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> Presentation Focus

* NCEEP technical guidance to providers and
practitioners related to the following:

» Site/Project Selection
 Baseline Information

» Mitigation Work Plan
 Goals and Objectives
 Performance Standards
« Monitoring

e Stream-centric

e NCEEP tools and procedures for Mitigation Plan
review and approval .
PP <

I'cosystem



— > Scope of NC ILF Mitigation Program

* 10 years of age
* Provides all of NCDOT's off-site mitigation needs
* Nearly 600 Projects statewide including HQP

* ~85% post-construction phase

* 630+ miles of stream, ~30,000 wetland acres

* Approximately 500 million in contracts awarded
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> Site/Project Selection and Baseline
Information

o Watershed Planning
o EEP’s Mitigation RFP process
e IRT Project Review

e Mitigation Plan Document
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> Site/Project Selection and Baseline Information

e Watershed Planning

Green — Targeted Local Watersheds
Yellow — Watershed Plans



> Site/Project Selection and Baseline Information

C esessmew | Ranmg |

Section 1.0 - Watershed Module

Does the proposed project meet priority goals of the LWP areas? Offeror must describe how a project contributes to goals

to receive points. (The following pronty goals are explained n greater detad in the Local Watarshed Plans (below) 1-reduces
sediment ibading; 2-reduces nutnent loadng. 3--manages stormwater runcH; 4--reduces toxic inputs; 5--provides & iImproves
1.1 |instream habstat 6--pravides & improves temesinal haditat, 7-mproves stream stabilty; 8--mpraves hydrofogic function)

Proposal
itle Alamman vis and Tickle Cra
- Troutlesames and Latle Troublesome Creeks LWP
Evaluatlons Addresses 1 of 8 LWP goals 1 paints
Addresses 2-4 of 8 LWP goals. 3 points
Addresses 3-8 of & LWP goals. 6 ponts
Addresses 7.8 of 8 LWP goals. 10 points

Is the proposed project recommended m an LWP Project Atlas? Atlases can be found at:
Margan Croak LWP Management Plan and Atlas

= ke C lanagement Plal
Troublesome snd L2tle Troutlesoms Creeks Maaagemnent Plan & Atlas
Implements =25% of an atlas-tecommended project. 4 pomts
Implemeants all of an atias.recommended project 10 paints

IS the prop ject | within a high priority focus area of one of the Upper Cape Fear LWPs (Morgan & Little LWP,
l'roublesomc a L!ttln Troublesome LWP, and Travis & Tickle Creeks LWP)7 if 50, to what extent does the propesed project
benefit the focus area priorities? See guikdance at the following link

Foous Area Guidance for Upper Cape Fear LWPs

[Ves, it acdresses a low number of focus area priorties 2 points

Yes [t addresses an intarmedate number of foous area prorties 6 points
Yes it addresses most or all focus area priongses. 10 ponts

For proposed projects located within a targeted area, to what extent does the project support the CU-wide functional
improvement cbjectives? (The following CU-wide objectives are explamed n graater detad in the Cape Fear River Basin
1.4 |Restoration Prontes report. 1-reduce & control sediment inputs; 2-reduce & manage nutrient inputs; 3-—-protect & augmant
gesignated Synificant Natural Hantage Areas)

Pmpcl d 1 of 3 fur improvernent cbjectves 2 points
Project addresses 2 of 3 functional improvement cbisctives S points
Project addresses 3 of 3 funclional improvement cbjectves 10 points

For projects outside of targeted areas, Is the project | d In a HUC adj; tto & targeted area and does it address CU-
wide functional iImprovement objectives? (See objectives in 1 4 above )

Yes project HU 15 adiacent and 1t addressas 1 of 3 functional imgrovement

obactves 1 pont ~-
Yes project HU 1s admcent and t addresses 2 of 3 functional mprovement
objectves 3 pomts

Yes, project HU Is adiacent and it addréssas 3 of 3 functional imgrovement
proje an of 3 functional & Ve )}’bfﬁ’m
l dl

objectves 5 ponts
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> Site/Project Selection and Baseline Information

Proposal
Evaluations

| » Existing Condition Module (Baseline Information)
[ * Design and Approach Module (Mit Work Plan)
. ¢ General Module
: T&E
Continuity with other protected features
Manageability of Easement
e Risk and Implementation Module
e QC Program of Provider
e Project Stage
=
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> Baseline Information

« Lateral and Vertical Stability

« Buffer or Wetland Vegetation Condition
4 + Channel Substrate

« Degree of Prior Manipulation

« Condition of Existing Habitat

« Proximity and Nature of Stressors
>
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> Baseline Information
“Functional Balance Sheet”

Impairment

-Driver/Cause (hydrological, mechanical)
-Degree (severity of impairment)

-Extent (proportion)

-Stage (what evolutionary stage)

-Rate (expected rate of deterioration)

Contrast and Compare with:

Existing features of value (standing value)

-Existing resources (Habitat Complexity)
-Mature vegetation
-The sustainability of these features
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Baseline Information
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Baseline Information "
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PROPOSED LONGITUDINAL PROFILE
Baseline Information
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Baseline Information
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mation
Stream Restoration Site , s —
xisting Plant Communities ‘ 0 /
; Heavy Invasive Infestation

%l [ | Pasture/Grassland :

| Riparian Woodland Buffer (Tree Cluster) S8

Riparian Forest (Extensive Stands) :
| Scrub-Shrub

600 900 Feet
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Framework for Arriving at Mitigation Work Plan,
l] Goals, Performance Standards and Monitoring

: S Maximum Remaining Uplift
Watershed and Project Stressors —> Potential
Attendant Functional Losses/Reductions /
: : .y Risk <€ Cost
Project Site Characteristics - Stream l
Stream Evolutionary Factors
Y Approach / Level of
| Channel Boundary Factors Intervention (Work Plan)
— Alignment Factors + —
Assessment/Monitoring
Uplift modifiers Timeframe
—| High uplift yield opportunities l
— Standing value (bugs, instr hab,buf) Tall_ore_d Goals,
B : Objectives and
Constraints _ Performance
Standards




Current Mitigation Plan Guidance —
A Work in Progress

Planning to revise by the end of 2013

Overlap with other frameworks

“Functional Pyramid” Framework
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Chapter 4: The Stream Functions Pyramid

FIGURE 4.1 STREAM FURCTIONS PYRAMID — OVERVIEW
{Soe Appendix A foe o tull sz version. |
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A Function-Based Framework

for Stream Assessment & Restoration Projects

EPA 843-K-12.006 » May 2012
Harman, W.,, R. Starr, M. Carter, K. Tweedy, M. Clemmons, K. Suggs, C. Miller. 2012. 4 r

Function-Based Framework for Stream Assessment and Restoration Projects. US
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds, stem
Washington, DC EPA 843-K-12- 06. 11 11 l £1e ni




Internal Technical Mitigation Plan
Review

Early IRT interaction

EEP technical review

Matrix management — team review

For streams a review checklist is utilized
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Natural Channel Design
REVIEW CHECKLIST

> X . ‘1‘.'.-,_.‘ ,‘ .“ . ! . L
Harman, W R. Starr. 2011. Natural Channel Design Review Checkllst US Fish l ’
and W|Id||fe Serwce, Chesapeake Bay F|eId Offlce, Annapolls, MD ,X“ em

HHLH

ln




b
&

Y

IRT Review Process

_ IRT Mitigation Comment & Approval Process

Streamlined Review Process, 33 CFR 332 8(g)2)
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