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Abstract Ecological theory predicts a positive
influence of local-, landscape-, and regional-scale
spatial environmental heterogeneity on local species
richness. Therefore, knowing how heterogeneity
measured at a variety of scales relates to local species
richness has important implications for conservation
of biological diversity. We took a statistical modeling
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approach to determine which metrics of heterogene-
ity measured at which scales were useful predictors of
local species richness, and whether the heterogeneity-
local richness relationship was always positive. Local
plant species richness data came from 400-m?>
vegetation plots in North and South Carolina, USA.
At each of four scales from within plots to across
regions, we used either GIS or field data to calculate
measures of heterogeneity from abiotic environmen-
tal variables, vegetation productivity data, and land
cover classifications. Among all predictors at all
scales, we found that no measure of heterogeneity
was a better predictor of local richness than mean pH
within plots. However, at scales larger than within
plots, measures of heterogeneity were correlated most
strongly with local richness, and each of the three
classes of variables we used had a distinct scale at
which it performed better than the others. These
results highlight the fact that ecological processes
occurring across multiple scales influence local
species richness differently. In addition, relationships
between heterogeneity and richness were usually,
though not always, positive, underscoring the impor-
tance of processes that occur at a variety of scales to
local biodiversity conservation and management.

Keywords Conservation - Elevation - Land cover -
Longleaf pine communities - Soil nutrient
availability - Spatial heterogeneity hypothesis -
Spectral variation hypothesis - Vegetation
productivity
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Introduction

Worldwide, landscapes increasingly include a mix of
relatively natural habitat in a mosaic of human land
uses. Thus, effective biodiversity conservation of
local sites requires understanding the influence of the
broader context in which they occur. Ecological
theory predicts that spatially varying environments
promote biodiversity locally because heterogeneous
environments allow more species to coexist locally
than homogenous environments allow. For example,
within a site, variation in resource availability can
reduce the effect of competitive exclusion, allowing
more species to coexist locally (Ricklefs 1977;
Chesson 2000; Snyder and Chesson 2004). This
predicted positive influence of local heterogeneity is
the so-called spatial heterogeneity hypothesis. Test-
ing this mechanism experimentally and empirically
has become an important focus of ecological research
(Reynolds et al. 2007; Lundholm 2009).
Environmental heterogeneity, however, can affect
local diversity through different mechanisms acting at
different scales (Shmida and Wilson 1985; Ricklefs
1987; Snyder and Chesson 2004). In addition to local
variation, ecological theory predicts that heterogeneity
at larger scales can also influence local species
richness. Within a landscape, spatial variation in the
composition or configuration of vegetation can lead to
spatially-structured metapopulations, which can pro-
mote local population persistence via mechanisms
such as source-sink dynamics and the rescue effect
(Brown and Kodric-Brown 1977; Pulliam 1988).
Regionally, greater heterogeneity increases the size
of the regional species pool, or the species that are
available to colonize a given local area, which can also
lead to an increase in local species richness. Despite
the fact that theory predicts a positive influence of
environmental heterogeneity from local to regional
scales on local species richness, few studies have fully
investigated the relationship between local richness
and heterogeneity measured across multiple scales.
Our study integrates data from vegetation plots in the
southeastern US with variables derived from GIS and
remotely-sensed data in order to examine the relation-
ship between local plant species richness and hetero-
geneity at local, landscape, and regional scales.
While a comprehensive examination of the effects
of heterogeneity measured at multiple scales on local
species richness is currently lacking, several studies
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have shown a positive relationship between heteroge-
neity variables measured at a single scale and species
richness. Usually, these studies measure heterogeneity
and species richness at the same scale, whether across
local sites, landscapes, or regions. Local metrics of
heterogeneity have usually come from field data
within or near the sites where species richness is
sampled. Most often, local heterogeneity has been
measured in terms of variation in soil resource
availability or vegetation structure (Gould and Walker
1997; Davies et al. 2005). Across landscapes, heter-
ogeneity is often measured in terms of variation in land
cover or vegetation productivity and is often derived
from remote sensing or GIS data, although there is
considerable variation among studies in the variables
used (St-Louis et al. 2006; Parviainen et al. 2009). For
example, St-Louis et al. (2006) show that image
texture metrics describing variability in vegetation
productivity across a landscape are useful predictors of
bird richness in the same landscape in New Mexico.
Regionally, heterogeneity has been most often char-
acterized in terms of topographic, climate or land
cover variation summarized within the boundaries of
ecoregions. Studies have found a positive relationship
between regional heterogeneity and regional richness
of a variety of taxa, including mammals (Kerr and
Packer 1997), birds (Hurlbert and Haskell 2003),
insects (Kerr et al. 2001), and plants (Jimenez et al.
2009). While these previous studies have demon-
strated that heterogeneity metrics can be useful
predictors of species richness, there is no consensus
on which heterogeneity variables, scales of measure-
ment, or metrics of heterogeneity are most relevant for
modeling species richness measured locally.

The relationship between local species richness and
environmental heterogeneity at different scales is espe-
cially relevant for conservation. Assessing the relation-
ship between local richness and heterogeneity metrics
that are measured at a variety of scales will provide
important information about the scales at which habitat
variability is relevant for maintaining and conserving
species-rich sites. In addition, measures of heterogene-
ity could be important for informing assessments of
local biodiversity across large extents. Commonly-used
approaches for mapping biodiversity, such as indirect
mapping of biodiversity via habitat classification,
largely ignore variability within habitats and thus may
fail to capture aspects of the landscape that are important
to some species (Nagendra 2001). Thus, Palmer et al.
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(2002) proposed the “spectral variation hypothesis”,
stating that heterogeneity measures derived from
remotely sensed images at a number of scales should
be related to species richness and could be used as a tool
for these biodiversity assessments. A comprehensive
look at the relationship between heterogeneity and local
species richness could inform the use of heterogeneity in
biodiversity assessments.

