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Abstract Bioassessment methods for wetlands,
and other bodies of water, have been devel-
oped worldwide to measure and quantify changes
in “biological integrity.” These assessments are
based on a classification system, meant to ensure
appropriate comparisons between wetland types.
Using a local site-specific disturbance gradient,
we built vegetation indices of biological integrity
(Veg-IBIs) based on two commonly used wetland
classification systems in the USA: One based on
vegetative structure and the other based on a
wetland’s position in a landscape and sources of
water. The resulting class-specific Veg-IBIs were
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comprised of 1-5 metrics that varied in their sen-
sitivity to the disturbance gradient (R> = 0.14 —
0.65). Moreover, the sensitivity to the disturbance
gradient increased as metrics from each of the two
classification schemes were combined (added).
Using this information to monitor natural and cre-
ated wetlands will help natural resource managers
track changes in biological integrity of wetlands in
response to anthropogenic disturbance and allows
the use of vegetative communities to set ecological
performance standards for mitigation banks.

Keywords Vegetative communities -
Disturbance - Index of biological integrity -
Metrics - West Virginia - Wetlands

Introduction

Plant communities are a reflection of past and
present hydrologic conditions (Kirkman et al.
2000; Magee and Kentula 2005; Rentch et al. 2008)
and can indicate anthropogenic disturbances, such
as sedimentation (Mahaney et al. 2004a, b), nu-
trient enrichment (Craft and Richardson 1997;
Drohan et al. 2006), as well as changes in hy-
drology (Bonner et al. 2009; Koning 2005). The
resulting vegetative communities are one com-
ponent used to identify jurisdictional wetlands
(USACOE 1987). This process uses the Cowardin
et al. (1979) wetland classification scheme that
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is based on the vegetative structure of the wet-
land community and will be referred to as “Cow-
ardin” here after. Currently the Cowardin system
is used in West Virginia, USA for regulatory pur-
poses (West Virginia State Code, Chapters 22—
11, 22-26) to determine mitigation requirements
for wetland impacts based on, in part, wetland
type impacted in the permitting process. These
requirements, with options including wetland mit-
igation banking credits, off- or onsite mitigation
projects, or paying to anin lieu fee fund, are meant
to ensure a “no net loss” of wetland acreage.
However, there is no specific course of action for
protecting against the loss of wetland biological
integrity and function.

The EPA’s “Compensatory Mitigation for
Losses of Aquatic Resources” (40 CFR Part 230),
calls for ecological performance standards meant
to improve mitigation effectiveness and decision
making in the permitting process. One tool in de-
veloping these performance standards are indices
of biological integrity (IBIs). They can be used to
monitor trends in wetland condition, providing a
quantitative basis of comparison that can be used
to prioritize wetland protection, management, or
restoration efforts.

Wetland plant IBIs have been developed ac-
cording to Cowardin (Galatowitsch et al. 2000;
Mack 2004) or the hydrogeomorphic (HGM;
Brinson 1993) classification approach (Gernes and
Helgen 2002; Miller et al. 2006). The HGM clas-
sification is meant to compare wetlands that are
functionally similar because it incorporates land-
scape position and hydrology into the classifica-
tions (Stevenson and Hauer 2002). Because of the
regulatory mandate promoting the maintenance
of wetland function and biological integrity in
the landscape, this study uses both the Cowardin
classifications and HGM-based classes. Moreover,
we found that augmenting one approach with the
alternative has been shown to increase avian 1BI
sensitivity to human impairment (Veselka et al.
2009).

The objective of our study was to identify
plant community metrics suitable for inclusion
into robust, statewide, vegetative indices of bi-
ological integrity (Veg-IBI) for West Virginia
that have the capacity to detect and quantify
changes in the vegetative community that are
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reflective of varying levels and types of human
impairment. These IBIs will be used to set nu-
meric standards used to gauge the effectiveness
of mitigation banks, restoration projects, and to
guide the development and calibration of future
wetland rapid assessment procedures. Moreover,
these indices were derived from Cowardin and
HGM-based classification schemes, allowing us to
compare, combine, and contrast the sensitivity of
IBIs based on different wetland classifications to
disturbances.

Methods and materials

We stratified sampling across both wetland Cow-
ardin classes and the major US Environmen-
tal Protection Agency’s Level 3 aquatic ecore-
gions within West Virginia, USA: the Central
Appalachians, the Ridge and Valley, and the
Western Allegheny Plateau (Omernik 1987;
Woods et al. 1999) by targeting previously studied
wetlands (Balcombe et al. 2005) and selecting ran-
dom 7.5-min quadrangles using a Geographic In-
formation System database (Veselka et al. 2009).
We conducted “reconnaissance” on the random
quadrangles, selecting accessible sites that did not
require extensive property ownership investiga-
tions or permissions due to project constraints.
Because of a lack of a comprehensive wetland
map by HGM classification, stratification by this
scheme was not possible. However, due to the
number of sites used in this study (151), we are
confident we adequately sampled the major HGM
classes found in West Virginia (Fig. 1; Veselka
et al. 2009). We categorized wetlands by both
the Cowardin and regional HGM subclass (Cole
et al. 1997) type (Table 1). The regional HGM
subclass categories provide more detail regard-
ing a wetlands’ position in the landscape (e.g.,
headwater floodplain) and sources of water (e.g.,
surface water depression) than the original HGM
classification (e.g., riverine or basin, respectively;
Brinson 1993). These partitions decreased sam-
ple size substantially. As a result, appropriate
subclass designations were combined into des-
ignated HGM management classes to promote
Veg-IBIs as intuitive tools targeted for use by
natural resource agencies, the private sector, and
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trained volunteer groups to enable the tracking of and isolated depressions were all combined into
wetland biological integrity trends over time and a depression management class; headwater flood-
ensure compliance of antidegradation standards plains and mainstem floodplains were lumped into
(Brooks et al. 1998; Veselka et al. 2009). These a floodplain management class; and headwater im-
classes differ in name and definition, providing poundments and mainstem impoundments were
more details about a wetland’s function than grouped into an impoundment class. Slope and
the original HGM classifications (Brinson 1993; fringing wetlands remained separate categories
e.g. there is no “impoundment” in the original as defined by Cole et al. (1997). Human-made
classifications) and are meant as a compromise, wetlands, created as mitigation or otherwise, were
striking a balance between the detailed HGM designated the design mimics according to the
subclasses and the broader original classification. HGM management class, in this study, depression,
Riparian depressions, surface water depressions, impoundment, or fringing wetlands.
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’l?able 1 thal number of Level 3 US Environmental Protection Agency Total
sites by reglonal' aquatic ecoregion?
?I}—]I(g(li/%)e glriiig;tc Ridge and Central . Western
designated HGM Valley Appalachian Alleghany
management class, and Plateau
Cowardin class by Hydrogeomorphic subclass®
ecoregion for use in Surface water depression® 0 2 5 7
developing class specific Riparian depression 10 24 25 59
vegetation wetland Isolated depression® 0 2 4 6
;E?;Zfist;’f({’/‘gglolgé‘i?‘m Headwater floodplain 10 15 4 29
West Virginia, USA from Mainstem ﬂ.oodplalnC 2 2 1 5
2005-2006 Headwater impoundment® 1 12 4 17
Mainstem impoundment® 0 2 4 6
Fringing® 0 2 11 13
Slope® 4 4 0 8
Floodplain-in-stream® 0 0 1 1
Designated HGM management class
Depression 10 28 34 72
Floodplain 12 17 6 35
Impoundment 1 14 8 23
Fringing® 0 2 11 13
Slope® 4 4 0 8
Cowardin class
*Omernik (1987) Emergent 15 34 26 75
modified by Woods et al. Scrub-shrub 6 17 21 44
{1959 Forested 6 14 1 31
ole et al. (1997) . c
‘Removed from analysis Aquatic bed 0 0 1 1
Total 27 65 59 151

