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Figure S1. Flow diagram of analyses for evaluating currently used wetland rapid assessment in
Colorado. Data were collected in in northeastern Colorado during fall, winter, and summer,
2015 - 2016 and 2016 —2017. All model comparisons were done with an Information-Theoretic

approach using AAIC. and model weights.
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Compared three models to evaluate the updated scorecard: (1) the original score, (2) the updated scorecard with
original questions, and (3) the updated scorecard with the new question




Figure S2. Flow diagram of analyses for improving the wetland rapid assessment scorecard used in Colorado.
Data were collected in in northeastern Colorado during fall, winter, and summer, 2015 — 2016 and 2016 — 2017.
All model comparisons were done with an Information-Theoretic approach using AAIC. and model weights.



