


lands is an indication of wetland complexes within 12 
digit HUCs ability to provide essential ecosystem ser-
vices such as the ability to support biodiversity.   As 
wetlands become increasingly isolated the stability of 
populations of species that rely upon wetlands be-
comes increasingly unstable. 

• Riparian fragmentation 1974 – 2005 - Continuous and 
adequate riparian buffers are essential for maintaining 
desired ecosystem services. The change in the mean 
length of riparian buffers by 12 digit HUC was calcu-
lated using methodology and AMLs developed by 
Kramer and Bumback (2005). 

 
 

RESULTS 
 

The potential wetland restoration index identified that of 
all lands in Georgia providing some ecosystem benefits 
through wetland restoration, on 2.9% fall into the top three 
classes (Figure 1). This is equal to 391,188 ha. Currently 
the state of Georgia is 12.4% forested wetland, by restor-
ing the high valued areas, we would increase the state’s 
forested wetlands to 14.2%. These restored areas would 
most likely provide greater services such as biodiversity 
protection and enhancement of water quality and better 
water quantity management.  
 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Distribution of Potential Wetland Resto-
ration Areas 
 

Approximately 17% of the state aquatic resources are 
heavily impacted by human activities (Figure 2), and are 
found in classes 7, 8, and 9 of the HDI. By contrast, 25% 
of the state falls into classes 1, 2 and 3, which represent 
low human impact. This information is helpful for land 
and resource managers to prioritize management activities 
to reduce impacts on these aquatic resources. 

 

 
 
Figure 2. Distribution of pixels for the Human Dis-

turbance Index 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
The work presented in this paper is a first attempt at 

moving towards a scientifically based watershed approach 
towards wetland mitigation and restoration. In the past, 
wetland mitigation bank siting has been an arbitrary proc-
ess which does not guarantee that the bank will enhance, 
protect and improve aquatic resources in a watershed. This 
new approach provides an opportunity to select sites that 
will better protect aquatic resources. Combining the priori-
tized wetland banking areas with the human development 
index will allow for future watershed planning with hopes 
of better protection of aquatic resources and to help mini-
mize the impact of wetland loss through various develop-
ment activities. 

This is a first attempt at performing a statewide as-
sessment. We are now moving into a second phase to re-
fine and develop additional models. These include a 
statewide assessment of existing wetland condition and 
the identification of priority mitigation banking areas for 
tidal and marsh wetlands. 
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