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Abstract Southern Appalachian forests are
predominantly interior because they are spatially
extensive with little disturbance imposed by other
uses of the land. Appalachian mountaintop min-
ing increased substantially during the 1990s, pos-
ing a threat to the interior character of the forest.
We used spatial convolution to identify interior
forest at multiple scales on circa 1992 and 2001
land-cover maps of the Southern Appalachians.
Our analyses show that interior forest loss was
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1.75-5.0 times greater than the direct forest loss
attributable to mountaintop mining. Mountaintop
mining in the southern Appalachians has reduced
forest interior area more extensively than the
reduction that would be expected based on
changes in overall forest area alone. The loss of
Southern Appalachian interior forest is of global
significance because of the worldwide rarity of
large expanses of temperate deciduous forest.

Keywords Appalachian mountains - Coal
mining - Edge effects - Forest loss - Interior forest

Introduction

The increase in Appalachian mountaintop mining
(Table 1) was fostered by the confluence of tech-
nological innovation and the 1990 amendments to
the Clean Air Act (Fox 1999; Szwilski et al. 2001;
Burns (2005). Tighter restrictions on emissions
included in the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air
Act prompted the mining and electrical generation
industries to favor sources of low-sulfur coal from
the Appalachian region at about the same time that
development of larger and more efficient machin-
ery became available for excavation and removal.
These mining activities are occurring predomi-
nantly in the Southern Appalachians, centered on
southern West Virginia, eastern Kentucky and
southwestern Virginia (US EPA 2005).
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Table 1 Mountaintop mining methods

Steep-slope mining: coal mining and reclamation on natural slopes that exceed 20° , or on lesser slopes that require measures
to protect the area from disturbance, as determined by the regulatory authority after consideration of soils, climate, the
method of operation, geology, and other regional characteristics (30 CFR 716.2). Variances are provided so that reclamation
does not have to return the land to its approximate original contour (AOC).

Source: Office of Surface Mining (4 August 2006; http://www.osmre.gov/rules/subchapterb.htm#V)

Mountaintop removal: coal mining and reclamation that remove entire coal seams running through the upper fraction of a
mountain, ridge, or hill by removing all of the overburden and creating a level plateau or gently rolling contour. Variances

are provided so that reclamation does not have return the land to its AOC (30 CFR 716.3).

Source: Office of Surface Mining (4 August 2006; http://www.osmre.gov/rules/subchapterb.htm#V)

Contour mining: A method typically used in mountainous areas of the eastern United States where coal seams are exposed
in outcrops on hillsides and mountainsides. Mining that follows a coal seam along the side of a hill.

Sources: Office of Surface Mining (4 August 2006; http://www.osmre.gov/color5.htm)

Area Mining: A surface mining method that used in level to gently rolling topography or on relatively large tracts of land.

Active area mine pits may be several miles long.

Source: Office of Surface Mining, Glossary: Acronyms and Terms (4 August 2006; http://arcc.osmre.gov/Glossary.asp)

The expansion of mountaintop mining in the
Southern Appalachian region during the 1990s
ultimately led to a lawsuit (Bragg versus Rob-
ertson, Civil Action No. 2:98-0636 US District
Court, Southern District of West Virginia) in
which the West Virginia Highlands Conservancy
sued the West Virginia Department of Environ-
mental Protection and the US Army Corps of
Engineers alleging that deposition of mining spoil
in nearby stream valleys violated the Clean Water
Act (CWA) and Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act (SMCRA) (US EPA 2005;
TLPJ 1999). This court case and concerns ex-
pressed by other public and private entities re-
sulted in an environmental impact assessment of
mountaintop mining activities (US EPA 2005).
Presumably because of the ongoing litigation, the
environmental impact assessment focused pri-
marily on watershed and water-quality impacts
from depositing the overburden (rock overlying a
coal seam) in nearby stream valleys, but also
considered affects on: (1) groundwater and dis-
charge; (2) interior forest birds; (3) noise and dust
pollution and their potential impacts on human
health, (4) success of re-vegetation of reclaimed
mine sites, and several other factors (US EPA
2005). However, loss of interior forest per se was
not considered as an environmental impact (US
EPA 2005).

