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·Selecting and locating sites
·Pre-determined sites
·Random selection

·Obtaining permission
·Determining who owns land
·Court houses
·Plat maps
·Some areas have info on the web 
·Very few

·Government Agencies/Public Lands
·Landowners

·Out of area
·Regional/personal perceptions





·What is your end goal?
·Condition and/or function

·Ecosystem Services/benefits

·State Assessment

·Specific areas with problems (ex. Invasives)

·What are your finances?

·Size of wetlands to assess

·What can you assess ɀwhat are your resources?
·Plants

·Soils

·Macroinvertebrates



·State Wetland Program
·Often money funded through EPA/Clean Water Act
·Carried out through state DNR/health departments

·Problem/Area specific research
·Universities, USDA Agriculture Research Service, USGS 

Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center
·Projects and funding sources vary 

·Agency goal orientated projects
·NRCS ɀwetland mitigation and function assessment
·Dept. of Transportation ɀwetland mitigation 
·US Fish and Wildlife Service ɀadaptive management 

(invasive species, restoration, bird counts, habitat)



·Mapping and Inventory
·Maps and classifies wetlands on the landscape

·Condition
·Determines condition of a site based on reference condition 

and other wetlands in area
·EPA recommending 3 level wetland assessment (Kentula

2007)
·Level I ɀlandscape level assessment
·Level II ɀrapid assessment
·Level III ɀintense assessment

·Functions and Ecological Services 
·Determines function of wetland based on attributes 

measured
·Examples:
·Water Storage
·Carbon sequestration





·Uses remote sensing to:
·Map wetland extent 

·Classify wetland

·Maintained by US Fish and Wildlife Service

·Completed almost everywhere in the US portion of the 
Prairie Pothole Region





·Uses GIS software and 
satellite/aerial imagery to assess 
wetland

·Done in the office

·Costs vary

·Example:
·Landscape Wetland Condition 

Assessment Model (LWCAM)



·Uses remote sensing and habitat fragmentation to 
predict wetland condition

·Developed on seasonal wetlands in ND 

(Mita et al. 2007)

300m
300m



·300 m buffer created around wetlands

·Land use data is overlaid with wetland buffer

·Model assesses
·Total area of grassland

·Number of patches

·Largest patch of                                           grassland

·Categorizes wetlands as 

Good, Intermediate, or                                                    
Poor condition



·Rapidly assesses wetland 
condition/function 
·Depends on method

·On the ground assessment

·Minimal time spent at site

·Typically developed for a 
state or region

·Example:
·North Dakota Rapid                                

Assessment Method                              
(NDRAM)



·Rapidly assesses wetlands 
based on plant and 
landscape characteristics

·Developed based on 
·Other rapid assessment 

methods
·Ohio (Mack 2001)
·California (Collins et al. 2008) 

·Wetland characteristics 
specific to Prairie Pothole 
Region wetlands



·Approximately 20 minutes to conduct survey

·Final scores on a scale of 0-100

·Groups wetlands based on final score 

·3 metric system used

·Results intended to be similar to the IPCI (Level III)



·On the ground survey

·More time intensive (exact time 
varies)

·Larger amount of information 
gained

·Example:

·Index of Plant Community 
Integrity (IPCI)



·Developed on temporary, seasonal and semi-
permanent wetlands within ND, SD, and MT (DeKeyser
et al. 2003, Hargisset al. 2008)

·Evaluates health of Prairie Pothole Region wetlands 
based on plant community

·Final scores on a scale of 0-99

·Groups wetlands based on final score





Metric

Value Range for 0 Value Range for 4 Value Range for 7 Value Range for 

11

Sp. Rich.1 0-19 20-31 32-41 42+

# Genera2 0-14 15-24 25-32 33+

Grass-like3 0-6 7-10 11-17 18+

% of intro. 4 41.1+ 30.8-41.0 21.1-30.7 0-21.0

# Nat. in WMZ5 0-8 9-16 17-24 25+

# C > 56 0-7 8-17 18-26 27+

# C > 4 in WMZ 7 0-4 5-9 10-16 17+

Avg. C8 0.00-2.60 2.61-3.12 3.13-3.52 3.53+

FQI 9 0.00-10.00 10.01-16.10 16.11-22.99 23.00+

1 Species richness of native perennial plant species.
2 Number of genera of native perennial plant species.
3 Number of grass and grasslike species (Poaceae, Juncaceae, Cyperaceae).
4 Percentage of the total species list that are annual, biennial, and introduced.
5 Number of native perennial plant species found in the wet meadow zone.
6 Number of plant species with a C-Value > 5.
7 Number of plant species with a C-Value > 4 found in the wet meadow zone.
8 Average C-Value of all species present.
9 Floristic Quality Index = Average C-Value multiplied by the square root of the total 

number of species.



·Scores for each metric are added together

·Total score between 0-99

·Condition categories based on final score
·Very Good (80-99)

·Good (60-79)

·Fair (40-59)

·Poor (20-39)

·Very Poor (0-19)





·Assesses  physical 
attributes  and functional 
characteristics:
· Vegetation
· Soils
· Hydrogeomorphic features

·Natural outlet, water source, etc.

· Land use and landscape 
features
·Upland use, wetland proximity, 

etc.

· Calculates six Functional 
Capacity Indices (FCI) for each 
wetland
(Gilbert et al. 2006)