The aim of this study was to assess how local plant
species richness relates to heterogeneity at local,
landscape, and regional scales. We used data from
vegetation communities in North and South Carolina
(NC and SC), USA, to measure local plant species
richness (within 400 m* vegetation plots). We then
used mixed-effects models to relate local plant rich-
ness to measures of heterogeneity encompassing
abiotic environmental variables, vegetation produc-
tivity, and land cover classes. For each of these three
types of predictor variables, we computed the same
suite of metrics at four scales: (1) within vegetation
plots, (2) within habitat patches surrounding plots, (3)
within neighborhoods spanning multiple habitat
patches surrounding plots, and (4) across regions in
which plots were situated. The metrics we computed
for land cover were variety and Simpson’s Index of
diversity (Simpson 1949), and for all other variables,
we computed variance, standard deviation, range, and
CV. We also computed the mean of each variable
except land cover at each scale as a measure of overall
resource availability and productivity for comparison
with heterogeneity metrics. We made this comparison
because the relationship between species richness and
overall resource availability and productivity are
important areas of research in ecology (Mittelbach
et al. 2001; Cornwell and Grubb 2003). Recently,
measures of central tendency of abiotic environmental
variables and productivity at a variety of scales have
been shown to be correlates of plant species richness
(Davies et al. 2005; Waring et al. 2006). Therefore,
comparing models with heterogeneity metrics as
predictors to those with means as predictors allowed
us to fully assess the utility of heterogeneity metrics.

Our goal was to analyze a broad range of hetero-
geneity metrics to determine which are most useful for
predicting local richness. At the same time, we chose
measures of heterogeneity similar to those used in
previous studies to allow comparison with those
studies. Furthermore, by calculating heterogeneity
using widely available data, we ensured that our

methods could be applied to vegetation plots spanning
a large region. We asked:

1. Is local plant species richness correlated with
environmental heterogeneity measured at local
and larger scales and is the relationship always
positive as predicted by ecological theory?

2. What is the best way to measure heterogeneity at
each scale for predicting local plant richness?

3. Is there a characteristic scale at which heteroge-
neity appears to have the greatest effect on local
plant richness?

Based on previous studies, we hypothesized that
heterogeneity would predict local plant species richness
at all scales, and that the direction of the heterogeneity-
richness relationship would be positive at each scale.
Because the ecological processes influencing local
species richness differ at each scale, we predicted that
the heterogeneity measure most related to local richness
would differ by scale and correspond with findings of
previous studies. In particular, within plots, we
expected heterogeneity of soil resource availability to
be the best predictor of plant richness because several
previous studies have shown those variables to be
important predictors within vegetation plots (Gould and
Walker 1997; Davies et al. 2005) Within habitats and
across multiple-patch neighborhoods, we expected
heterogeneity of vegetation productivity to be the best
predictor of richness because other researchers have
shown variability in productivity at those scales to be a
good predictor of species richness (St-Louis et al. 2006).
Because previous studies have demonstrated that
regional land cover heterogeneity relates to richness
(Kerr et al. 2001), we predicted that either measures of
topographic or land cover heterogeneity would be the
best regional predictor of local richness. Finally,
because heterogeneity measured locally corresponds
spatially with local measures of richness, we expected
that local measures of heterogeneity would show the
greatest effect on local species richness of all hetero-
geneity measures in our study.

Methods
Study area

The Southeast Coastal Plain of the United States
provides a good context in which to study the
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relationship between habitat heterogeneity and plant
species richness. The region is home to a rich diversity
of plant species, 27% of which are endemic there
(Sorrie and Weakley 2001). Many plant communities
occur in the region, including longleaf pine (Pinus
palustris) savannas and flatwoods, shrub wetlands
(“pocosins”), bottomland hardwood forests, and tidal
marshes. Vegetation is greatly influenced by soil
characteristics and elevation. Species-rich longleaf
pine ecosystems occur on more sandy soils, while
pocosin vegetation occurs where soil organic matter
content is high. Subtle differences in these soil
characteristics as well as elevation and geographic
location can result in large variation in local plant
species richness within and among plant communities
in the region (Christensen 2000; Peet 2006).

Species richness data
Species richness data came from 150 vegetation plots

in NC and SC, in Omernik’s Level III Middle Atlantic
Coastal Plain ecoregion (Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA) 2004, Fig. 1). These plot data are part
of the Carolina Vegetation Survey (CVS) database,
and were collected between 1998 and 2007. CVS is a
long-term inventory and characterization of plant
composition in the natural communities of the Caro-
linas and has followed a consistent data collection
protocol (Peet et al. 1998). Plots in the database are
located throughout NC and SC, but are not uniformly
distributed throughout the region (Fig. 1). Although
CVS plots vary in size from 100 to 1000 m2, all the
plots used for this study contain four intensively
sampled 10 x 10 m? quadrats, in which the identity of
each vascular plant species has been recorded and
environmental data have been collected. Our measure
of plant species richness was the total number of plant
species across the four intensively sampled quadrats,
for an effective plot size of 400 m”.

Heterogeneity data

We characterized heterogeneity using three types of
variables: abiotic environmental variables, variables

Fig. 1 Study area in the
Middle Atlantic Coastal

Plain ecoregion

North
Carolina

South
Carolina

+ \Vegetation Plot Locations
[ Mid Atlantic Coastal Plain Ecoregion

[] state Boundaries N
0 100 km A
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related to vegetation productivity, and land cover
classes (Table 1). Each of these variables was measured
at four scales for each plot location: within each
vegetation plot (hereafter, “within-plot”), within the
habitat patch on which each plot was located (“within-
habitat”), within circular neighborhoods surrounding
each plot (“neighborhood”), and across regions
(“regional”; see Table 1). Land cover heterogeneity
was not measured within vegetation plots because plots
were explicitly located in areas assumed to be repre-
sentative of a single vegetation community type, and
because the size of plots prohibited measurement of
variation in land cover given the resolution of the GIS
and remotely-sensed data we used for that variable.

