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Section 5. INTERPRETING & 

ANALYZING THE RESULTS  



Whatôs in Section 5? 

ÅSample ways of presenting the data  

 

ÅGuidance for identifying high priority wetlands  

 

ÅExamples of reporting the evaluation results in 

order to: 

 
ÅEstablish wetland policy 

 

ÅIdentify wetland restoration opportunities  

 

ÅObtain funding for wetland conservation projects  

 

ÅGeneral outreach and education 
 



A. The Wetland Evaluation Report 

ÅMaps 

ÅData 

ÅNarrative 



Maps 

1. Study Area 



Maps 

1. Study Area 



Maps 

1. Study Area 



Maps 

1. Study Area 



Town Hall 

Wetland 

Total Size: 1.39 acres 

Amount of VPD Soil: .57 ac or 41%  

Number of soil units: 8 

Maps ï 2. Wetland Evaluation Unit 



Town Hall 

Wetland 

Total Size: 1.39 acres 

Number of NWI cover types: 7 

Number of NWI units: 8 

Maps ï 2. Wetland Evaluation Unit 



Evaluation Data ï Multiple Wetlands 
Wetland name/code DF1 Deerfield Wetland Date Evaluated: 7/2/2010 

Wetland area (acres) 57 Evaluated by: F. Mitchell 

Watershed area (acres) 750 

NOTE: SAMPLE DATA HAS BEEN ADDED TO THIS SHEET TO SHOW HOW THE SPREADSHEET WORKS 

Do not enter data into cells highlighted in blue. These cells contain formulas that automatically carry data 

over from function to function, or total and average functional scores.  

1. ECOLOGICAL INTEGRITY Score 10 5 1 0 Notes 

1. Water quality 

(sediment/nutrients)? 5.0 No sources 1-2 sources > 3 sources     

2. Fill in Wetland? 10.0 Less than 1% 1-3% 3%     

3. Agriculture in wetland? 10.0 Less than 5% 5-25% > 25%     

4. Logging activity in wetland? 5.0 Less than 1%  1-10% > 10%     

5. Human activity in wetland? 10.0 Low Moderate High     

6. Invasive plants in wetland? 10.0 < 5% 5-30% >30%     

7. Road/driveway/railroad 

crossings? 5.0 None One  Two or more     

8. Human activity in upland? 5.0 Low Moderate High     

9. Buildings within 500 ft.? 10.0 > 50 acres/bldg. 11-50 acres/bldg. < 10 acres/bldg.     

10. Water level control structure? 10.0 None Slight modification Severe modification     

              

Average Score - Ecological 

Integrity 8.0           

2. WETLAND WILDLIFE HABITAT Score 10 5 1 0 Notes 

1. Wetland acres? 5.0 > 100 acres 20-100 acres <20 acres     

2. Ecological Integrity Avg. score? 8.0           

3. Water quality (Use F1, Q1 

score)? 5.0           

4. Open water < 6.6ft deep? 10.0 > 3 acres 0.5 - 3 acres < 0.5 acre     

5. Deepwater Habitats? 1.0 stream > 1 mile and/or stream < 1 mile and/or No deepwater   

     lake/pond >10acre  lake/pond <10acre       

6. Wetland vegetation class 

diversity? 10.0 3 or more classes 2 classes 1 class     

7. Proximity to other wetlands? 10.0 connected/unconnected connected 0.5-1mi. Or Not connected or      

    within 0.25 mile unconnected 0.25-0.5 mi. > 0.5 mi. from unconnected     

8. Wildlife travel corridors? 10.0 Free access Access partially blocked Access blocked     

9. % of wetland edge undisturbed? 5.0 >95% 75-95% < 75%     

10. Invasive plants (Use F1, Q6 

score) 10.0           

          

Average Score - Wildlife Habitat 7.4           



Evaluation Data ï Multiple Wetlands 

NH Method Summary of Scores Town:    

Add qualitative information to rows 6 through 9 

Do not add data to Scores columns - Functional Scores are automatically recorded from data sheets for each wetland 

Wetland name/code SAMPLE Wetland 1 Wetland 2 Wetland 3 Wetland 4 Wetland 5 Wetland 6 Wetland 7 Wetland 8 

Date Evaluated 7/2/2010                 

Investigator F. Mitchell                 

Wetland Acres 57                 

Watershed Acres 750               

                    

Wetland Functions & Scores                   

1. ECOLOGICAL INTEGRITY 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2. WETLAND WILDLIFE HABITAT 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

3. FISH & AQUATIC HABITAT 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4. SCENIC  QUALITY 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5. EDUCATIONAL VALUE 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6. WETLAND-BASED RECREATION 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

7. FLOODWATER STORAGE 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

8. GROUNDWATER  3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

9. SEDIMENT TRAPPING 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

10. NUTRIENT TRANSFORMATION 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

11. SHORELINE ANCHORING 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

12. NOTEWORTHINESS 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 



Questions to Answer 

o Highest scoring functions in each 

wetland  

 

o Lower scoring functions in each 

wetland (potential candidates for 

restoration)  

 

o Which wetlands have the largest 

number of high scoring functions?  

 

o Which wetlands are flagged for 

noteworthy features?  

 

o For each function, which wetlands 

score highest or lowest for that 

function?  
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objectives 

�Š Complete an inventory and assessment of 
� �̂^�Á���u�‰�Ç�š�}�Á�v�[�•�_���Á���š�o���v�����Œ���•�}�µ�Œ�����• 
�¾Wetlands inventory and mapping 
�¾Wetland classification and evaluation 

�Š Develop a Strategic Wetlands Conservation 
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