STRATEGIC ECOSYSTEMS - ALACHUA COUNTY, FLORIDA
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A few years ago Alachua County conducted two studies to create an
C o o o Ecological Inventory for the County. The first study was conducted in
Al ty Q I ty D g t 1987 and the second 1n 1996. The studies aimed to 1dentify,

o m S / I u a I es I n a I o n s inventory, map, describe, and evaluate the most significant natural
biological communities, both upland and wetland, that were in private
ownership in Alachua County and to make recommendations for
protecting these natural resources. The studies do not focus on the
public water bodies and publicly owned lands in the County. This map
captures the GIST of the analysis used.

UNION COUNTY

faa1!

BRADFORD COUNTY P At imidir Oiralitr Pacimmadim e

COLUMBIA COUNTY

- W
o

The biological communities on each site were evaluated for overall
ecosystem quality. While the scope of the project precluded certain
statistical analysis, the approach taken combined limited site visits
and judgment based on other sources of information. Some decisions
were made on the basis of aerial photography combined with a
Jjudgment based on the general condition of such ecosystems

throughout Alachua County. Most communities were visited in the
field at least once. Evaluations of quality are based primarily on the
High Springs . . . . . . . .
biodiversity and functional integrity of the community as reported in
= the field data sheets or by the evaluators.
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A numerical scoring and ranking system was developed to determine
the relative importance of the sites based on their ecological,
hydrological, and management characteristics. Each site was evaluated
and ranked by three project scientists for six ecological, hydrological,
and management parameters. In some cases, a parameter was
subdivided into subparameters to better define the relationship.
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Defimitions were developed for each parameter and subparameter.
poor good B extraordinary Based on these definitions, a score of 1 (low) to 5 (high) was assigned
fair excellent to good Municipalities by consensus to each site based on the characteristics it exhibited.
good to fair [ excellent Preservation These scores were summed to obtain a total site score. Sites were

\ ranked by comparing their total scores.
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