due to small sample size

The sampling regime included single wetlands
(48 of 151) and 20 wetland complexes in which we
sampled from two to five sites per complex. Sites
were analyzed independently because each was
subject to a unique set of localized disturbances,
no adjacent sites had the same Cowardin classi-
fication, and all were located > 300 m from one
another (Veselka et al. 2009).

Vegetation surveys

Our vegetation survey methodology was mod-
eled after multiple techniques described in Tiner
(1999). Quantitative vegetation sampling was con-
ducted once per wetland site in July or early
August of 2005 or 2006. Vegetation sampling
was conducted using a nested quadrat design to
match the relative size of each vegetation stratum
(Balcombe et al. 2005; FICWD 1989). The dom-
inant plant community, as determined by area,
was identified in each wetland and sampled.
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Vegetation strata were classified into tree, shrub,
and herbaceous layers (USACOE 1987). Trees
were sampled using a single, representative 10-m
radius circular plot; the shrub layer was sampled
in a 6-m radius circular plot using the same center
point nested within the tree stratum; and a mini-
mum of four 0.5-m radius herbaceous plots were
randomly sampled within the 10-m radius plot.
The tree stratum consisted of trees with a di-
ameter at breast height (DBH) (1.37 m) >12.0 cm
for one stem or a cumulative DBH >20 cm for
two stems and was used to calculate basal area per
species (Beltz et al. 1992). Woody vegetation be-
tween 10 cm and 6 m in height and having a DBH
less than the tree stratum criteria were consid-
ered shrubs. Each shrub species was recorded, and
the diameter of each individual shrub’s canopy
was estimated and converted into percent cover.
Each species of herbaceous plants and woody
vegetation (<10 cm), as well as exposed sub-
strate, woody debris, bare ground, open water,
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and bryophytes, were recorded using a modified
Daubenmire (1968) cover class scale with values
from 1 to 10 (Tiner 1999) that estimated per-
cent cover. The midpoints of each cover class
were used to generate candidate metric values.
Herbaceous quadrats were scattered randomly,
and additional quadrats sampled until two or less
new species were detected after the initial four
quadrats.

Additionally, the quantitative data collection
was augmented by a qualitative walk-through of
the discreet wetland community to document the
presence of species not detected in the initial
vegetation survey according to time dictated by
best-professional judgment but generally when
no new species were encountered over a 5-min
period (Balcombe et al. 2005; Tiner 1999). The
walk-through allowed us to evaluate other met-
rics that may have been limited in their ef-
fectiveness because of non-detection using the
previously discussed methodology. For example,
the Floristic Quality Assessment Index (FQAI)
scores are based on the presence of plant species
and are immune to the influence of the abundance
of any single plant species (Rentch and Anderson
2006). The quantitative and qualitative data of
each stratum were then used to derive the candi-
date metrics that were tested for inclusion into the
Veg-IBI (Table 2), allowing a greater number of
candidate metrics.

Data analysis

The designated HGM management and Cowardin
classes used in the analyses were not mutually ex-
clusive. For example, a palustrine emergent wet-
land (Cowardin) may be classified as a headwater
floodplain or a riparian depression (HGM) de-
pending on the position in the landscape. Like-
wise, a slope wetland (HGM) could be either a
palustrine emergent or scrub-shrub wetland, de-
pending on vegetation development. Of note, in
the first example, the data would be used to de-
rive both the HGM- and Cowardin-based IBIs; in
the latter, the data would only be used to derive
the Cowardin-based IBIs due to the small sample
size of slope wetlands (n = 8). Only the results
from the designated HGM management class and

Cowardin classification scheme analyses with suf-
ficient sample size are presented, not the HGM
subclasses.

Our disturbance gradient was based on met-
rics characterizing surrounding land-use activity,
width and condition of the representative vege-
tative community buffer zone, and alteration to
the hydrology, habitat, or substrate of the wet-
land within the plant community [adopted from
the Ohio Rapid Assessment Method version 5.0
(ORAM)] (Table 3) (Mack 2001). These metrics
and submetrics formed a disturbance score that
ranged from 4 to 39; the lower the score, the more
apparent the evidence of human impairment.

Reference and stressed designations were de-
veloped independently for Cowardin and the des-
ignated HGM management classes across the
entire state and not subdivided by level 3 ecore-
gions (Omernik 1987; Woods et al. 1999). These
designations were purposefully based on hu-
man impairment characteristics throughout West
Virginia. Using all sites within a particular class,
regardless of ecoregion, the 75th and 25th per-
centile of the disturbance index scores were used
to categorize reference and stressed conditions,
respectively (Barbour et al. 1995). Reference sites
were often the same for both Cowardin and HGM
sites; however, due to sample size variations be-
tween classifications, this was not always the case.
Sites in between these percentiles, as well as ref-
erence and stressed sites, were used in the analy-
ses to quantify the classification scheme’s overall
response to disturbance. Reference sites were not
intended to be pristine or free from any evidence
of human manipulation but rather represented ex-
amples of what can be realistically expected from
a minimally impacted wetland in West Virginia
(Omernik 1995).