To characterize within-plot heterogeneity, we used
habitat data collected at the time of plot sampling.
One soil sample was collected within each of the four
intensively sampled quadrats and soil chemistry
analysis was performed on the samples by Brookside
Laboratories, Incorporated, New Knoxville, Ohio.
Within-plot abiotic variables used were soil pH and
percent organic matter content sampled within each
quadrat in each plot. As a local-scale productivity
measure, we used basal area of all stems greater than
2.5 cm dbh, which was measured within each quad-
rat. To calculate heterogeneity for the soil variables
and basal area, we computed the variance, standard
deviation, range, and coefficient of variation (CV) of
values from the quadrats in each plot.

We used GIS to delineate extents across which
within-habitat, neighborhood, and regional scale heter-
ogeneity metrics would be calculated (Table 1; Fig. 2).

For both within-habitat and neighborhood scales, we
measured heterogeneity within three radius lengths
from plot locations: 150, 450, and 1380 m of plot
locations. To delineate neighborhoods, we employed
three, progressively larger, circular buffers with those
radii surrounding each plot location, resulting in areas of
7, 64, and 600 ha, respectively (Fig. 2a). We chose
these sizes because they approximate the neighborhoods
recommended by Riitters et al. (2000) as appropriate
scales for summarizing landscape patterns. For the
within-habitat scale, we used these three radii surround-
ing each plot, extracting only the group of contiguous
pixels surrounding each plot that were mapped as a
single vegetation type in the 2001 National Land Cover
Database (NLCD, Homer et al. 2007, Fig. 2b, c). Thus,
for each radius length, habitat patch sizes differed
among plots and had mean sizes of 5, 37, and 235 ha,
respectively. To delineate regions, we used single Level
IV ecoregion polygons within the EPA’s Middle
Atlantic Coastal Plain ecoregion. There were 17 of
these regional polygons containing vegetation plots in
our study area. These regions ranged from 38,000 to
705,000 ha (380-7050 kmz) in size, and had a mean
area of 182,100 ha (1821 km?).

We used three types of environmental variables to
measure heterogeneity from GIS and remotely sensed
data at within-habitat, neighborhood, and regional
scales. First, as an abiotic factor at each of these
scales, we calculated topographic heterogeneity using
a 1999 digital elevation model (DEM) from the
National Elevation Database (U.S. Geological Survey
[USGS] 1999). Second, we used the normalized

Table 1 Scales, extents, predictor variables, and metrics included in this analysis

Level® Scale Extent or radius Abiotic variable” Productivity variable” Land cover variable®
1 Within-plot 400 m? plot Soil pH and OM? Basal area N/A
1 Within-habitat 150 m radius Elevation NDVI Land cover
450 m radius Elevation NDVI Land cover
1380 m radius Elevation NDVI Land cover
1 Neighborhood 150 m radius Elevation NDVI Land cover
450 m radius Elevation NDVI Land cover
1380 m radius Elevation NDVI Land cover
2 Region Ecoregions Elevation NDVI Land cover

# Indicates level of predictor in mixed-effects models

b Mean, variance, standard deviation, range, coefficient of variation were calculated

¢ Simpson’s diversity index and variety were calculated

4 Soil organic matter (%)
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difference vegetation index (NDVI) as a measure of
productivity at each of these scales. NDVI is an
often-used index of greenness -calculated from
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«Fig. 2 An example showing how heterogeneity was calculated
at neighborhood and within-habitat scales for 150, 450 and
1380-m radius lengths. a For the neighborhood scale,
heterogeneity metrics were calculated across circular buffers
surrounding each plot. b For the within-habitat scale, first, a
habitat was defined for each radius length surrounding a plot by
extracting a group of contiguous pixels mapped as a single
vegetation type in the 2001 National Land Cover Database.
¢ Next, heterogeneity metrics at the within-habitat scale were
calculated across those patches. a and ¢ show 2001 neighbor-
hood and within-habitat scales overlaid on GAP 2001 land
cover

reflectance in the near infrared and red portions of
the electromagnetic spectrum that has been shown to
correlate well with aboveground net primary produc-
tivity (Pettorelli et al. 2005). It is especially useful as
a proxy for productivity at larger scales across which
direct measurements of productivity are not possible.
For within-habitat and neighborhood scales, we used
NDVI data from 14 Landsat TM images from the
growing seasons of 2000-2002 that had previously
been mosaicked as part of the 2001 NLCD land cover
classification (Homer et al. 2004). Across ecoregions,
we used NDVI from the MODIS sensor aboard the
EOS AM and EOS PM satellite platforms
(MOD13Q1, collection 5.0, NASA 2008). For each
pixel in the MODIS data, we calculated the mean
NDVI value from all images from 2001 to 2007.
Therefore, our measure of productivity at the regional
scale is an aggregate representing longer-term per-
sistent patterns of productivity. We used this single
mean image to extract heterogeneity metrics at this
scale. Third, for land cover heterogeneity metrics, we
used the 2001 Gap Analysis Program’s (GAP) land
cover map (Southeast Gap Analysis Project 2008).
The DEM, Landsat NDVI and GAP data have 30 m
resolution. MODIS NDVI data have a resolution of
250 m.

Within the three sizes of habitat patches and
circular neighborhoods, as well as region polygons,
we calculated the mean, range, variance, standard
deviation, and coefficient of variation of all elevation
and productivity values (Table 1). We also calculated
the variety of land cover classes, as well as Simpson’s
Index (Simpson 1949) of land cover diversity.
Simpson’s Index was used because it has been shown
to be less sensitive to rare cover types, and thus to
classification errors in land cover data, relative to
other diversity indices (Nagendra 2002). Therefore,
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while land cover variety represents the richness of
land cover types, Simpson’s Index emphasizes the
evenness component of land cover diversity.