The ecological relevance of interior forest loss
is equal to loss of water quality or interior forest
birds. A host of ecological changes occur when
forest changes from interior to edge (Laurance

@ Springer

et al. 2002; Harper et al. 2005). Interior and edge
forests are different in their composition, struc-
ture, and the ecological processes that govern
them. Much of the forest cover throughout the
Appalachians is interior because the forest is
spatially extensive with little disturbance imposed
by other uses of the land (Vogelmann et al. 2001;
Riitters et al. 2002). Mountaintop mining poses a
genuine threat to the interior character of
Appalachian forests, and the threat is also glob-
ally significant because spatially extensive tem-
perate deciduous forest is rare worldwide
(Riitters et al. 2000).

The threat to Appalachian forests from
mountaintop mining is compounded by the loss of
the keystone (sensu O‘Neill and Kahn 2000)
ecological goods and services (Westman 1977;
Costanza et al. 1997) they provide. There is less
nutrient pollution to aquatic systems (Beaulac
and Reckhow 1982; Frink 1991; Jones et al. 2001;
Wickham et al. 2005), more moisture in the
atmosphere (Hayden 1998; Pielke et al. 2002;
Marshall et al. 2004), and a greater amount of
habitat (SAMAB 1996; Robinson et al. 1995;
Fahrig 2002) when the forest is spatially extensive
and hence interior. The Appalachian region’s
recognized floral and faunal diversity (both
aquatic and terrestrial) (Hinkle et al. 1993;
SAMAB 1996; Pickering et al. 2003) is supported
by the spatially extensive character of its forests.

The amount of interior forest loss is greater
than the amount of forest loss resulting from a
land-cover conversion because of spatial proxim-
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ity (Skole and Tucker 1993; Weakland and Wood
2005). Interior forest that is adjacent to an area
where forest is converted to another use loses its
interior character because of the introduction of
nonforest edges even though there was no “di-
rect” conversion of the interior forest itself. In
this report we will show that the loss of interior
forest to mountaintop mining is greater than the
amount of direct forest loss attributable to the
practice. We will also show that the ratio of
interior forest loss to forest loss increases as the

Fig. 1 False-color
composite images of
portions of Boone and
Lincoln Counties in
southern West Virginia
for 1992 (A), 2001 (B),
and 2001 with forest loss
in yellow (C). Landsat
TM bands 4, 5, and 7 are
displayed in the red,
green, and blue channels,
respectively

impact of the disturbance (mountaintop mining)
is considered over larger spatial scales.

Methods

We used temporal Landsat TM imagery (Fig. 1)
and land cover from the circa 1992 and 2001
National Land Cover Databases (Vogelmann
et al. 2001; Homer et al. 2004) to assess the im-
pact of mountaintop mining on interior forest
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loss. Methodological changes in land-cover clas-
sification between the circa 1992 National Land
Cover Dataset (NLCD) (Vogelmann et al. 2001)
and the 2001 NLCD (Homer et al. 2004) required
additional calibration techniques to provide con-
sistent land-cover classifications across the dates
(Fry 2005). The calibration included six major
steps: (1) both dates of the NLCD were re-
classified from their approximate Anderson Level
II to a coarser thematic Anderson Level I to
establish areas of agreement; (2) areas of agree-
ment were used as training data to generate
individual decision-tree classifications (Homer
et al. 2004) for each date; (3) new Anderson
Level I classifications were compared to isolate
types of change (including no change); (4) the
new change and no change data were filtered with
confidence thresholds from the decision tree to
identify from and to labels; (5) the new, highest
confidence areas (step 4) were used as training
data for a second stage classification; (6) a final
composite change map was created incorporating
all prior intermediate steps. The land-cover
change data resulting from the six-step calibration
process were used to detect changes in interior
forest.