Class-specific Veg-IBIs were developed for
wetland classes with five or more reference and
five stressed sites (Chipps et al. 2006; Veselka et al.
2009). Because of the clustered nature of the sites
spread throughout the state, individual wetlands
were only sampled during 1 year of the study
period, not both in an effort to maximize sampling
effort (Reiss 2006; O’Connell et al. 1998). All
statistical tests were conducted at an a priori alpha
level of 0.05.
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Table 2 Candidate metrics, the survey plot the metrics
were derived from, the expected response to disturbance,
and descriptions tested for inclusion into vegetation indices

of biological integrity (Veg-IBI) for wetlands in West Vir-
ginia, USA from 2005-2006

Candidate Citation Survey plot*  Expected Description
vegetation response to  of metric
metrics disturbance
MeanC Miller et al. (2006); WT - Average Coefficient of
Rentch and Conservatism per wetland
Anderson (2006)
AdjFQAI Miller et al. (2006); WT — Adjusted Floristic Quality
Rentch and Assessment Index
Anderson (2006),
Mack (2004)
FernRC Miller et al. (2006) Herbaceous — Relative cover of fern allies
MonoRC Miller et al. (2006) Herbaceous  + Relative cover of monocot species
NativeGramRC Miller et al. (2006) Herbaceous - Relative cover of native graminoids
InvGrassRC Miller et al. (2006);  Herbaceous + Relative cover of invasive graminoids
Mack (2004)
NativeDicotRC Mack (2004) Herbaceous — Relative cover of native dicots
DicotRC Miller et al. (2006) Herbaceous — Relative cover of dicots
CarexRC Miller et al. (2006);  Herbaceous — Relative cover of Carex species
Mack (2004)
TolerantRC Miller et al. (2006);  Herbaceous — + Relative cover of tolerant species
Mack (2004) (Coefficient of Conservatism > 2)
NativeHydroHrbRC Miller et al. (2006);  Herbaceous — Relative cover of native species with
Mack (2004) facultative wetness rating or greater
PhalnvGrassRC Miller et al. (2006) Herbaceous  + Relative cover of Phalaris
species and invasive graminoids
ShrubNativePC Mack (2004) Shrub - Percent cover of native shrubs
FAConlyHrbRC Miller et al. (2006) Herbaceous — + Relative cover of facultative-only
rated species
ShrNativeHydroPC Mack (2004) Shrub - Percent cover of native
hydrophytic shrub species
MeanlV Mack (2004) Tree — Mean Importance Value (IV) of trees
in plot
TreeFACupMeanlV Tree - Mean Importance Value (IV)
of facultative or greater rated trees
TreeFACWupMeanlV Tree — Mean Importance Value (IV) of
facultative -wet or greater rated trees
MeanDBH Miller et al. (2006) Tree — Mean diameter-at-breast height of trees
InvGramWTRich WT + Richness of invasive graminoid species
NonNativePlantWTRich ~ Miller et al. (2006) WT + Richness of non-native plant species
ShrubRich Miller et al. (2006) Shrub — Richness of shrub species
NativeShrubRich Miller et al. (2006) Shrub — Richness of native shrub species

WT walk-through of wetland community and all species detected in other survey methods
4Herbaceous layer a series of 0.5 m radius, shrub layer 6 m radius, tree layer 10 m radius

The vegetation plot measurements were used
to derive candidate metric values that were eval-
uated for their capacity to discriminate between
reference and stressed sites. Potentially respon-
sive metrics were identified, specific to each
classification scheme, across the state of West
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Virginia using box-and-whisker plots (Barbour et
al. 1996). Metrics were then screened for redun-
dancy using Spearman’s R correlation and consid-
ered redundant if R values exceeded 0.80 (Hughes
et al. 1998). If metrics were correlated, the met-
ric with the greatest discrimination efficiency in
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Table 3 Metrics and sub-metrics selected from the Ohio
Rapid Assessment Method (Mack 2001) used to define
the disturbance gradient for use in developing vegetation

indices of biological integrity (Veg-IBI) for wetlands in
West Virginia, USA from 2005-2006

Scoring value Disturbance component

Buffers and surrounding land use

Calculate the average buffer width. Select only one and assign score.

MODERATELY HIGH. Residential, fenced pasture, park, conservation tillage, new fallow field.

Modifications to natural, hydrologic regime. Score one or double check and average.

None or none apparent. There are no modifications or no modifications that are apparent to the
Recovered. The wetland appears to have recovered from past modifications which altered the
Recovering. The wetland appears to be in the process of recovering from past modifications which

Recent or no recovery. The modifications have occurred recently, and / or the wetland has not

None or none apparent. There are no modifications or no modifications that are apparent to the

Recovering. The wetland appears to be in the process of recovering from past disturbances.
Recent or no recovery. The modifications have occurred recently, and / or the wetland has not

None or none apparent. There are no alterations or no alterations that are apparent to the rater.

Recovering. The wetland appears to be in the process of recovering from past alterations.
Recent or no recovery. The modifications have occurred recently, and / or the wetland has not

7 WIDE. Bufters average 50m or more around wetland perimeter.

4 MEDIUM. Buffers average 25m to <50m around wetland perimeter.

1 NARROW. Buffers average 10m to <25m around wetland perimeter.

0 VERY NARROW. Buffers average <10m around wetland perimeter.
Intensity of surrounding land use. Select one or double check and average.

7 VERY LOW. 2nd growth or older forest, prairie, savannah, wildlife area, etc.

5 LOW. Old field (>10 years), shrubland, young second growth forest.

3

1 HIGH. Urban, industrial, open pasture, row cropping, mining, construction.

Hydrology

12 rater.

7 wetland's natural hydrologic regime.

3 altered the wetland's natural hydrologic regime.

1 recovered from past modifications and / or the modifications are ongoing.

Habitat alteration and development

Substrate disturbance. Score one or double check and average.

4 rater.

3 Recovered. The wetland appears to have recovered from past disturbances.

2

1 recovered from past disturbances and/ or the disturbances are ongoing.
Habitat alteration. Score one or double check and average.

9

6 Recovered. The wetland appears to have recovered from past alterations.

3

1 recovered from past alterations and/ or the alterations are ongoing.

was evaluated a final time with a series of class-

correctly classifying reference from stressed sites
was retained for further analyses (Maxted et al.
2000). Remaining metrics were evaluated using
an analysis of variance (ANOVA) test for an
ecoregion interaction, a classification scheme in-
teraction, and the two-way interaction of both
(Veselka et al. 2009). The resulting suite of metrics

specific multivariate ANOVA tests to identify any
cumulative effect of the metric values of reference
and stressed sites to ecoregion or classification
scheme influences (Veselka et al. 2009). Metrics
were then scored on a continuous 0-10 scale, using
the 95th and 5th percentile of all IBI scores to
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represent the highest and lowest value (Blocksom
2003; Bryce et al. 2002; Veselka et al. 2009).

Using the metrics appropriate for each classi-
fication, Veg-IBIs were formed by summing all
metrics selected for inclusion. The disturbance
gradient and the distribution of the Veg-IBI
scores for the reference sites were used to set
numeric thresholds describing wetland condition
(Gerritsen et al. 2000). Categorical threshold lim-
its for Veg-IBI scores were set using the 75th,
25th, and Sth percentiles for reference sites (Hill
et al. 2003; McCormick et al. 2001). The relation
between Veg-IBI scores and the disturbance score
were examined and plotted using simple linear
regression specific to each Veg-IBI classification
(Veselka et al. 2009).