Analysis

To address our first question about whether plant
species richness is correlated with measures of heter-
ogeneity at local and larger scales, we used linear
mixed-effects models (Zuur et al. 2009). We fit mixed-
effects models using maximum likelihood estimation
using region as a random effect and with random
intercepts. By grouping the data into regions, these
mixed-effects models incorporated similarities among
vegetation communities sampled in our plot data in a
more ecologically meaningful way than would incor-
porating a measure of simple geographic distance. In
our models, the response was always within-plot
species richness. For within-plot, within-habitat,
neighborhood, and regional scales, we fit separate
univariate models for each heterogeneity metric
(Simpson’s Index or variety for land cover; variance,
standard deviation, range, or CV for abiotic variables
and productivity), and compared those to a univariate
model incorporating the mean value of each variable at
the same scale. Means were not calculated for land
cover because land cover data were categorical.
Within-plot, within-habitat, and neighborhood metrics
were treated as level-1 predictors, while regional
metrics were level-2 predictors in our mixed-effects
models. We calculated correlation between pairs of
predictor variables for each variable, scale, and radius.

To determine which type of distribution or trans-
formation to use for species richness as the response,
we fit linear mixed-effects models using normal
distributions with both untransformed and log-trans-
formed species richness as the response, as well as
generalized linear mixed models using Poisson
distributions. We compared the results of these three
using AIC to determine which type was most
appropriate for our species richness data. To compare
these models, we scaled the AIC from the log-normal
models to the raw response for comparison. We fit all
linear mixed-effects models using the Ime function in
the nlme package (Pinheiro et al. 2009) in R (R
Development Core Team 2009). To determine
whether to model the relationship as linear or to use
a higher-order polynomial relationship, we fit gen-
eralized additive models (GAMs) to the species

richness data using a smoother for each predictor and
examined the general shape of the relationship using
the mgcv package (Wood 2006) in R.

We used the approach of Burnham and Anderson
(2002) to compare models containing each heteroge-
neity metric or mean and determine the best model
for each variable at each scale and radius. For models
using regional variables as predictors, we computed
AICc based on a sample size equal to the number of
regions (level-2 groups). We used an extra sum-of-
squares F-test to compare models containing each of
the heterogeneity metrics for each variable type at
each scale and radius to the unconditional means
model, which contains no predictors but still accounts
for structure in the data because data are grouped by
region.

We addressed our second research question once
we had established the best metric for each variable at
each radius and scale. We used the Burnham and
Anderson approach to determine the best predictor of
plant species richness among all variables and radii at
each scale. To quantify the proportion of variation in
the species richness data explained in each of the
univariate models, we calculated level-1 and level-2
pseudo-R? statistics from the variance components of
the mixed-effects models (Singer and Willett 2003).

We addressed our third question about the scale at
which heterogeneity has the greatest effect on local
richness in two ways. First, we compared AICc
values for all models to determine the best overall
predictor. Second, for each variable class (abiotic,
productivity and land cover) we quantified the
relative effects of level-1 and level-2 heterogeneity
measures on plant species richness using bivariate
mixed-effects models. For each of the three classes of
variables, we used the best heterogeneity metric,
whether level-1 or level-2, and combined it with a
corresponding metric calculated at the other level.
Thus, the two predictors had the same units in each
model, and the ratio of level-1 to level-2 coefficients
in a given model was equivalent to the relative
influence of the two predictors. We took a Bayesian
approach for this part of our analysis because
frequentist methods for calculating the variance of
the ratio of two parameters are only approximate. In
contrast, the Bayesian approach allowed us to esti-
mate the ratio directly by capturing the uncertainty in
parameter estimates and propagating that uncertainty
through to the ratio (Gelman and Hill 2007). We used
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the arm (Gelman et al. 2009) package of R, which
interfaces with WinBUGS (Lunn et al. 2000). We
used Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling
to fit mixed-effects models with random intercepts
containing local and regional variables. Our models
had locally uniform priors for fixed effects and non-
informative priors for random effects, and we sam-
pled for 10,000 iterations. This approach allowed us
to calculate ratios of level-1 to level-2 coefficients in
each model and quantify the relative effect of each
predictor. Thus, for each class of variable, we
determined the relative influence of the two scales
of heterogeneity on richness.

Results

Correlations among predictors for a variable, scale,
and radius ranged from strongly positive (1.00) to
strongly negative (—0.92), and were generally stron-
gest at smaller scales and radius lengths (Appendix 1
in Electronic Supplementary Material). Fitting GAMs
to smoothed predictors suggested linear relationships
between species richness and all of the metrics except
mean within-plot pH. A quadratic relationship was
suggested for mean pH, so we used a quadratic term
in all models containing that variable. In addition, our
comparison of AIC among normal, log-normal, and
Poisson distributions indicated that the linear mixed-
effects model with normal distribution and log-
transformed species richness was most appropriate,
so we present results from those models here.
Within plots, the means of each variable predicted
richness better than measures of heterogeneity. At
within-habitat, neighborhood, and regional scales, a
heterogeneity metric was always a better predictor of
species richness than the mean when the uncondi-
tional means model (the model containing no
predictors but still accounting for regional structure
in the data) was not selected (Table 2). Within
habitats, for elevation, NDVI, and land cover,
heterogeneity metrics were the best predictors and
better than the unconditional means model. Across
neighborhoods, for elevation, but not NDVI or land
cover, heterogeneity metrics were the best predictors
of plant species richness and were better than the
unconditional means model. At the regional scale, for
elevation and land cover, but not NDVI, measures of
heterogeneity were the best predictors and were
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Table 2 Best predictor for each variable and radius at each
scale, based on model selection

Scale

Variable and radius (m) Best model

Within-plot

Within-habitat

pH

OM

Basal area
Elevation 150
Elevation 450

Mean
Mean
Mean
*

Standard deviation

Elevation 1380 Variance
NDVI 150 *
NDVI 450 Standard deviation
NDVI 1380 Standard deviation
Land cover 150 Simpson’s
Land cover 450 Simpson’s
Land cover 1380 Simpson’s
Neighborhood Elevation 150 Variance
Elevation 450 Standard deviation
Elevation 1380 Variance
NDVI 150 *
NDVI 450 *
NDVI 1380 *
Land cover 150 *
Land cover 450 *
Land cover 1380 *
Regional Elevation Range
NDVI *
Land cover Variety

See Appendix 2 in Electronic Supplementary Material for full
model comparison results and statistics for each variable and
radius at each scale

Asterisk (*) indicates the unconditional means model was
better than models containing any of the metrics as predictors

better than the unconditional means model. See
Appendix 2 in Electronic Supplementary Material
for full model results and all statistics for the
comparison among univariate mixed-effects models.

