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Historles 1Y =100 000 [Ir]gzlf faai of Welta pylziys
JmOrh ed every year (Individual' permits only)

\/\/e; Impacts average 60-100 acres/year
_rogrammatlc effort/requirement for waterway.

sompPensation 105/401/404

_'f“ Case By case negotiated process
— Avoeidance and minimization accomplished

~= Success of Wetland Protection Program

— Achieved a 70-80% reduction in annual impacts since
Inception

— Reduction has occurred in two distinct phases




IUESCOST of: Development
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rr tiee not accountable for the fullf affect that
1opment ias on Most aguatic resources
e} IeLIghtthis Is starting to change).

- rrently citizens and future generations are
= paylng these unaccounted costs.

' Effort will account for direct and secondary
affects that a project has on aguatic resources.
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ReLENTal Compliance Werkioad™

SN=GlOWInO the traditional pati of project
0Y fjbject compensatory mitigation has a
flicjfl Cos
Sing’ historic individual permit issuance rates and
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Vel year monitoring, over 2,800 wetland and
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=~ sfream compensatory

sites would be In an Resource | Annual Permit | ATTU& Amount of

active monitoring phase [ttt BRI IICT:

n any given year
" Potential

General Permits Sompersation
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> Op) gjie challengmg and generally not feasible (Workload
rl]O il }
= Enirepreneurial banking
; S HEs potential but currently not operational

= Can have high cost associated
— Can drive restoration costs higher across the board

-® Deesn’t fully integrate watershed needs on a large scale

— In lieu fee program
® | egal framework already exists
e 12 year track record
® |nnovative examples to build on in other states

® Can provide unprecedented opportunity for integration to
meet watershed needs




Carelina and
[Iessee program
~[ Ictures useful as
Bicmplates.

'_.-.-"-I

E ‘--’*‘FA literature review

~and program
Interviews have been
conducted.

Table 2. Selected In Lieu of Fee Program Fee Schedules

I I I

Tennessee | 2002

Kentucky 2000 Fee is variable based upon _ >$100
impact type and resource quality

North Carolina | 2007 Riparian Buffer (square foot) $0.96

$245

Virginia  |2001-2006|/\verage program revenue $138
generation (impact/revenue)

Note: Most programs are a result of ACOE Section 404 program permitting and fees are
established by the ACOE on a project by project basis ranging from $40-$450 per linear
foot according to various reports analyzing ILF efforts.
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> To ¢ ectlvely offset project |mpacts the program
mlr Blbe able to compare impacts with proposed
soImpensation (regardless of implementation
'f*fhod)

M_ﬁ_—-_ “NEeed to establish resource value and impact
"-?‘?:_f'_-*—'— Need to establish value of compensation
~  — Must be scalable

— Methods can’t be cost prohibitive (rapid)

— Scientifically defensible

— Integrate across programs
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> MaosE i ot all Programs, assess a per linear foot
(f]rl e
Imple BUL has Implementation flaws

2 C;@ mpensation must take into account the affect
== prOJect nas on the following attributes:
== pPhysical, Chemical and Biological
— EXisting/Designated Uses
— Public Access/Recreational Value




ANEINCtional Areas
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> RIgel an Ecotone Core Etnctional Groups
- \A ater Quality: (WQ1)
arrylng Capacity (CC)
ﬁ Habltat Affects (HAB1)
~ — Recreation/Resource Support (RRS)




ANEINCtional Areas

vvat er Quallty it Carry_lggj_(:apauty
( \/\ Q1) (CC1)

';_ _lparlan Vegetation — Storage Capacity
= Condition /Attenuation

= e
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:1"1:— Upland Buffers to — Hydraulic alterations
Riparian Ecotone




ANEINCtional Areas
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SMEEertat Aflects o Recreatlon/
(_ FLAEND) Biological Uses
'!i_rect Losses (RBU)
E Secondary — Loss of Use
~Alterations — Loss of Accessibility

i--"_,""h.
ey
—1 __‘,-—'-
— m—
"
]




. N
ANEINCtional Areas

Ve ENd Core Functional Groups
“HGM Function Models used as Basis
Eydrologic (HYD)
Blogeochemlcal (BGC)




Weuand HEMEunctionss
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Group Function [Description
F1 Energy Dissipation/Short-term Surface Water Detention
HYD F2 Long term surface Water Storage
F3 Maintian Characteristic Hydrology
F4 Reserved
F5 Removal of Imported Inorganic nitrogen
F6 Solute Adsorption Capacity
BGC
F7 Retention of Inorganic Particulates
F8 Export of Organic Carbon (dissolved and particulate)
F9 Maintain Characteristic Native Plant Community Composition
F10 |Maintian Characteristic Detrital Biomass
HAB2
F11 |Vertebrate Community Structure and Composition
F12 |Maintain Landscape Scale Biodiversity
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SEIeIRerGreener | and i

SHnvested $10 million in watershed planning
SpIlE S6 million in matching funds

= B Otal investment $1.3

= billion

Table 1. Growing Greener Watershed Planning Awards 1999-2006

DEP Matching Grant Total Project
Region Funds Amount Funding
3
16
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SNt Planning and' PrioritiZaticngs

Effort

IR —

2 PAY ater and Lands Assessment GIS
Vaelel
Wnder Development Completion mid 2010

| :5 iSiEEd/State agency and Conservation Org. effort

o

= — Purpose IS to establish a comprehensive
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= protection, conservation and environmental

-~ restoration planning framework for all
Commonwealth agencies and conservation
erganizations seeking to protect and restore
resources




ROLENTIEI Program Patngrs
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— H” ‘Habitat Program — Consultants
E 1\;“’ CS — Contractors
_-L EWWS — Universities

USGS — Consortiums

- = .'_

;n?_- Various DEP programs — Mitigation Bankers

- — PEMA/FEMA
— NGOs

— Philadelphia Water
Department




B

fitgejretiad Ecolge)jczll

_'E-l-'--'"
'_(‘

' o€ S[VIGES) Crl_Oaf*]'jr.y :mhan carflert
' eifle] SuUpgort Progreais,

e
—
_..—-.r—
_-lll—-