In addition to scoring each wetland with an in-
dividual designated HGM management and Cow-
ardin class Veg-IBI score, we formed specific
hybrid Veg-IBIs by combining the two classifi-
cation schemes (Veselka et al. 2009). Respon-
dent metric values from each classification scheme
were added together, regardless of sample size,
as each IBI was based on a minimum reference
and stressed criteria. If both classification systems
used the same metric, the values were averaged
together. Based on increasing the number of re-
sponsive metrics specific to a local wetland NWI
and HGM classification, we evaluated combining
these schemes to determine if the process resulted
in enhanced IBI sensitivity to disturbance.

Results
Metric performance

Based on at least five reference and five stressed
sites, we formed statewide Veg-IBIs for Cowardin
class emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested wet-
lands, as well as depression, floodplain, and im-
poundment designated HGM management class
wetlands. A complete list of sites and corre-
sponding attribute data (e.g., ecoregion, location,
class, etc.), including metric scores and summary
statistics by ecoregion may be found in Veselka
(2008).

After screening metrics for discrimination ca-
pability, redundancy, ecoregion, and classification
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scheme effects, the resulting class-specific Veg-
IBIs included between 1 and 5 metrics capable
of discriminating between reference and stressed
sites (Table 4). Five of the six derived indices
were significantly related to disturbance scores
(Table 5). Only the impoundment designated
HGM management class Veg-IBI scores failed to
exhibit a significant relation with the disturbance
gradient, despite being able to discriminate be-
tween reference and stressed sites greater than
70% of the time.

The Veg-IBI based on Cowardin classifications
all exhibited a significant relation with the distur-
bance gradient. Within the emergent class Veg-
IBI, only the adjusted FQAI metric consistently
discriminated between reference and stressed
sites. The disturbance scores accounted for 14%
of the variation in scores.

The scrub-shrub Veg-IBI was composed of 2
metrics: the relative cover of Carex species and the
relative cover of tolerant plant species. The distur-
bance scores accounted for 20% of the variation
in the scrub-shrub Veg-IBI scores resulting from
these metrics. The adjusted FQAI metric was
removed from inclusion in the scrub-shrub Veg-
IBI after a significant ecoregion (F,2, = 6.34; p =
0.011) and classification effect was found (Fy 2 =
4.52; p = 0.015). The percent cover of native hy-
drophytic shrubs metric was also removed because
of a significant ecoregion effect (F,, = 8.87; p =
0.003).

Five metrics formed the forested Veg-IBIL
These metrics were the adjusted FQALI score, the
relative cover of ferns and fern allies, the rel-
ative cover of Carex species, the relative cover
of native hydrophytic herbaceous vegetation, and
the relative cover of invasive graminoids includ-
ing Phalaris arundinacea. The disturbance gradi-
ent accounted for 35% of the variation in the
forested Veg-IBI scores. The relative cover of
native graminoid species (F»,15 = 7.74; p = 0.017)
and relative cover of tolerant species (F 15 =
5.61; p =0.035) were eliminated from consider-
ation as suitable metrics because of a significant
two-way interaction effect between the designated
HGM management class and ecoregion.

In the context of designated HGM manage-
ment classes, with the exception of the im-
poundments, both the floodplain and depression
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Table 4 Mean values and standard error (SE) of candidate
vegetation community metrics evaluated by class according
to designated hydrogeomorphic management class and the

Cowardin classification schemes in building vegetation in-
dices of biological integrity (Veg-IBI) for wetlands in West
Virginia, USA from 2005-2006

Candidate vegetation Wetland classification?

metrics Designated HGM management class Cowardin classification
Depression Floodplain Impoundment Emergent Scrub-shrub Forested

MeanC 4.196 (0.067)R  4.465 (0.129)1  4.863 (0.127)R  4.335 (0.074)R  4.585 (0.108)R  4.220 (0.103)R
AdjFQAI 39.977 (0.804)!  43.013 (1.501)* 47.897 (1.41)F  41.616 (0.872)' 44.479 (1.247)F 40.186 (1.209)!
FernRC 0.011 (0.004)®  0.060 (0.024)*  0.006 (0.003)  0.012 (0.005)  0.011 (0.004)2  0.065 (0.027)!
MonoRC 0.538 (0.033)*  0.432 (0.051)*  0.618 (0.059)!  0.585(0.030)*  0.507 (0.043)*  0.323 (0.049)2
CarexRC 0.070 (0.014)2  0.086 (0.025)!  0.058 (0.026)!  0.061 (0.014)2  0.071 (0.017)'  0.086 (0.021)"
TolerantRC 0.156 (0.031)®  0.141 (0.036)*  0.057 (0.035)*  0.132 (0.029)*  0.102 (0.030)'  0.153 (0.036)E
NativeHydroHrbRC ~ 0.777 (0.026)*  0.706 (0.044)*  0.934 (0.027)*  0.825 (0.024)*  0.78 (0.036)  0.662 (0.041)"
PhalnvGrassRC 0.099 (0.028)2  0.068 (0.026)®  0.048 (0.035)  0.108 (0.028)*  0.056 (0.023)*  0.045 (0.016)!
ShrubNativePC 0.230 (0.043)'  0.266 (0.063)F  0.210 (0.077)  0.096 (0.019)*  0.510 (0.073)R  0.289 (0.055)2
ShrNativeHydroPC ~ 0.200 (0.041)R  0.244 (0.064)®  0.208 (0.077)®  0.077 (0.016)*  0.465 (0.074)F  0.166 (0.042)?
MeanIV 19.735 (4.171)2 2217 (5.237)1 5435 (3.126)®  8.444 (3.024)* 18.182 (5.653)® 38.825 (4.463)?
NonNativePlant- 3.653 (0.378)R  3.141 (0.596)!  1.043 (0.341)* 3.013 (0.362)®  2.523 (0.482)R  3.839 (0.547)F

WTRich
NativeShrubRich 2.417 (0.295)F 2257 (0.310)!  1.696 (0.424)* 1307 (0.197)*  2.864 (0.303)2  4.097 (0.492)F
NativeGramRCP 0.425 (0.035)2  0.394 (0.050)®  0.436 (0.075)  0.492 (0.032)>  0.393 (0.047)  0.223 (0.040)F
TreeFA Cup- 19.509 (4.306) 14.387 (3.902)F  5.663 (3.199)2  7.100 (2.760)® 10.649 (4.463)® 40.471 (5.506)2

MeanIVP
TreeFACWup- 17.488 (4.185)2  7.700 (2.565)®  6.574 (4.068)2  6.168 (2.586)%  9.577 (4.388)% 31.117 (5.963)2