Changes in interior forest at multiple spatial
scales were estimated using image convolution: a
fixed area window was moved over the land-cover
maps one pixel at a time, and the number of forest
pixels was recorded for the location of the center
(focal) pixel. If a window was completely (100%)
forested, the focal pixel was, by definition, interior
for an area at least as large as the window. For
each date, we tested square windows sizes of 2.25,
7.29, 65.61, 590.49, and 5,314.41 hectares (ha)
(5.56, 18.01, 162.13, 1,459.13, and 13,141.47 acres,
respectively). The corresponding side-lengths of
the square windows were 5, 9, 27, 81, and 243
30-meter (m) pixels. One-half of the side-length
approximates the linear distance between the fo-
cal pixel and the nearest nonforest boundary when
the window is completely forested and nonforest
occurs immediately adjacent to the window’s
edge. Sensitivity to the definition of interior forest
was tested by relaxing the 100% threshold to 90%.
Forest losses less than 0.45 ha (~1 acre) were
ignored because binary classifications based on
thresholds can be sensitive to small changes.
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Fig. 2 The study area, outlined in green, covered ab
19-county area in southern West Virginia, eastern
Kentucky, and southwestern Virginia, plus smaller
portions of Raleigh, Fayette, Kanawaha, Lincoln, and
Wayne Counties in West Virginia, and Johnson County
Kentucky. Forest on both dates is gray, forest loss is in
yellow, and forest gain is red

Loss of forest due to factors other than
mountaintop mining were excluded by examining
color-composites of the Landsat TM imagery
(Slonecker and Lacert 2001) to identify a smaller
19-county area (2,202,500 ha) where mining was
the primary determinant of landscape change
(Fig. 2). The county boundaries used to define the
study area were adjusted when forest loss due to
activities other than mountaintop mining were
prevalent. For example, the green lines that do
not track county boundaries in Fig. 2 were
delineated to omit areas where mountaintop
mining was not the primary driver of forest loss.
To avoid bias near the study area boundary, im-
age convolution was performed on the larger
mapping region (Fig. 2) before extracting the
smaller 2,202,500-ha study area.

Results

Approximately 95% of the 2,202,500-ha study area
was forest in 1992, of which 4.2% was converted to
another land cover by 2001. The estimated loss of
interior forest ranged from 7.4% to 20.5%
depending on the scale of analysis (Table 2A).
Percentage interior forest loss was approximately
1.75-5.0 times greater that the percentage direct
forest loss attributable to mountaintop mining.
These results indicate that the loss of interior for-
est exceeded the actual amount of forest removed
by mountaintop mining.

Relaxing the threshold used to define interior
did not substantially change the ratio of interior
forest loss to direct forest loss. Similar results were
obtained when the threshold used to define interior
forest was relaxed from 100% to 90% (Table 2B).
Ratios of percentage interior forest loss to
percentage direct forest loss were approximately
1.5-4.0 across the four smallest scales examined.
There were no forested locales that met the 100%
threshold for interior within the study area for the



Landscape Ecol (2007) 22:179-187 183

4RQ0"W 82°00"W
Ll Ll

40°0'0"N
Ll

7
=}
=}
&

=

=3

&

&
#
=]
54
@

Z

g

R

86°00"W s4°00"W 82°0/0" W

@ Springer



184

Landscape Ecol (2007) 22:179-187

largest scale (Table 2A), but there were about
1.9 x 10° ha of interior forest at the 5,314.41-ha
scale (1992) when the threshold was relaxed to
90% (Table 2B). Approximately 21% of the inte-
rior forest (90% threshold) at the 5,314.41 ha-scale
was lost to mountaintop mining by 2001.

The effect of mountaintop mining on the cove
and mixed mesophytic forests that characterize
the region (SAMAB 1996) was similar to the
effect on forest as a whole. Based on geographic
overlay of our fragmentation results (e.g., Riitters
et al. 2003) with the GAP (Scott and Jennings
1998) vegetation maps for southern West Vir-
ginia, ratios of interior forest loss to direct forest
loss for cove and mixed mesophytic forest com-
munities ranged from 1.7 to 9.0 and 1.6 to 13.5,
respectively (Table 3).

