Developing A Watershed Approach to Mitigation

ELI Stream Compensatory Mitigation Webinar Series
14 December 2018

Nick Miller, Director of Science & Strategy, The Nature Conservancy in Wisconsin
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Watershed Approach Handbook
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Watershed Approach Handbook
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Sites & Opportunities
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A. Determine Watershed Needs
B. Prioritize Sites

C. Consider Wetland Wildlife Habitat
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A. Watershed Needs
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Current
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Flood Abatement
Fish & Aquatic Habitat
Sediment Retention
Nutrient Transformation
Surface Water Supply

Watershed Service
Loss

Need
Opportunity



A. Watershed Needs (Results)

e

SW Lake Michigan Milwaukee Lower Pigeon
River ilwaukee Creek
River



B. Prioritize Sites

Example: Flood abatement Water Quality

* Nitrogen Reduction
* Phosphorus reduction
* Sediment Reduction
Shoreline protection
Fish & aquatic habitat
Surface water supply
Carbon storage
Floristic Integrity

Opportunity
Effectiveness @
Social significance % %
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C. Wetland Wildlife Habitat

Shallow Marsh Guild
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C. Wetland Wildlife Habitat (Results)

_Duluth

All Guilds"™

~
. 1 Rochaster

ki 4 rond a¥9e  ghaboygan
Ausin 4
% o’ i 7
w» -
s . \ "y
3y L) -
Madisoft &% Mibm ca1 b
. ' Racioe Y t N g Ko
" - > 3 2
- - 2 Kenotha Kenosha
3 - o ol A Waterloo Dutuigue N . ? y
Wisikeg e & d . 4 SRRY /24 0 o) 11

t Paul i Wisconsim

Green Bay

Rochester

LaCrosse ISR o o en s
v 4 i \.. d ('\»! .ac K-Sheboygan

son City E IS LaCToscs Fond&Nae. + sheboyoan Yooresa
_Ma’.i:‘:ct": Milw aukee e ]
~ L # -
Racme
Kenooha | askee
Waterloo PDubuque P ’
O Q Walerioo Cubsegie - e Walertos Dubsgie
Waukegan -~ = e o :




Watershed Approach Handbook

Watershed Watershed
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meet needs

Prioritize sites &

A. Determine Watershed Needs e
B. Prioritize Sites

C. Consider Wetland Wildlife Habitat
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Top-tier site for... AT
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Habitat opportunities for...
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Flood Abatement POI ct underwdy “ * Forest interior species
Fish & Aquatic Habitat  ~50 ac generating e Shallow marsh species
Water Quality (N reduction) credits * Shrub swamp species
Surface Water Supply e ~S880K

Total # of Services




Validation: Comparing GIS & Field Assessments

On-site Rank Same
On-site Rank Lower
B On-site Rank Higher

- Flood
Abatement

Number of Sites

Very High High Moderate Low or NA
GISRAM Rank

On-site Rank Same
On-site Rank Lower
m On-site Rank Higher

Floristic
Quality

e MKEprop_pt28July
County Boundaries

| ] Huc10 Boundary \ " ‘
\ HUC12 Boundary . - -

Southeast Glacial Plains

Number of Sites

Central Lake Michigan Coastal e
Southern Lake Michigan Coastal ) | N\ \ ‘ p \ Verv ngh ngh Moderate Low or NA

GISRAM Rank




Who is this for?

Land Trusts

Local governments

Wetland Consultants

Planners (Counties, RPC’s)

Nutrient Management Specialists
Mitigation regulators & project sponsors
Wildlife & Natural Resource Managers
Universities & Extensions

Watershed Planners

Private Businesses

Lake Associations

Potential Applications

Watershed plans

Grant proposals

Conservation planning

Outreach & education

Site selection, assessment, and design

Local & regional Comprehensive Plans

Nutrient trading & Adaptive Management

Siting natural infrastructure (e.g., for flood control)
Lake management plans (incl. shoreline protection)
Nutrient management planning

Wetland service valuation

Habitat improvement

Prioritizing projects

Research
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http://www.wetlandsbydesign.org/

Stream vs. Wetland Watershed Approach

* Similarities:
* Watershed-scale perspectives necessary for project success

* Planning & program require careful integration
(Instrument/CPFs, site selection, proposal review)

* Regulatory context: Relevant for compensation and avoidance

* Non-reg context: Opportunities to aggregate multiple
interests/funds toward site- & watershed-scale outcomes

e Similar/same DSS environment
e Differences:
* Which functions/services, and how assessed

e Stream Watershed Approach more conducive to prescribed
outcomes?