MeanIV®
MeanDBHP 6.139 (1.177)* 11022 (2299)R  3.824 (2.106)*  2.069 (0.756)2  3.966 (1.320)* 22.661 (1.422)?
NativeDicotRC 0.303(0.030)®  0.307 (0.0304) 0.313 (0.058)*  0.271 (0.027)2  0.358 (0.039)*  0.375 (0.041)?
DicotRC 0.363 (0.031)®  0.36 (0.047)*  0.321 (0.059)*  0.309 (0.028)2  0.397 (0.042)*  0.481 (0.048)?
FAConlyHrbRCP 0.027 (0.006)®  0.044 (0.013)®  0.021 (0.013)>  0.019 (0.007)*>  0.023 (0.008)®  0.080 (0.015)2
InvGramWTRich? 0.556 (0.090)*  0.571 (0.185)®  0.130 (0.095)®  0.600 (0.106)*  0.318 (0.102)®  0.516 (0.138)2
ShrubRich? 2.819 (0.339)®  2.600 (0.358)®  1.783 (0.444)®  1.533(0.227)*  3.114 (0.340)®  4.839 (0.545)F

I included in class-specific Veg-IBI, R redundancy with other metrics, F failure due to lack of scoring range, E excluded due
to significant ecoregion or classification effect
aFailure to discriminate between reference and stressed sites
PMetrics excluded from all of the resulting class-specific Veg-IBI due to redundancy, failure in scoring range, significant
ecoregion or classification scheme effect, inability to discriminate between reference and stressed sites

Veg-IBIs were significantly related to the distur-
bance scores and, on average, exhibited greater
sensitivity than their Cowardin counterparts. Five
metrics were included in the floodplain Veg-IBI.
These metrics were the mean Coefficient of Con-
servatism, the relative cover of Carex species, the
mean IV of tree species, non-native plants from
walk-through richness, and native shrub richness.
Our disturbance gradient accounted for 56% of
the variation in the floodplain Veg-IBI scores. As
in the headwater floodplain Veg-IBI, the mean
IV of tree species with a facultative or greater
rating was eliminated due to a Cowardin effect
(F>218 = 9.39; p =0.005). The percent cover of

native shrub species displayed a Cowardin effect
(F>18 =57.01; p = < 0.001), an ecoregion effect
(F>18 = 19.99; p = < 0.001, and an interaction ef-
fect (Fy15 = 20.32; p = < 0.001).

With regards to the depression Veg-IBI scores,
31% of the variation in scores was attributed to
the disturbance gradient. The scores of the depres-
sion Veg-IBI consisted of 2 metrics; the adjusted
FQATI and the percent cover of native shrubs. The
native shrub richness metric was removed after
determining it exhibited a significant Cowardin
classification effect (F5 35 = 4.00; p = < 0.017).

The metrics making up the impoundment Veg-
IBI, which did not exhibit a significant relation
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Table 5 Relations between the resulting class-specific vegetation indices of biological integrity (Veg-IBI) for wetlands in
West Virginia, USA and the disturbance gradient from 2005-2006

Vegetation IBI Metrics in Veg-IBI N Fvalue  pvalue R? Equation
Designated HGM management class
Depression 2 72 1,70 31.79 < 0.001 0.31 y=0.32+0.34
(disturbance score)
Floodplain 5 35 1,33 4216 <0.001 056 y=-0.78+0.81
(disturbance score)
Impoundment 2 23 1,21 0.65 0.431 0.03 y=3.48+0.10
(disturbance score)
Cowardin class
Emergent 1 75 1,73 1191 0.001 014 y=347+0.12
(disturbance score)
Scrub-shrub 2 4 1,42 1033 0.003 020 y=3.1340.66
(disturbance score)
Forested 5 31 1,29 16.62 0.001 035 y=350+0.79
(disturbance score)
Hybrid class
Emergent/depression 2 38 1,36 2.28 0.140 006 y=423+0.10
(disturbance score)
Emergent/floodplain 6 16 1,14  16.96 0.001 055 y=1230+0.94
(disturbance score)
Emergent/impoundment 3 14 1,12 3.16 0.483 0.04 y=1045+0.12
(disturbance score)
Scrub-shrub/depression 4 19 1,17  14.64 0.001 046 y=2.70+0.78
(disturbance score)
Scrub-shrub/floodplain 6 8 1,6 8.52 0.027 0.59 y=-353+4+1.36
(disturbance score)
Scrub-shrub/impoundment 3 7 1,5 0.29 0.613 005 y=1141+0.18
(disturbance score)
Forested/depression 6 14 1,12 8.56 0.013 042 y=6.174+0.89
(disturbance score)
Forested/floodplain 9 11 1,9 18.74 0.002 068 y=135+1.59
(disturbance score)
Forested/impoundment? 2

4Insufficient sample size

(p =0.431), included 2 metrics capable of dis-
criminating between reference and stressed sites,
the relative cover of monocot species, and the
relative cover of Carex species. The robust ad-
justed FQAI metric was excluded after the post
hoc ANOVA showed a significant relation to
both Cowardin class (F>, 1 = 5.91; p = 0.031) and
ecoregion classification (F, , = 6.07; p = 0.030)
in impoundment wetlands.

Dual classification approaches for the Veg-I1BI

The sensitivity to disturbance increased in some
instances when metric scores of the corresponding

@ Springer

HGM classification were added. The emergent
Veg-IBI sensitivity to disturbance increased when
metrics from the floodplain designated HGM
management class was combined with the emer-
gent Veg-IBI (Table 5). However, the increase
was negligible when compared to the sensitivity of
the floodplain Veg-IBI alone.

Alternatively, when the metric scores from the
scrub-shrub and forested Veg-IBI were combined
with the corresponding designated HGM manage-
ment class, the sensitivity increased in relation to
both the Cowardin class Veg-IBI and the desig-
nated HGM management class Veg-I1BI (Table 5).
Impoundment Veg-IBI metrics, when evaluated
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with the scrub-shrub and forested Veg-IBI met-
rics, were still not significantly influenced by the
disturbance gradient.

Discussion
Study design

Vegetation communities with high biological in-
tegrity are the desired endpoint representing least
impaired wetland conditions (Brooks et al. 1998).
Based on our objectives and analysis, the elim-
ination of an ecoregion effect on the series of
class-specific Veg-IBI enabled us to have a suf-
ficient sample size to examine and contrast the
more recent HGM approach (Brinson 1993) with
the Cowardin approach. The decision to combine
the regional HGM subclasses (Cole et al. 1997)
into designated HGM management classes was
based both on a need to increase sample size and
to make IBI classifications intuitive to resource
managers, rather than solely wetland specialists
(Veselka et al. 2009). We believe our verifica-
tion of no ecoregion or classification influences
resulted in a series of intuitive and scientifically
defensible Veg-IBIs that can be used to evaluate
the effectiveness of measures aimed at meeting
the Clean Water Act objective of biological in-
tegrity (Jackson and Davis 1994).