Mountaintop mining has had a significant ef-
fect on large-scale interior forest (90% thresh-
old). In 1992, there were approximately equal
likelihoods of meeting the 90% threshold for
interior forest at the 2.25-ha and 5,314.41-ha
scales (Table 2B). By 2001, mountaintop mining
produced a consistent decline in interior forest
conditions with increasing scale so that there were
no longer approximately equal likelihoods of
meeting interior forest conditions at the smallest
and largest spatial scales examined. One conse-
quence of the loss of large-scale interior forest
(i.e., 5,314.41 ha) is that it barely spans the
2,202,500- ha study area in 2001 (Fig. 3). In 1992,
the 2,202,500-ha study area was the predominant
area of large-scale interior forest within the larger

mapping region (Fig. 3), whereas by 2001 it
became difficult to traverse the 2,202,500-ha study
area and stay within interior forest.

The United States Environmental Protection
Agency estimated that the 4,856,247 ha
(12,000,000 acres) Southern Appalachian region
was 92% forest and that mountaintop mining will
remove 6.8% of the forest between 1992 and 2012
(US EPA 2005). With that estimate as a guide, it is
possible to extrapolate our results to estimate the
loss of interior forest for the Southern Appala-
chian region impacted by mountaintop mining
(US EPA 2005). Based on the results in Table 2A,
about 84% of the forest in our study area was
interior at the 2.25-ha scale in 1992, and 7.4% of it
was lost by 2001. Using the appropriate percent-
ages, there were 4,467,747 ha of forest in 1992
across the Southern Appalachian region, of which
3,752,908 ha would have been interior forest at the
2.25-ha scale. Using the same ratios between
interior forest loss and forest loss as shown in Ta-
ble 2A, a 6.8% loss of forest would translate to a
12% loss of interior forest at the 2.25-ha scale for
the Southern Appalachian region, or 450,349 ha.
Corresponding estimates of interior forest loss at
the 7.29- 65.61-, and 590.49-ha scales are 502,010,
316,810, and 5,930 ha, respectively.

Discussion

The environmental impact assessment of moun-
taintop mining focused on water-quality impacts

Table 2 Change in interior forest from 1992 to 2001. Percentage loss is relative to the amount of interior forest in 1992.
Ratio equals percentage loss divided by total forest loss (e.g., 7.4/4.2 = 1.76)

Window size (ha)  Interior forest, 1992 (ha)  Interior forest, 2001 (ha)  Difference (ha) Percentage loss  Ratio
A. Total forest loss = 4.2%; threshold for interior forest = 100%

2.25 1,751,185 1,622,303 128,883 7.4 1.76
7.29 1,430,336 1,284,095 146,241 10.2 243
65.61 463,821 371,477 92,344 19.9 4.74
590.49 8,814 7,008 1,806 20.5 4.88
5,314.41 0 0 0 0 0
B. Total forest loss = 4.2%; threshold for interior forest = 90%

2.25 1,911,999 1,781,059 130,940 6.8 1.62
7.29 1,878,127 1,722,035 156,092 8.3 1.98
65.61 1,833,369 1,621,314 212,055 11.6 2.76
590.49 1,853,840 1,550,075 303,765 16.4 3.90
5,314.41 1,895,717 1,489,420 406,297 214 5.10
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Table 3 Change in interior cove and mixed mesophytic hardwood forest types from 1992 to 2001. Percentage loss is relative
to the amount of interior forest in 1992. Ratio equals percentage loss divided by total forest loss (e.g., 4.5/2.4 = 1.88)

Forest type Scale Interior forest 1992 (ha) Interior Forest 2001 (ha) Difference Percentage loss Ratio