We compared the best predictors within each scale
(Table 3). Of all variables at the within-plot scale,
mean pH was the best predictor of species richness.
Within habitats, the standard deviation of NDVI at
450 m was the best predictor and had a negative
relationship with species richness (Fig. 3a). Across
neighborhoods, the variance of elevation at 150 m
was the best predictor, and was positively related to
species richness (Fig. 3b). Across regions, land cover
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Table 3 Model comparison among the best univariate models for each scale, extent, and radius (see Table 2)

Scale Model Radius  Log- K* AlCc A w; Level- Level- Shape
likelihood AlCc 2R°" 1R?

Within-plot Unconditional means —668.13 3 1342.42 1440 0.00
Mean pH —644.21 5 1296.70 0.00 1.00 057 0.24 Inverted U
Mean OM —604.54 4 133735 40.65 0.00 024 0.03 Neg. linear
Mean basal area —659.87 4 1328.02 3132 0.00 -0.04 0.12 Neg. linear

Within- Unconditional means —668.13 3 1342.42  5.53 0.03

habitat Elevation heterogeneity 450m  —66497 4 133822 134 020 0.6 0.03  Pos. linear

Elevation heterogeneity 1380 m —666.71 4 1341.69 4.80 0.04 0.13  0.01 Pos. linear
NDVI heterogeneity 450 m —664.31 4 1336.89 0.00 0.39 -—-0.02 0.06 Neg. linear
NDVI heterogeneity 1380 m —666.28 4 1340.83  3.94 0.06 0.02 0.02 Neg. linear
Land cover heterogeneity I50m —665.66 4 1339.59 270 0.10 —-0.10 0.04 Neg. linear
Land cover heterogeneity 450 m  —665.75 4 1339.77  2.88 0.09 -0.12 0.04 Neg. linear
Land cover heterogeneity 1380 m —665.72 4 1339.72 283 0.10 -0.10 0.04 Neg. linear

Neighborhood Unconditional means —668.13 3 134242 9.19 0.01
Elevation heterogeneity 150m —66247 4 1333.22  0.00 0.58 -—0.05 0.08 Pos. linear
Elevation heterogeneity 450 m  —664.15 4 1336.57 3.35 0.11 0.11  0.05 Pos. linear
Elevation heterogeneity 1380 m —663.12 4 133451  1.29 0.31 0.08 0.06 Pos. linear

Regional Unconditional means —668.13 3 1342.42  4.10 0.09
Elevation heterogeneity —664.72 4 1340.77 245 0.21 045 0.00 Pos. linear
Land cover heterogeneity —-663.49 4 133832 0.00 0.70 0.57  0.00 Pos. linear

Boldface indicates the best univariate model for a given scale, based on A AICc

? Number of parameters estimated in the model

® Indicates the pseudo-R? values calculated from components of the variance matrix

variety was the best predictor of plant species
richness, and the relationship was positive (Fig. 3c).
A comparison of AICc from models using these four
predictors showed that mean within-plot pH was the
best overall predictor of plant species richness. The
variance of elevation across a neighborhood with
radius 150 m was the best overall heterogeneity
metric.

Results from the MCMC analysis show that the
same type of heterogeneity had varying effects at
neighborhood or within-habitat (level-1) and regional
(level-2) scales. Because the best measure of land
cover heterogeneity was regional land cover variety,
we used a model combining that metric with the same
metric calculated in neighborhoods within 1380 m of
plot locations. The posterior distribution of the ratio
of the coefficients for within-habitat and regional
heterogeneity in that model had a median of 0.90 and
a 95% credibility interval below 1.00 (Fig. 4a). This
distribution indicates that on average for land cover, a

one-unit change in heterogeneity surrounding vege-
tation plots corresponded to the same change in
species richness as a 0.90-unit change in regional
heterogeneity does. Therefore, regional land cover
heterogeneity had a greater correlation with species
richness than local land cover heterogeneity. For the
bivariate elevation model, we combined variance
measured across a 150-m radius neighborhood with
regional elevation variance. The posterior distribution
of the ratio of level-1 to level-2 coefficients had a
median of 1.04, with a lower limit of the 95%
credibility interval greater than 1.00 (Fig. 4b). There-
fore, a one-unit change in elevation heterogeneity in
neighborhoods nearly always had a greater effect on
species richness than an equivalent regional change.
Finally, we combined standard deviation of NDVI in
habitat patches within 450 m of vegetation plots with
regional NDVI standard deviation. The posterior
distribution of the ratio was highly skewed, with a
median of 0.02, and a credibility interval between
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«Fig. 3 The relationship between species richness and:
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1.4 x 107 and 5.2 x 10" (Fig. 4c). Thus, the ratio
of level-1 to level-2 coefficients in this model was
highly variable, likely because regional NDVI heter-
ogeneity was not a significant univariate predictor.
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deviation of NDVI across habitat patches, b neighborhood
elevation heterogeneity, measured as the variance in elevation
across neighborhoods, ¢ regional land cover heterogeneity,
measured as the variety of land cover classes. The lines
represent the fitted values for the population. In ¢ the light dots
represent all data, and dark dots represent fitted values for
groups

Discussion

Local species richness is structured by different
ecological processes acting at different scales (Shmi-
da and Wilson 1985; Levin 2000). We investigated
the relationship between local plant species richness
and variables measured across a variety of spatial
scales in order to better understand these processes.
Our results emphasize that (a) heterogeneity mea-
sured at a range of scales is correlated with local
species richness, and (b) the strength and shape of the
relationship depends on the heterogeneity variable
used and the scale at which it is measured.