Metric performance by classification scheme

Vegetation indices of biological integrity were
composed of 1-5 metrics depending on classifica-
tion schemes. The most common metric was the
adjusted FQALI that was included in three of the
six resulting class-specific Veg-IBIs. The formula
for this metric was revised (Miller and Wardrop
2006) from other floristic quality indices (Lopez
and Fennessy 2002; Mack 2004; Nichols et al. 2006;
Rentch and Anderson 2006), but the robustness is
not unexpected, as it was essentially based on an
established lineage of plant indices. We suggest
the adjusted FQAI metric formula (Miller and
Wardrop 2006) resulted in increased discrimina-
tion effectiveness between reference and stressed
sites, potentially because the calculation incorpo-
rates a penalty for non-native plant richness.

The floodplain Veg-IBI was the only index sig-
nificantly related to the disturbance gradient that
does not include the adjusted FQALI as a metric.
This was not because the adjusted FQAI did not
discriminate between reference and stressed sites
but rather because the mean Coefficient of Con-
servatism metric was more effective at discrimi-
nating between the reference and stressed sites.
We suspect the penalty factor associated with the
adjusted FQALI resulted in some of our reference
sites scoring similar to that of the disturbed sites.
These sites were deemed reference sites because
they lacked characteristics of habitat, hydrology,
or substrate alterations that can support the pro-
liferation of non-native species in many instances
(Drohan et al. 2006; Kercher and Zedler 2004;
Galatowitsch et al. 1999). However, due to the
nature of floodplains, they are already inherently
prone to invasions by non-native species (Planty-
Tabacchi et al. 1996). As a result, the mean Coeffi-
cient of Conservatism of plant species in each site
was a better indicator of disturbed conditions, as
it does not overtly penalize for the proportion of
non-native richness. However, a separate metric
measuring the non-native richness was still in-
cluded in the floodplain Veg-IBI. This metric was
simply the non-native species richness counted in
the walk-through of the plant community, without
adjusting for the ratio of non-native to native
species mean Coefficient of Conservatism.

The forested Veg-IBI was composed of 5 met-
rics, 3 of them unique to this classification: the
relative cover of fern allies, the relative cover of
hydrophytic herbaceous herbs, and the relative
cover of Phalaris arundinacae and other invasive
grasses. Forested wetlands are considerably dif-
ferent both structurally, and often hydrologically,
than other Cowardin classes; therefore, the ma-
jority of the metrics capable of discriminating be-
tween reference and stressed conditions would be
unique.

Other metrics specific to one classification in-
clude the relative cover of monocot species met-
ric for the impoundment Veg-IBI as well as the
mean importance value (IV) of the tree stratum
for the floodplain Veg-IBI. The relative cover of
the monocot species metric increased with distur-
bance in impoundment wetlands. The impound-
ment Veg-IBI was not significantly related to
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the disturbance scores, although it was capable
of discriminating between reference and stressed
conditions. Impoundment wetlands are inherently
products of altered hydrology, so in a sense, they
are unique, as they represent a transition some-
where between the gradient of highly disturbed
sites and those reaching a stable recovery point
until natural hydrology can be restored. Identify-
ing metrics that are significantly related to the dis-
turbance gradient for impoundment wetlands also
has been problematic using avian assemblages
(Veselka et al. 2009). Therefore, as impoundment
wetlands are themselves an anomaly (product of
altered hydrology) in comparison to the other
wetlands types, it is not altogether surprising that
a metric not found in any of the other IBIs would
be included in the impoundment Veg-IBI.

The mean IV metric was only used in the
floodplain and derived from the tree stratum. Im-
portance values for a tree species was calculated
as one half the sum of relative tree basal area
(relative basal area = basal area per species/total
basal area of all species) plus relative abundance
(relative abundance = number of a tree species/
total number of trees) in a community. The re-
sulting measure can equal up to 100 for a sin-
gle tree species and allows relative comparisons
by standardizing the measurement of both tree
size and frequency when comparing forest stands
(Robertson et al. 1978; Smith 1996). However, the
importance of basal area and, as a result, tree size
is implicitly weighted because diameter increases
basal area at an exponential rate as opposed to
relative abundance. If trees were included in our
survey of floodplain wetlands, it was generally
indicative of a lessening degree of habitat alter-
ation and low surrounding land-use impact, as
many floodplains have historically been used for
agriculture in West Virginia. These two factors
were used in calculating our disturbance score for
each wetland, which were used to determine the
reference and stressed wetlands resulting in the
inclusion of the metric in floodplain Veg-1BIs.

The only other metric that was used in multiple
classes in addition to the previously noted FQAI
metric was the relative cover of Carex species. It
was included as a metric in the floodplain, im-
poundment, scrub-shrub, and forested Veg-IBI.
However, the relative cover of Carex species as a
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metric for scrub-shrub Veg-IBI is not intuitively
biologically meaningful and may be representa-
tive of the transition from emergent wetlands
to scrub-shrub and forested wetlands. Neverthe-
less, the robustness of these metrics, spanning
both Cowardin and designated HGM manage-
ment classes within our study, was not altogether
surprising.

The emergent Veg-IBI was composed of only 1
metric able to discriminate between reference and
stressed conditions, the adjusted FQAI metric.
This sole metric did exhibit a significant response
to the disturbance gradient that accounted for a
portion of the variation in the scores (R?> = 0.14),
although we expected more metrics suitable for
inclusion into the emergent Veg-IBI. One expla-
nation could lie in the variability of emergent
wetlands. In our study, emergent wetlands were
composed of high-elevation fens, high- and low-
order floodplains, mitigated impoundment cells,
and areas of poor drainage as a result of road or
railroad tracks. We postulate that the variation
in plant communities in the above-described wet-
lands throughout West Virginia was the primary
reason that more candidate metrics did not ade-
quately identify the stressed and reference condi-
tions in emergent wetlands throughout the entire
state.

Hybrid capacity of the Veg-IBI

With the exception of emergent wetlands, all
other Veg-IBIs exhibited an increased sensitivity
to the disturbance gradient by combining metrics
from the alternate classification scheme. By com-
bining metrics from the Cowardin class-specific
and the designated HGM management class Veg-
IBI, the number of metrics increased; however,
the emergent Veg-IBI was comprised of only 1
metric, the adjusted FQAI metric. This metric was
the most common metric discriminating between
reference and stressed sites, resulting in the emer-
gent Veg-1BI integrating its sole metric with other
adjusted FQALI scores rather than bolstering the
other vegetative indices. Regardless, the ability of
the entire suite of both the hybrid scrub-shrub
and forested Veg-IBIs to respond with greater
sensitivity to disturbance supports the use of the
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approach and the need for continual research into
integrating both classification systems from both a
biological and regulatory perspective.

