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Objectives

* Wetland
Mitigation Update

* Stream Mitigation
Update

* Case
Studies/Success
Stories




Wetland
Mitigation
Update

It’s all about that
Bank...bout that Bank




Number of Bank Sites
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Wetland Banking Trends

Wetland Bank Sites in Michigan by Year
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Location of Wetland Bank Sites




Wetland Bank Service Areas




Are all wetland
bank sites amazing?




Wetland
Hydrology
Pilot Project

* EPA grant to install 70
monitoring wells in existing
wetlands

* Collect data on hydroperiods of
different wetland types

* Y sites will use Michigan’s
Wetland Monitoring and
Assessment sites

* 7-10 years of data collection

* Results may be used to modify
existing hydrology standards for
permits/bank sites




Environmental Justice and Mitigation

1 P AlleTRaTRE
HER

* Environmental Justice is the equitable
treatment and meaningful ol Mt
. . { [
involvement of all people, regardless i
of race, color, national origin, ability,
or income.

MiElscreen Score Percentile Results

Census Tract 26163584400 in Wayne County

MiIiEJ Score Percentile 83
--Environmental Conditions
Percentile 70

—-Exposure Percentile 66
—Environmental Effects Percentile 76

* Historically some areas of the state
have lost significant wetland
resources values caused by
development

--Population Characteristics

Percentile 83

—-Sensitive Populations Percentile 83
—-Socioeconomic Factors Percentile 81

* EGLE considers EJ in decision making
process when issuing permits

* May result in partial on-site This tract has 3,244 people over a 2.0
.y . square mile area for a population density

mitigation or purchase of bank

credits in EJ areas
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“No Net Loss”

* Most projects
reqbwre purchase
of bank credits

* Preservation as
mitigation is
usually
accompanied by
bank credit
purchase or
restoration

° At least 1:1
restoration/credits
for no net loss




Where do we go
from here?

* There’s room for
improvement

* More focus on functions
and values

* Increase diversity of
wetland types or
incorporate existing
wetlands, upland buffers,
etc.

* Restore historically lost
wetland types?

Photo by Bradford 5. Slaughter



Status of stream mitigation
St ream New stream mitigation web page
Mitigation MisQT

Common challenges

What’s next?




Status of Stream
Mitigation

= MIiSQT officially available since 2021

- 15 permitted stream mitigation projects
using MiSQT

" 4 permitted in 2022, and 11 in 2023
= Types of Projects:
. 11 private development

. 2 public sector
. 2 utility projects

: Distribution:
. 8 Warren District
. 3 Grand Rapids District
. 2 Jackson District
. 1 Bay City District
. 1 Gaylord District

" 6 projects had off-site mitigation
= 6 projects have been completed

1 monitoring report submitted




Stream Mitigation

S New EGLE Stream Mitigation web page!
e o www.mi.gov/lakesandstreams
e o Stream Mitigation Plan Checklist

| == o Info on Financial Assurance and
Conservation Easement models coming
soon




Stream

Checklist --- new!

Mitigation Plan

Site Selection

Site Protection Instruments and
Financial Assurances ey

TREES SsB)88 —,
SEK LARDSCAPE PLAR)

Baseline Assessment Information
(MiSQT) for the Impact and Mitigation
sites

Functional lift at the Mitigation Site
(MisSQT)

Design plans including vegetation plan

STARE LA TION SEDD WK OR
TOE WOOU PROTECTION

Monitoring and Performance
Standards

Adaptive Management



Michigan Stream
Quantification Tool

* What is the MiSQT?
* Quantitative stream functional assessment
* Looks at stream functions:
— Pre- and post-impact
* Quantifies functional loss
— Pre- and post-mitigation/restoration
* Quantifies functional lift

* Includes metrics like floodplain
connectivity, riparian buffer, bedform
diversity, large woody debris

» Categorizes functions as: functioning, not
functioning, and functioning-at-risk

ON-BASED PARAMETER SUMMARY

nction-Based Parameters Existing Parameter Froposed Parame

4 Runadf

dplain Connectivity
5 Wondy Delbris

ral Migration

rian Vegeration
Form Diversity

perature

eria

il

alved Coiygen

rofmvertebrates

Existing Condition Score (ECS) 0.34
Proposed Condition Score (PCS) U-ﬂ
Change in Functional Condition {PC5 - EC5) 0.50
Percent Condition Change 147%
Existing Stream Length (ft) 609
Proposed Stream Length (ft) 700
Additional Stream Length (ft) 91
Existing Functional Foot Score (FF5) 207
Proposed Functional Foot Score (FFS) __588
Proposed FFS - Existing FFS (AFF) 3809 P2




Michigan Stream
Quantification Tool

 Officially available since 2021 e

IMNTRODUCTIODMN TO THE

PG A

* 15 projects permitted using the MiSQT AN I e P T 1 SR
* Qutreach efforts: e
** Introductory Webinars
** Workshop at this conference

*** Currently planning workshops for EGLE
and other agency staff

* Ongoing data collection efforts to support
Michigan reference standards

< LWD
*»» Bedform Diversity
* New EGLE MiSQT web page!




Michigan Stream
Quantification Tool

Michigan Stream
Quantification Tool
[MISOT)

Infarmation and Tools

MISQT Spreadsheet User Data Collection and A Function-Based
Manual Analysis Manual Framework for Stream

EGLE Water Quality and
Biological Procedures

P Survey Protocols for Wadakble
CtreamsiRivers

P51 Matric Scoring and Interprotation

P22 Survey Protocols for Men-wadable
Rivers

E. codl I Surface Watars

New EGLE MiSQT web page!
o www.mi.gov/lakesandstreams

Assessment &
Restoration Projects

5QT Catchment Assessment
wWatlands Map Viewer
MMadel My Watersed

MDOT State Transportation Improvemesnt
Pragram [STIP)

Michigan Richards-Baker Flashiness Index
Heport

Michigan Integrated Report 305(b] and
FO3[d) sLatiss

o MiSQT workbooks and field manuals; Field methodologies and
calculators; Introductory webinar recordings



= Common
- Challenges

* Learning curve with MiSQT
assessment

* Unfamiliar methodology
and timeframe

* Starting the assessment
late in the process

* Leads to.....

* Stream mitigation plan not
finalized by permit issuance

* Conceptual plan
submitted

* Mitigation amounts and
location are known

* But detailed plans are
still in process

* Will improve with time and
better web resources for
applicants



Common
Challenges
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* Finding good off-site mitigation
locations
* Site selection criteria:

* Within same HUC 10
watershed preferred

* Low stream functionality =
highest functional lift

 Site constraints/area
available for restoration

* Ability to protect the
improvements

* Recommendations:

* Cooperate with local
watershed councils or
conservation districts

* Look for stream sites on
public lands




Common
Challenges

Difficulty in getting site
protection instruments
* Conservation Easements

* Drain Agreements

All mitigation must be
protected so that functional
improvements will remain.

A site that cannot be
protected in perpetuity
cannot be used for
mitigation.

This should be determined
early in process; before
costly plans are developed.
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- Common
Challenges

* Legal agreement between
the drain commissioner and
EGLE

* For any mitigation projects in
designated county drains

* Drain maintenance activities
in the mitigation area must
protect functional
improvements

* Discussions with Drain
Commissioners are ongoing

* More education and
outreach is needed




What’s Next?

Development of additional
resources for applicants on
EGLE’s web page

*%* Financial Assurance and
Conservation Easement
models

** Example Stream Mitigation
Plan and Monitoring Report

MiSQT and bankfull workshops
for EGLE and other agency staff

Review of additional data for
LWD and Bedform Diversity
reference standards