Within vegetation plots, mean pH was the best
predictor, and predicted species richness better than
any other variable or metric used in this study at any
scale. By relating heterogeneity and richness mea-
sured within the same local sampling units, this
portion of our study tested the spatial heterogeneity
hypothesis, but found no support for it. Heterogeneity
likely matters at this scale, and several previous
studies have indeed found support for the spatial
heterogeneity hypothesis (e.g., Davies et al. 2005;
Jimenez et al. 2009). This result also contradicted our
hypothesis that plot-level heterogeneity would be the
best overall predictor. The level of environmental
variation within plots may be too small to capture
with the metrics and variables we used, or with the
precision recorded in the CVS database. The inherent
characteristics of the vegetation plots used in this
analysis could account for the fact that the means of
variables were better predictors than heterogeneity
metrics within plots. Because Carolina Vegetation
Survey plots were located to inventory sites that are
characteristic of a single vegetation community and
environmental setting, variation in environmental
variables within plots is likely minimal and any
single plot likely does not capture the heterogeneity
present within communities. Sampling within tran-
sects spanning a gradient of community and abiotic
characteristics, as has been done in previous studies
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Fig. 4 Posterior distributions of the ratio of level-1 to level-2
coefficients from MCMC analysis for: a land cover heteroge-
neity, b elevation heterogeneity, and ¢ NDVI heterogeneity

(e.g., Gould and Walker 1997) may better facilitate
examination of the effect of local heterogeneity on
local species richness.

Across neighborhoods, elevation heterogeneity
showed a positive relationship with local plant
species richness. Neighborhood-scale elevation het-
erogeneity was the strongest heterogeneity predictor
overall, and had a greater influence on richness than
regional elevation heterogeneity. This result suggests
that processes occurring across neighborhoods have a
greater effect on local species richness than processes
occurring within habitats or at regional scales. For
example, greater variability among habitats across
neighborhoods could result in increased source-sink
dynamics among habitat patches, which act to

maintain local population sizes via the rescue effect
(Brown and Kodric-Brown 1977; Pulliam 1988).
Alternatively, our results may reflect a scenario
related to species pool theory, which states that there
are environmental and geographic factors that act at
different scales to determine local species composi-
tion and richness (Kelt et al. 1995; Belyea and
Lancaster 1999). Heterogeneity measured across
neighborhoods in this study may be similar to the
scale at which plants disperse from neighboring
habitat patches. The positive relationship we found
between neighborhood heterogeneity and local rich-
ness suggests that heterogeneity at this scale could be
associated with decreased constraints on dispersal.

The fact that elevation heterogeneity was the best
predictor at the neighborhood scale is contrary to our
hypothesis that heterogeneity of plant productivity
would be the best predictor at this scale. Previous
studies measuring heterogeneity at similar ecological
scales have often measured heterogeneity in terms of
vegetation productivity (e.g., St-Louis et al. 2006).
However, elevation heterogeneity is likely an impor-
tant predictor on the Southeast Coastal Plain because
different vegetation communities result from subtle
changes in elevation, and this variation can lead to
considerable differences in plant species richness and
composition (Peet 2006).

Within habitats, NDVI heterogeneity showed a
negative relationship with species richness. In fact,
the dominant relationship for heterogeneity variables
measured within habitats was negative (Table 3). The
negative relationship is contrary to our hypothesis
that the heterogeneity-richness relationship would be
positive at all scales. The negative relationship we
found could be because habitats with more variation
in productivity also have lower overall productivity.
Within habitats, mean and standard deviation of
NDVT are negatively correlated, although the strength
of the relationship is relatively weak (Appendix 1 in
Electronic Supplementary Material). This negative
relationship may also be a direct result of the way in
which patches were delineated in this study. We
delineated patches based on areas of contiguous
vegetation according to NLCD land cover data.
Because relatively species poor communities in the
Southeast, such as pocosin, exist within larger
expanses of vegetation, patch sizes for these vegeta-
tion types are likely higher. Consequently, there is
more potential for variation and heterogeneity within
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these larger patches. Indeed, patches surrounding
plots with lower than average values of NDVI
heterogeneity had a mean size of 30.4 ha, while
those with higher values of NDVTI heterogeneity had a
mean size of 38.9 ha. In addition, Fig. 3a suggests
that a few outliers could be responsible for the
negative relationship between local species richness
and elevation heterogeneity at the habitat scale.

Land cover heterogeneity across regions showed a
positive relationship with local richness and had a
stronger effect on richness than land cover heteroge-
neity within habitats. Heterogeneity measured across
regions represents variability in the number of habitat
types within an ecoregion, which are partially the
result of longer-term processes, such as soil forma-
tion, that influence the total pool of species available
to colonize any local area. Therefore, the positive
regional heterogeneity-local richness relationship we
found could be because regional heterogeneity acts to
increase local species richness by increasing the
number of species in the regional species pool,
providing a larger group of species available before
dispersal and environmental filters. The fact that land
cover heterogeneity was the best predictor at the
regional scale is consistent with our hypothesis and
other studies (e.g., Kerr and Packer 1997).

Land use patterns in the Southeast Coastal Plain
could also account for the heterogeneity-richness
relationships seen here. In this analysis, the neigh-
borhood and regional scales incorporated variability
across both areas of human land use and relatively
natural areas. In the region, historical conversion to
agriculture and other human development occurred
first in the most fertile longleaf pine communities,
where highest plant richness naturally occurs (Frost
2006). Therefore, the positive correlation between
richness and heterogeneity at neighborhood and
regional scales could be because the richest commu-
nities are also the ones in the most fragmented
landscapes.

