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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 
 

• Stream-centric 
 

• NCEEP tools and procedures for Mitigation Plan 
review and approval   

  



 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 

  



 Site/Project Selection and Baseline 
Information 

  

• Watershed Planning 
  
• EEP’s Mitigation RFP process 

 
• IRT Project Review  

 
• Mitigation Plan Document 
 

 
 

   
  



 

• Watershed Planning 

 Site/Project Selection and Baseline Information 

Green – Targeted Local Watersheds 
Yellow – Watershed Plans 



 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   
• Risk and Implementation Module 
• QC Program of Provider 
• Project Stage 
  

 Site/Project Selection and Baseline Information 

Proposal 
Evaluations 



   

• Lateral and Vertical Stability 
 

• Buffer or Wetland Vegetation Condition 
 

• Channel Substrate 
 

• Degree of Prior Manipulation 
 

• Condition of Existing Habitat 
 

• Proximity and Nature of Stressors 
 

Baseline Information 



   

  

  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  
 

Baseline Information 
“Functional Balance Sheet” 



Example –  

Flood contours > bankfull flows.  Exhibit and 
stats are potential indicator of projects flood 
attenuation potential. 

 

 

   

Baseline Information 



No Cover Sparse Moderate Extensive 

Baseline Information 



Uplift in bedform diversity, faceted nature of bed 
profile existing and proposed 

Instream Habitat Potential  

Baseline Information 



Uplift in bedform diversity, faceted nature of bed 
profile existing and proposed 

Instream Habitat Potential  

Example –Bank Condition 
Distributions 

Water Quality and Habitat 
Potential 

Baseline Information 



Baseline Information 



Maximum Remaining Uplift 

Potential 

Approach / Level of 

Intervention (Work Plan) 

Assessment/Monitoring 

Timeframe 

Tailored Goals, 

Objectives and 

Performance 

Standards 

Watershed and Project Stressors 

Attendant Functional Losses/Reductions  

Project Site Characteristics - Stream 

High uplift yield opportunities 

Standing value (bugs, instr hab,buf) 

Constraints 

Channel Boundary Factors 

Stream Evolutionary Factors 

Alignment Factors 

Uplift modifiers 

Framework for Arriving at Mitigation Work Plan, 
Goals, Performance Standards and Monitoring   

Risk Cost 



   

 
• Planning to revise by the end of 2013 
 
• Overlap with other frameworks 

 
• “Functional Pyramid” Framework   

 

Current Mitigation Plan Guidance –  
A Work in Progress 



Harman, W., R. Starr, M. Carter, K. Tweedy, M. Clemmons, K. Suggs, C. Miller. 2012. A 
Function-Based Framework for Stream Assessment and Restoration Projects. US 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds, 

Washington, DC EPA 843-K-12- 06.  



   

• Early IRT interaction 
 

• EEP technical review 
 

• Matrix management – team review 
 

• For streams a review checklist is utilized 
 

 

Internal Technical Mitigation Plan 
Review 



Harman, W., R. Starr. 2011. Natural Channel Design Review Checklist. US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, MD. 



IRT Review Process 

60 
Days 