A. Total forest loss = 2.4% (cove), 3.1% (mixed mesophytic); threshold for interior forest = 100%

Cove 225 116,983 111,697 5,286 4.5 1.88
7.29 101,686 94,485 7,201 7.1 2.96
65.61 37,217 30,812 6,405 17.2 717
59049 279 219 60 21.5 8.96
531441 0 0

Mixed mesophytic  2.25 404,022 381,217 22,805 5.6 1.81
7.29 349,722 320,943 28,779 8.2 2.65
65.61 134,703 109,432 25271 18.8 6.06
59049 1,134 665 470 41.4 13.35
531441 0 0

B. Total forest loss = 2.4% (cove), 3.1% (mixed mesophytic); threshold for interior forest = 90%

Cove 2.25 122,432 117,522 4910 4.0 1.67
7.29 120,646 114,562 6,085 5.0 2.08
65.61 116,010 106,691 9,319 8.0 333
59049 118,979 102,595 16,384 13.8 5.75
5314.41 123,806 99,772 24,034 19.4 8.08

Mixed mesophytic 2.25 428,159 406,467 21,692 5.1 1.65
7.29 423,771 398,446 25,265 6.0 1.94
65.61 416,314 383,081 33,233 8.0 2.58
590.49 425,925 374,099 51,826 122 3.94
5314.41 439,505 369,391 70,114 16.0 5.16

Percentage forest
[ nonforest

Hl <40%

Il 0% <X <60%
[ 60% < X <90%
Bl -90%

Fig. 3 Change in interior forest (90% threshold) at the 5,314.41-ha scale

related to sections 402 (point source discharges) rior species, success of re-vegetation following
and 404 (disposal of dredge and fill material) of reclamation, and other factors (USEPA 2005).
the Clean Water Act, impacts on forest inte- The assessment did not consider possible impacts
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on the regional integrity of forest such as the loss
interior forest. Our results indicate that interior
forest loss is 1.75 to 5 times greater that the
amount of forest loss attributable to mountaintop
mining and that the ratio increases as the spatial
scale of analysis increases. Similar ratios between
interior forest loss and direct forest loss were
found for cove and mixed mesophytic forest
communities in the West Virginia portion of the
study area.

Loss of interior forest in this study is not a loss
of forest per se, but rather a change in the clas-
sification of forest from interior to edge. Frag-
mentation and introduction of edge change forest
structure, composition, and ecological processes
(Laurance et al. 2002; Harper et al. 2005). The
condition and ecological functioning of forest
changes from interior to edge. Forest edges have
higher rates of atmospheric deposition (Weathers
et al. 2001), higher proportions of exotic species
(Harper et al. 2005), and fewer shade-tolerant
taxa (Foster et al. 1998). Still, the effect of edges
on forest is an emerging field (Harper et al. 2005),
and one of the important issues is determination
of ecological effects as a function of distance.
Harper et al. (2005) reported edge effects that
extended 100 m inward from the forest-nonforest
boundary. Laurance et al. (2002) reported a
maximum edge effect distance of 400 m, and
Ramabharitra (2006) reported a maximum edge
effect distance of 2,000 m. Our multi-scale anal-
ysis accounts for variability in the penetrating
distance of the different edge effects reported in
the literature. Edge effect distances of 100, 400,
and 2,000 m are about equivalent to one-half of
the side-lengths of 7 x 7, 27 x 27, and 133 x 133
30-m pixel windows, respectively. Our largest
window size assumes edge effects from moun-
taintop mining penetrate approximately 3,650 m
into adjacent forest. Future research may docu-
ment edge effects penetrating 3.6 km into
adjacent forest.