Implications for future monitoring programs

Wetland regulations are implemented at the local
scale, as the filling and dredging of larger wetlands
is generally permitted on a case-by-case basis. The
Clean Water Act mandates that these activities
should be conducted in a manner that maintains
the biological integrity of the wetland as long as
the wetland in question meets the jurisdictional
requirements of the Army Corps of Engineers
(USACOE 1987). The success or failure of miti-
gation projects resulting from the permitted activ-
ities typically hinges on a surrogate of biological
integrity, such as the survival rate of a prescribed
number of plants per acre. In part, because of
the EPA (40 CFR Part 230) advocating mitigation
banks as the preferred mitigation alternative, the
statewide Veg-IBI may be used as the benchmark
to define successful mitigation. The use of the
Veg-IBI for this purpose will provide an in-depth
level of accountability as to the relative success
of a mitigation project, better ensuring “no net
loss” of wetlands in West Virginia as it pertains
to biological integrity.

Acknowledgements We thank Adrianne Brand and
Mark Hepner for field help and persevering in difficult field
conditions. Greg Pond, Dr. George Merovich, and the late
Dr. George Seidel provided statistical support and advice.
Technical writing and logistical support was provided by
Sarah McClurg. Geographic information system and data-
base management support was provided by Ben Gilmer.
Funding was provided by the West Virginia Division of
Natural Resources with assistance from US EPA State
Wetland Program Development Grant CD 973080-01-0.
This is scientific article number 3057 of the West Virginia
University Agriculture and Forestry Experiment Station.

References

Balcombe, C. K., Anderson, J. T., Fortney, R. H., Rentch,
J. S., Grafton, W. N., & Kordek, W. S. (2005). A com-
parison of plant communities in mitigation and refer-
ence wetlands in the Mid-Appalachians. Wetlands, 25,
130-142.

Barbour, M. T., Gerritsen, J., Griffith, G. E., Frydenborg,
R., McCarron, E., White, J. S., et al. (1996). A frame-
work for biological criteria for Florida streams using
benthic macroinvertebrates. Journal of North Ameri-
can Benthological Society, 13,185-211.

Barbour, M. T., Stribling, J. B., & Karr, J. R. (1995). Bi-
ological assessment and criteria: Tools for water re-
source planning and decision making. In W. S. Davis
& T. P. Simon (Eds.), Multimetric approach for estab-
lishing biocriteria and measuring biological condition
(pp. 63-77). Ann Arbor: Lewis.

Beltz, R. C., Bertelson, D. F., Faulkner, J. L., & May, D. M.
(1992). Forest-resources of Arkansas resource bulletin
SO-169. New Orleans: USDA Forest Service.

Blocksom, K. A. (2003). A performance comparison of
metric scoring for a multimetric index for Mid-
Atlantic Highlands streams. Environmental Manage-
ment, 31, 670-682.

Bonner, J. L., Anderson, J. T., Rentch, J. S., & Grafton,
W. N. (2009). Vegetative composition and commu-
nity structure associated with beaver ponds in Canaan
valley, West Virginia, U.S.A. Wetlands Ecology and
Management, 17(5), 543-554.

Brinson, M. M. (1993). A hydrogeomorphic classification
for wetlands. Technical Report WRP-DE-4, Vicks-
burg, U.S. Army Engineers Waterways Experiment
Station.

Brooks, R. P., O’Connell, T. J., Wardrop, D. H., & Jackson,
L. E. (1998). Towards a regional index of biological in-
tegrity: The example of forested riparian ecosystems.
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment, 51, 131—
143.

Bryce, S. A., Hughes, R. M., & Kaufman, P. R. (2002).
Development of a bird integrity index: Using bird as-
semblages as indicators of riparian condition. Environ-
mental Management, 30, 294-310.

Chipps, S. R., Hubbard, D. E., Werlin, K. B., Haugerud,
N. J., Powell, K. A., Thompson, J., et al. (2006). As-
sociation between wetland disturbance and biological
attributes in floodplain wetlands. Wetlands, 26, 456—
467.

Cole, C. A., Brooks, R. P., & Wardrop, D. H. (1997).
Wetland hydrology as a function of hydrogeomorphic
(HGM) subclass. Wetlands, 17, 456-467.

Cowardin, L. M., Carter, V., Golet, F. C., & LaRoe, E. T.
(1979). Classification of wetlands and deepwater habi-
tats of the United States. Report FWS/OBS-79/31, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service.

Craft, C. B., & Richardson, C. J. (1997). Relationships be-
tween soil nutrients and plant species composition in
Everglades peatlands. Journal of Environmental Qual-
ity, 26, 224-232.

Daubenmire, R. F. (1968). Plant communities: A textbook
of plant synecology. New York: Harper and Row.
Drohan, P.J., Ross, C. N., Anderson, J. T., Fortney, R. H.,
& Rentch, J. S. (2006). Soil and hydrological drivers
of Typha latifolia encroachment in a marl wetland.

Wetlands Ecology and Management, 14, 107-122.

Federal Interagency Committee for Wetland Delineation
(1989). Federal manual for identifying and delin-
eating jurisdictional wetlands. Cooperative technical

@ Springer



568

Environ Monit Assess (2010) 170:555-569

publication. Washington, U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers, US Environmental Protection Agency, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, and USDA Soil Conserva-
tion Service

Galatowitsch, S. M., Anderson, N. O., & Ascher, P. D.
(1999). Invasiveness in wetland plants in temperate
North America. Wetlands, 19, 733-755.

Galatowitsch, S. M., Whited, D. C., Lehtinen, R. M.,
Husveth, J., & Schik, K. (2000). The vegetation of wet
meadows in relation to their land-use. Environmental
Monitoring and Assessment, 60, 121-144.

Gernes, M. C., & Helgen, J. C. (2002). Indexes of Biolog-
ical Integrity (IBI) for large depressional wetlands in
Minnesota. St. Paul, MN: Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency.

Gerritsen, J., Burton, J., & Barbour, M. T. (2000). A stream
condition index for West Virginia wadeable streams.
Owing Mills: Tetra Techs.

Hill, B. H., Herlihy, A. T., Kaufman, P. R., DeCelles, S. J.,
& Vander Borgh, M. A. (2003). Assessment of streams
of the eastern United States using a periphyton index
of biotic integrity. Ecological Indicators, 2, 325-328.

Hughes, R. M., Kaufmann, P. R., Herlihy, A. T,
Kincaid, T. M., Reynolds, L., & Larsen, D. P. (1998).
A process for developing and evaluating indices of fish
assemblage integrity. Canadian Journal of Fisheries
and Aquatic Sciences, 55,1618-1631.

