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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments The paper describes the impact of the mountain top
removal due to mining.
The paper is interesting but could be shortened.
I believe that the four aims of the paper (lines 74-78)
are excessive and are not completely reached by the
paper I suggest to do not mention to the fourth aims.
Unfortunately the figures, that would help the
reading, they are too small and of poor quality. In the
figures the coordinates must be indicated.

The paper has been reduced by 6 pages from 30to 24 pagesThe aims of the paper has been shortened toonly 2I disagree with the assertion on the quality, Thisis what produced based on the data collectedoriginally, there is no intention to change and itstands as is. We have magnified the maps withright resolutions in some areas. Blowing up thefigures would add more pages which arecompletely unnecessary. Any person looking atthe maps can vary them on the computer from100% to 400% if they so desire but there isreally no need for that. Does not change thetrajectory of the paper
Minor REVISION comments There are some typos that show little attention in the

preparation of the manuscript (West Virginia vs.
west virgina; no space between the words, etc.)
There are many tables, maybe some of these would
be clearer if accompanied by diagrams

Much of the comments  made here alreadyfactored in the revision with changes madeSome tables have been deleted with extensivechanges and that is actually enough, Diagramswas not original intent and there is no pointforcing it. Does not change trajectory of thepaper
Optional/General comments


