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Vigjersmemes: ProposedsRule™

EOSIUVE TEEUNACK:

irming “Seguence”, Raising standards,
Nicreasing accountability, ensuring efficiency
*-and IMpPreving success rates

OﬂStrUCtIVG criticism:

= Ensuring “equivalency”, role of state
programs, scale of watershed/service area,
should vs. shall, definitions, much more...




Vigjersmemes: ProposedsRule™

SIIIWEp ANty COompensation:
— leligfe
SREEsivnete response to proposed phase-out of
Siraditional ILF

.

B s Right thing to do in order to ensure equivalent effective
standards

e Consider retaining ILF but implement significant reforms
such as:
— Hard preference for “in ground” compensation

— Set ILF fee schedules significantly higher than bank credit
prices

— Require ILFs to incorporate an RFP process that incorporates
private-sector efficiencies
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SN =Y deadline: June 30 2006

> lglgy fictions are in March 28, 2006 Federal
:F' _glster Nejifel<
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= WWW.ReguIatlons.gov (Public Docket)
® Electronic submission
e \/ilew all other comment submissions
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1 Gene aI endorsement off Watershed Appreach
C

‘or Senn [egarding practical implementation
r!vallablI|ty/quaI|ty/nature of plans

Influencmg existing planning
,...:f“ ‘Enceuraging planning by other agencies (e.g., NRCS)
== Approach without a plan
= Quality/depth of assessment necessary
— Minimum information requirements? Or not?

e Case by case vs. holistic
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IECKING/Compliance s

- Pal Feritstatesenrdatalasessliesito
HSHENNiEr-operability, datasharing,
'lic access

veraglng geospatial data (e.g. JDs)
' “'*fCompensatory mitigation compliance
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~—_concerns — GAO

¢ Constructive response and actions
Underway.




SHIFENt/Future, Issuess
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£ Of SEIKS mcreasmg ILF decreasmg
rieg ._onal \Varations;in use
rr 9IEMIS With creation
,.:L\ ed More consideration of soll metrics

udles that loek at:

— {mpacts vs compensation sites
— type of mitigation provider (motivation)
— Soll erganic matter, bulk density

* Better information dissemination (and training)
and better management/use of grey lit.