Jackson, S., & Davis, W. S. (1994). Meeting the goal
of biological integrity in water-resource programs of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Journal
of North American Benthological Society, 13, 592—
597.

Kercher, S. M., & Zedler, J. B. (2004). Multiple dis-
turbances accelerate invasion of reed canary grass
(Phalaris arundinacea) in mesocosm study. Oecologia,
138, 455-464.

Kirkman, L. K., Goebel, P. C., West, L., Drew, M. B., &
Palik, B. J. (2000). Depressional wetland vegetation
types: A question of plant community development.
Wetlands, 20, 373-385.

Koning, C. O. (2005). Vegetation patterns resulting from
spatial and temporal variability in hydrology, soils, and
trampling in an isolated basin marsh, New Hampshire,
U.S.A. Wetlands, 25,239-251.

Lopez, R. D., & Fennessy, M. S. (2002). Testing the floristic
quality assessment index as an indicator of wetland
condition. Ecological Applications, 12, 487-497.

Mack, J. J. (2001). Ohio rapid assessment method for Wet-
lands v. 5.0. User’s manual and scoring forms. Colum-
bus, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Division
of Surface Water, Wetland Ecology Unit.

Mack, J. J. (2004). Integrated wetland assessment program.
Part 9: Field manual for the Vegetation Index of Biotic
Integrity for Wetlands v. 1.3. Columbus: Ohio Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Wetland Ecology Group,
Division of Surface Water.

Magee, T. K., & Kentula, M. E. (2005). Response of wet-
land plant species to hydrologic conditions. Wetlands
Ecology and Management, 13, 163-181.

Mahaney, W. M., Wardrop, D. H., & Brooks, R. P. (2004a).
Impacts of sedimentation and nitrogen enrichment on

@ Springer

wetland plant community development. Plant Ecol-
ogy, 175,227-243.

Mahaney, W. M., Wardrop, D. H., & Brooks, R. P. (2004b).
Impacts of stressors on the emergence and growth of
wetland plant species in Pennsylvania, U.S.A. Wer-
lands, 24, 538-549.

Maxted, J. R., Barbour, M. T., Gerritsen, J., Poretti, V.,
Primrose, N., Silvia, A., et al. (2000). Assessment
framework for mid-Atlantic coastal plain streams
using benthic macroinvertebrates. Journal of North
American Benthological Society, 19(1), 128-144.

McCormick, F. H., Hughes, R. M., Kaufman, P. R., Peck,
D. V., Stoddard, J. L., & Herlihy, A. T. (2001).
Development of an index of biotic integrity for the
Mid-Atlantic Highlands region. Transactions of the
American Fisheries Society, 130, 857-877.

Miller, S.J., & Wardrop, D. H. (2006). Adapting the floris-
tic quality assessment index to indicate anthropogenic
disturbance in central Pennsylvania wetlands. Ecolog-
ical Indicators, 6, 313-326.

Miller, S. J., Wardrop, D. H., Mahaney, W. M., &
Brooks, R. P. (2006). A plant-based index of biolog-
ical integrity (IBI) for headwater wetlands in central
Pennsylvania. Ecological Indicators, 6,290-312.

Nichols, J. D., Perry, J. E., & DeBerry, D. A. (2006). Us-
ing a floristic quality assessment technique to evalu-
ate plant community integrity of forested wetlands in
Southeastern Virginia. Natural Areas Journal, 26, 360—
639.

O’Connell, T. J., Jackson, L. E., & Brooks, R. P. (1998). A
bird community index of biotic integrity for the Mid-
Atlantic highlands. Environmental Monitoring and
Assessment, 51, 145-156.

Omernik, J. M. (1987). Ecoregions of the conterminous
United States. Annals of the Association of American
Geographers, 77, 118-125.

Omernik, J. M. (1995). Ecoregions: A spatial framework
for environmental management. In W. S. Davis & T. P.
Simon (Eds.), Biological assessment and criteria: Tools
for water resource planning and decision making. Boca
Raton: Lewis.

Planty-Tabacchi, A., Tabacchi, E., Naiman, R. J., Defer-
rari, C., & Decamps, H. (1996). Invasibility of species-
rich communities in riparian areas. Conservation
Biology, 10, 598-607.

Reiss, K. C. (2006). Florida wetland condition index for
depressional forested wetlands. Ecological Indicators,
6, 337-352.

Rentch, J. S., & Anderson, J. T. (2006). A floristic qual-
ity index for West Virginia wetland and riparian plant
communities. Morgantown: West Virginia Agricul-
tural & Forestry Experiment Station.

Rentch, J. S., Anderson, J. T., Lamont, S., Sencindiver,
J., & Eli, R. (2008). Vegetation along hydrologic,
edaphic, and geochemical gradients in a high-elevation
poor fen in Canaan Valley, West Virginia. Wetlands
Ecology and Management, 16, 237-253.

Smith, R. L. (1996). Ecology and field biology, 5th Edn.
New York: HarperCollins.

Robertson, P. A., Weaver, G. T., & Cavanaugh, J. A.
(1978). Vegetation and tree species patterns near the



Environ Monit Assess (2010) 170:555-569

569

Northern Terminus of the Southern floodplain forest.
Ecological Monographs, 48(3), 249-267.

Stevenson, R. J., & Hauer, F. R. (2002). Integrating hydro-
geomorphic and index of biotic integrity approaches
for environmental assessment of wetlands. Journal
of North American Benthological Society, 21, 502—
513.

Tiner, R. (1999). Wetland indicators: A guide to wetland
identification, delineation, and mapping. Boca Raton:
Lewis.

USACOE (1987). Corps of engineers wetlands delineation
manual. Washington: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Veselka, W. (2008). Developing volunteer-driven indices
of biological integrity. M.S. thesis, West Virginia
University, Morgantown.

Veselka, W., Anderson, J. T., & Kordek, W. (2009). Us-
ing dual classifications in the development of avian
wetland indices of biological integrity for wetlands in
West Virginia, U.S.A. Environmental Monitoring and
Assessment. d0i:10.1007/s10661-009-0911-z.

Woods, A. J., Omernik, J. M., & Brown, D. D. (1999).
Level 111 and 1V ecoregions of Delaware, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia. Corvallis,
OR: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-009-0911-z

	Using two classification schemes to develop vegetation indices of biological integrity for wetlands in West Virginia, USA
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods and materials
	Vegetation surveys
	Data analysis

	Results
	Metric performance
	Dual classification approaches for the Veg-IBI

	Discussion
	Study design
	Metric performance by classification scheme
	Hybrid capacity of the Veg-IBI

	Implications for future monitoring programs
	References




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /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
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /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 /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