Our results suggest that measures of heterogeneity
may be generally useful in predictive models of local
biodiversity. Some such models have already incor-
porated heterogeneity (e.g., Ewers et al. 2005);
however, there is no consensus about how or at
which scales to measure heterogeneity. In our study,
heterogeneity measures across broad extents better
predicted richness than the means of variables such as
NDVI, elevation and land cover. Therefore,
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incorporating those heterogeneity measures could
help predict richness. Specifically, by showing that at
within-habitat and neighborhood scales, local rich-
ness could be predicted by variation in unclassified
spatial data (elevation and NDVI), we found support
Palmer et al.’s (2002) spectral variation hypothesis,
as a tool that can inform surveys of species richness.

Our study examines whether heterogeneity vari-
ables are useful predictors of plant species richness.
This study does not aim to develop the best multi-
variate models to predict richness, but rather to
examine the richness-heterogeneity relationship using
a range of readily available heterogeneity metrics
derived from ecologically meaningful variables
across a variety of scales. Indeed, other factors, most
notably disturbance history, certainly have an impor-
tant influence on plant species richness in the region
and should be included in any comprehensive mod-
eling effort.

Overall, this study provides a comprehensive
examination of the relationship between heterogene-
ity and local richness. The results of this analysis are
broadly consistent with, but extend the findings of
other studies that have examined the relationship of
heterogeneity and species richness measured at a
single scale for many taxa (St-Louis et al. 2006;
Jimenez et al. 2009; Lundholm 2009). Our results
show that measures of heterogeneity at multiple
scales are related to local species richness and the
relationship is usually, though not always, positive.
The strength and shape of the relationship vary by
scale, highlighting the fact that local species richness
is determined by different processes operating at
different scales, from local to regional.

These results have important implications for how
biodiversity conservation is accomplished. Because
we found that heterogeneity at large scales was
correlated to local richness, our study suggests that
conservation of biodiversity consider processes that
occur at a variety of scales surrounding those sites.
The within-habitat scale, measured within contiguous
vegetation at extents of less than 1 ha to 600 ha,
corresponds most closely to a single forest stand or
conservation preserve. The neighborhood scale mea-
sured variability across vegetation and non-vegeta-
tion surrounding plots, and might approximate the
scale of a preserve plus the surrounding land uses,
while the regional scale, measured at extents of
38,000-705,000 ha, is close to the scale of a large



Landscape Ecol (2011) 26:851-864

863

watershed. The influence of heterogeneity across
these broad scales on local richness indicates that
conservation efforts must consider the larger land-
scape, including human land uses, when aiming to
conserve local sites. Indeed, these results provide
support for ecosystem management, which works to
achieve conservation while integrating broad-scale
ecological and social factors across regional extents
(Christensen et al. 1996), as an effective approach for
conserving local richness. As habitat fragmentation
increasingly segments the landscape, an empirical
understanding of how large-scale heterogeneity con-
tributes to small-scale species diversity will be of
vital importance to future conservation.

Acknowledgments We thank Carolina Vegetation Survey
personnel, past and present, for data collection and database
administration. We also thank Jack Weiss for assistance with
statistical analysis. This work was supported by NASA
Terrestrial Ecology and Biodiversity grant #NNGO6GI70G to
AM. and R.K.P.

References

Belyea LR, Lancaster J (1999) Assembly rules within a con-
tingent ecology. Oikos 86:402-416

Brown JH, Kodric-Brown A (1977) Turnover rates in insular
biogeography: effect of immigration on extinction. Ecol-
ogy 58:445-449

Burnham KP, Anderson DR (2002) Model selection and multi-
model inference: a practical information-theoretic
approach. Springer-Verlag, New York

Chesson P (2000) General theory of competitive coexistence in
spatially-varying environments. Theor Popul Biol
58:519-553

Christensen NL (2000) Vegetation of the southeastern coastal
plain. In: Barbour MG, Billings WD (eds) North Ameri-
can terrestrial vegetation, 2nd edn. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, pp 397-448

Christensen NL, Bartuska AM, Brown JH, Carpenter S,
D’Antonio CM, Francis R, Franklin JF, MacMahon JA,
Noss RF, Peterson CH, Turner MG, Woodmansee RG
(1996) The report of the Ecological Society of America
committee on the scientific basis for ecosystem manage-
ment. Ecol Appl 6:665-691

Cornwell WK, Grubb PJ (2003) Regional and local patterns in
plant species richness with respect to resource availability.
Oikos 100:417-428

Davies KF, Chesson P, Harrison S, Inouye BD, Melbourne BA,
Rice KJ (2005) Spatial heterogeneity explains the scale
dependence of the native-exotic diversity relationship.
Ecology 86:1602-1610

Environmental Protection Agency (2004) Level III and IV
Ecoregions of EPA Region 4. U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency, National Health and Environmental
Effects Research Laboratory, Western Ecology Division,
Corvallis. 1:2,000,000

Ewers RM, Didham RK, Wratten SD, Tylianakis JM (2005)
Remotely sensed landscape heterogeneity as a rapid tool
for assessing local biodiversity value in a highly modified
New Zealand landscape. Biodiv Conserv 14:1469-1485

Frost CC (2006) History and future of the longleaf pine eco-
system. In: Jose S, Jokela E, Miller D (eds) Longleaf pine
ecosystems: ecology, management, and restoration.
Springer, New York, pp 948

Gelman A, Hill J (2007) Data analysis using regression and
multilevel/hierarchical models. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge

Gelman A, Su Y, Yajima M, Hill J, Pittau MG, Kerman J,
Zheng T (2009) Arm: data analysis using regression and
multilevel/hierarchical models. R package version 1.2-9.
http://www.stat.columbia.edu/ ~ gelman/software/

Gould WA, Walker MD (1997) Landscape-scale patterns in
plant species richness along an arctic river. Can J Bot
75:1748-1765

Homer C, Huang C, Yang L, Wylie B, Coan M (2004)
Development of a 2001 national land cover database for
the United States. Photogramm Eng Remote Sens
70:829-840

Homer C, Dewitz J, Fry J, Coan M, Hossain N, Larson C,
Herold N, McKerrow A, VanDriel JN, Wickham J (2007)
Completion of the 2001 National Land Cover Database
for the conterminous United States. Photogramm Eng
Remote Sens 73:337-341