The spatially extensive character of forest in
the Appalachians (Vogelmann et al. 2001; Riitters
et al. 2002) provides the foundation for interior
forest at large spatial scales. We estimate that
mountaintop mining has changed between 1,806
and 128,883 ha of interior forest to edge (Ta-
ble 2A), and the broader literature suggests that
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there are significant ecological differences between
edge and interior forests. Our results also indicate
that mountaintop mining is changing the spatial
scale at which interior forest occurs in the region.
At the 590.49-ha scale, interior forest occupied
only 0.4% of the study area (8,814 ha) in 1992 and
mountaintop mining eliminated about 20% of that
very small proportion. It is not inconceivable that
future activities will eliminate the remaining
590.49-ha scale interior forest, which would reduce
the scale at which interior forest occurs in the
region. The regional-scale loss of interior forest in
Appalachia is of global significance because of the
worldwide rarity of spatially extensive temperate
deciduous forest (Riitters et al. 2000). Our results
complement and extend the recently completed
EIS (US EPA 2005) by quantifying an additional
environmental impact and placing the impact in a
global context.

Acknowledgements This paper has been subjected to the
US Environmental Protection Agency peer and adminis-
trative review and has been approved for publication. The
work was performed at the USFS/USEPA Center for
Landscape Pattern Analysis. We thank Dave Bradford,
Taylor Jarnagin and two anonymous reviewers for their
comments of an earlier draft of the paper.

References

Beaulac MN, Reckhow KH (1982) Examination of land
use-nutrient export relationships. Water Resources
Bull 18:1013-1024

Burns SLS (2005) Bringing down the mountains: The
impact of mountaintop removal surface coal mining
on southern West Virginia communities, 1970-2004.
Ph.D. Dissertation. West Virginia University, Mor-
gantown, West Virginia

Costanza R, d’Arge R, de Groots R et al (1997) The value
of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital.
Nature 387:253-260

Fahrig L (2002) Effect of habitat fragmentation on the
extinction threshold. Ecol Appl 12:346-353

Foster DR, Motzkin G, Slater B (1998) Land-use history as
long-term  broad-scale disturbance: regional forest
dynamics in central New England. Ecosystems 1:96-119

Fox J (1999) Mountaintop removal in West Virginia.
Organ Environ 12:163-183

Frink CR (1991) Estimating nutrient exports to estuaries.
J Environ Qual 20:717-724

Fry J (2005) Land-cover change detection — a comparison
of two datasets National Land Cover Database Pro-
ject and Land Cover Trends Project Internal Report.



Landscape Ecol (2007) 22:179-187

187

Science Applications International Corporation,
United States Geological Survey, EROS Data Center,
Sioux Falls SD, p 105

Harper KA, MacDonald SE, Burton PJ et al (2005) Edge
influence on forest structure and composition in
fragmented landscapes. Conserv Biol 19:768-782

Hayden BP (1998) Ecosystem feedbacks on climate at the
landscape scale. Philos Trans R Soc London B 353:5-18

Hinkle CR, McComb WC, Safely JM et al (1993) Mixed
mesophytic forests. In: Martin WH, Boyce SG, Ech-
ternacth AC (eds) Biodiversity of the Southeastern
United States Upland Terrestrial Communities. Wi-
ley, New York

Homer C, Huang C, Yang L et al (2004) Development of a
2001 national land-cover database for the United
States. Photogrammet Eng Remote Sens 70:829-840

Jones KB, Neale AC, Nash MS et al (2001) Predicting
nutrient and sediment loadings to streams from
landscape metrics: A multiple watershed study from
the United States mid-Atlantic region. Landsc Ecol
16:301-312

Laurance WF, Lovejoy TE, Vasconcelos HL et al (2002)
Ecosystem decay of Amazonian forest fragments: a
22-year investigation. Conserv Biol 16:605-618

Marshall CH, Pielke RA Sr, Steyaert LT et al (2004) The
impact of anthropogenic land-cover change on the
Florida peninsula sea breezes and warm season sen-
sible weather. Month Weather Rev 132:28-52

O’Neill RV and Kahn JR (2000) Homo economus as a
keystone species. Bioscience 50:333-337

Pickering J, Kays R, Meier A et al(2003) The Appala-
chians. In: Gil PR, Mittermeier RA, Mittermeier CG,
et al (eds), Wilderness Earth’s Last Wild Places.
Conservation International, Washington, DC

