus C.L. Koch, 1847 X - ? X

Dicellophilus carniolensis (C.L. Koch, 1847) X X X X

Dignathodon microcephalus (Lucas, 1846) - - - X

Eurygeophilus pinguis (Brölemann 1898) X X - X

Geophilus carpophagus Leach, 1815 X - - X

Geophilus electricus (Linnaeus, 1758) - X - X

Geophilus flavus (De Geer, 1778) X X - X

Geophilus impressus C.L. Koch, 1847 X X X X

Geophilus osquidatum (Brölemann 1909) ? - - -

Geophilus pygmaeus Latzel, 1880 X X X X

Geophilus sp. - X - -

Henia brevis (Silvestri, 1896) X X - X

Henia montana (Meinert, 1870) X X X X

Henia vesuviana (Newport, 1845) X X X X

Henia sp. ? X - -

Himantarium gabrielis (Linnaeus, 1767) X X - X

Pachymerium ferrugineum (C.L. Koch,

1835)

X X ? X

Pleurogeophilus mediterraneus (Meinert,

1870)

X - - X

Schendyla carniolensis Verhoeff, 1902 X X X X

Schendyla nemorensis (C.L. Koch, 1837) X - ? -

Schendyla tyrolensis (Meinert, 1870) X X X X

Stenotaenia linearis (C.L. Koch, 1835) X X - X

Stigmatogaster gracilis (Meinert, 1870) X X X X

Strigamia acuminata (Leach, 1815) X X X X

Strigamia crassipes (C.L. Koch, 1835) X X X X

Strigamia engadina (Verhoeff, 1935) X - - ?

Strigamia transsilvanica (Verhoeff, 1928) X X X X

Table 5. 

Species of  Geophilomorpha  recorded  in  Val Camonica  and  neighbouring  sections of  the  Alps

(boundaries  according  to Marazzi  (2005)).  Data  from  the Zapparoli  and  Minelli  (2005) and

subsequent publications.
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Source Sector Site Number of

species detected 

Number of

specimens detected 

Current paper Brescia and Garda

Prealps

A = Acquebone: near Ca'

de Gos

4 46

Bergamasque Alps

and Prealps

B = Stramazzano:

Torrente Supine

12 85

Bergamasque Alps

and Prealps

C = Borno: under Fienili

Mensi

10 48

Brescia and Garda

Prealps

D = Sacca: Valle del

Resio

4 32

Southern Rhaetian

Alps

E = Passo Crocedomini:

over Degna

6 31

Grgič and Kos

(2003) 

Dinaric Alps Near Iska, south of

Ljubljana

16 -

Grgič and Kos

(2005) 

Dinaric Alps Kumrova Vas 4 -

Dinaric Alps Mala Gora 10 -

Dinaric Alps Zeljne 8 -

Dinaric Alps Somova Gora 12 -

Peretti and

Bonato (2018) 

Dolomites A = Costagranda: Ponte

dei Ross

11 126

Dolomites B = Val del Mis:

California

12 75

Dolomites C = Maragno 10 50

Dolomites D = Monte Tamberella 10 37

Dolomites E = Pian d'Avena 9 63

Dolomites F = Lago della Stua 11 58

Dolomites G = Val Pegolera 9 66

Dolomites H = Caiada: Casera

d'Igoli

7 26

Dolomites I = Maragno 8 25

Dolomites J = Le Boscaie 6 26

Table 6. 

Number of species present in geophilomorph communities of the Southern Prealps, from  studies

based on high sampling efforts and statistical analyses accounting for incomplete detection.
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Supplementary material

Suppl. material 1: Sampling sessions for Geophilomorpha in five sites of Val

Camonica 

Authors:  Magnolini Roberto, Bonato Lucio

Data type:  dates and time spent in each sampling session.

Download file (10.87 kb) 
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