Hurlbert AH, Haskell JP (2003) The effect of energy and
seasonality on avian species richness and community
composition. Am Nat 161:83-97

Jimenez I, Distler T, Jorgensen PM (2009) Estimated plant
richness pattern across northwest South America provides
similar support for the species-energy and spatial hetero-
geneity hypotheses. Ecography 32:433-448

Kelt DA, Taper ML, Meserve PL (1995) Assessing the impact
of competition on community assembly: a case study
using small mammals. Ecology 76:1283-1296

Kerr JT, Packer L (1997) Habitat heterogeneity as a determi-
nant of mammal species richness in high-energy regions.
Nature 385:252-254

Kerr JT, Southwood TRE, Cihlar J (2001) Remotely sensed
habitat diversity predicts butterfly richness and commu-
nity similarity in Canada. Proc Natl Acad Sci
98:11365-11370

Levin SA (2000) Multiple scales and the maintenance of bio-
diversity. Ecosystems 3:498-506

Lundholm JT (2009) Plant species diversity and environmental
heterogeneity: spatial scale and competing hypotheses.
J Veg Sci 20:377-391

Lunn DJ, Thomas A, Best N, Spiegelhalter N (2000) Win-
BUGS—a Bayesian modelling framework: concepts,
structure, and extensibility. Stat Comput 10:325-337

Mittelbach GG, Steiner CF, Scheiner SM, Gross KL, Reynolds
HL, Waide RB, Willig MR, Dodson SI, Gough L (2001)
What is the observed relationship between species rich-
ness and productivity? Ecology 82:2281-2396

Nagendra H (2001) Using remote sensing to assess biodiver-
sity. Int J Remote Sens 22:2377-2400

@ Springer


http://www.stat.columbia.edu/~gelman/software/

864

Landscape Ecol (2011) 26:851-864

Nagendra H (2002) Opposite trends in response for the Shan-
non and Simpson indices of landscape diversity. Appl
Geogr 22:175-186

NASA (2008) MODIS Vegetation Indices 16-Day L3 Global
250 m [spatial data] 5.0. https://Ipdaac.usgs.gov/lpdaac/
get_data/data_pool. Accessed June 2008

Palmer MW, Earls PG, Hoagland BW, White PS, Wohlgemuth
T (2002) Quantitative tools for perfecting species lists.
Environmetrics 13:121-137

Parviainen M, Luoto M, Heikkinen RK (2009) The role of
local and landscape level measures of greenness in mod-
elling boreal plant species richness. Ecol Model
220:2690-2701

Peet RK (2006) Ecological classification of longleaf pine
woodlands. In: Jose S, Jokela E, Miller D (eds) Longleaf
pine ecosystems: ecology, management, and restoration.
Springer, New York, pp 51-94

Peet RK, Wentworth TR, White PS (1998) A flexible, multi-
purpose method for recording vegetation composition and
structure. Castanea 63:262-274

Pettorelli N, Vik JO, Mysterud A, Gaillard J-M, Tucker CJ,
Stenseth NC (2005) Using the satellite-derived NDVI to
assess ecological responses to environmental change.
Trends Ecol Evol 20:503-510

Pinheiro J, Bates D, DebRoy S, Sarkar D (2009) nlme: linear
and nonlinear mixed effects models. R package version
3.1-92

Pulliam HR (1988) Sources, sinks, and population regulation.
Am Nat 132:652-661

R Development Core Team (2009) R: a language and envi-
ronment for statistical computing. Foundation for Statis-
tical Computing, Vienna

Reynolds HL, Mittelbach GG, Darcy-Hall TL, Houseman GR,
Gross KL (2007) No effect of varying soil resource

@ Springer

heterogeneity on plant species richness in a low fertility
grassland. J Ecol 95:723-733

Ricklefs RE (1977) Environmental heterogeneity and plant
species diversity: a hypothesis. Am Nat 111:376-381

Ricklefs RE (1987) Community diversity: relative roles of
local and regional processes. Science 235:167-171

Riitters KH, Wickham JD, Vogelmann JE, Jones KB (2000)
National land-cover pattern data. Ecology 81:604

Shmida A, Wilson M (1985) Biological determinants of spe-
cies diversity. J Biogeogr 12:1-20

Simpson EH (1949) Measurement of diversity. Nature 163:688

Singer JD, Willett JB (2003) Applied longitudinal data analy-
sis: modeling change and event occurrence. Oxford Uni-
versity Press, Oxford

Snyder RE, Chesson P (2004) How the spatial scales of dis-
persal, competition, and environmental heterogeneity
interact to affect coexistence. Am Nat 164:633-650

Sorrie BA, Weakley AS (2001) Coastal plain vascular plant
endemics: phytogeographic patterns. Castanea 66:50-82

Southeast Gap Analysis Project (2008) Southeast GAP
Regional Land Cover [digital data]

St-Louis V, Pidgeon AM, Radeloff VC, Hawbaker TJ, Clayton
MK (2006) High-resolution image texture as a predictor of
bird species richness. Remote Sens Environ 105:299-312

U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] (1999) National Elevation
Dataset 7.5-Minute Elevation Data

Waring RH, Coops NC, Fan W, Nightingale JM (2006) MO-
DIS enhanced vegetation index predicts tree species
richness across forested ecoregions in the contiguous
U.S.A. Remote Sens Environ 103:218-226

Wood SN (2006) Generalized additive models: an introduction
with R. Chapman and Hall/CRC, Boca Raton

Zuur AF, Ieno EN, Walker N (2009) Mixed effects models and
extensions in ecology with R. Springer, New York


https://lpdaac.usgs.gov/lpdaac/get_data/data_pool
https://lpdaac.usgs.gov/lpdaac/get_data/data_pool

	Multi-scale environmental heterogeneity as a predictor of plant species richness
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study area
	Species richness data
	Heterogeneity data
	Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	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
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /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 149
  /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 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 149
  /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 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 599
  /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

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

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

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