Pielke RA Sr, Marland G, Betts RA et al (2002) The
influence of land-use change and landscape dynamics
on the climate system: relevance to climate change
policy beyond the radiative effect of greenhouse ga-
ses. Philos Trans R Soc London A 360:1705-1719

Ramaharitra T (2006) The effects of anthropogenic dis-
turbances on the structure and composition of rain
forest vegetation. Trop Resource Bull 25:32-37

Riitters KH, Coulston JW, Wickham JD (2003) Localizing
national fragmentation statistics with forest type
maps. J Forestry 101:18-22

Riitters KH, Wickham JD, O’Neill RV et al (2000). Glo-
bal scale patterns of forest fragmentation. Conserv
Ecol 4(2):3 [online] URL: http://www.ecologyandso-
ciety.org/vol4/iss2/art3/

Riitters KH, Wickham JD, O’Neill RV et al (2002) Frag-
mentation of continental United States forests. Eco-
systems 5:815-822

Robinson SK, Thompson FR III, Donovan TM et al
(1995) Regional forest fragmentation and the nesting
success of migratory songbirds. Science 267:1987-1990

SAMAB (Southern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere)
(1996) The Southern Appalachian Assessment Ter-
restrial Technical Report. Report 5 of 5 US Dept. of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Southern Region, Atlan-
ta, GA (4 August 2006; http://www.samab.org/saa/
saa_reports.html)

Skole D, Tucker C (1993) Tropical deforestation and
habitat fragmentation in the Amazon: satellite data
from 1978 to 1988. Science 260:1905-1910

Scott JM, Jennings MD (1998) Large-area mapping of
biodiversity. Ann Mo Bot Gard 85:34-47

Slonecker ET, Lacerte MJ (2001) Remote sensing and
mountaintop mining. Remote Sens Rev 20:293-322

Szwilski TB, Dulin BE, Hooper JW (2001) An innovative
approach to managing the impacts of mountaintop
coal mining in West Virginia. Int J Surf Mining, Re-
clam Environ 15: 73-85

TLPJ (Trial Lawyers for Public Justice) (1999) (4 August
2006; http://www.tlpj.org/briefs/mountpi.htm.)

US EPA (US Environmental Protection Agency) (2005)
Mountaintop mining/valley fills in Appalachia: final
programmatic  environmental impact statement
(FPEIS). Philadelphia, PA Report no. EPA 9-03-R-
05002. [Publication EPA 9-03-R-05002 contains only
the comments on the Draft Programmatic Environ-
mental Impact Statement (DPEIS) and ancillary
information. Technical information is contained in the
DPEIS [USEPA] US Environmental Protection
Agency Mid-Atlantic Mountaintop Mining (4 August
2006; http://www.epa.gov/region3/mtntop/eis.htm)

Vogelmann JE, Howard SM, Larson CR et al (2001)
Completion of the 1990s national land cover data set
for the conterminous United States from Landsat
Thematic Mapper data and ancillary data sources.
Photogrammet Eng Remote Sens 67:650-662

Weakland CA, Wood PB (2005) Cerulean warbler (Den-
droica cerulea) microhabitat and landscape-level
habitat characteristics in southern West Virginia. The
Auk 122:497-508

Weathers KC, Cadenasso ML, Pickett STA (2001) Forest
edges as nutrient and pollutant concentrators: poten-
tial synergisms between fragmentation, forest cano-
pies, and the atmosphere. Conserv Biol 15:1506-1514

Westman WE (1977) How much are nature’s services
worth? Science 197:960-964

Wickham JD, Riitters KH, Wade TG et al (2005) Evalu-
ating the relative roles of ecological regions and land-
cover composition for guiding establishment of
nutrient criteria. Landsc Ecol 20:791-798

@ Springer



	The effect of Appalachian mountaintop mining �on interior forest
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Tab1
	Methods
	Fig1
	Results
	Fig2
	Discussion
	Tab2
	Tab3
	Fig3
	Acknowledgements
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /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
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


