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Summary

• General details

• List of documents

• Procedure: flow chart

• Checklist

• Instructions

• Examples

• FAQ’s

• (Updates: list of changes - none yet)

• POC’s
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SOP for Evaluation of Proposed 

Compensatory Mitigation Sites



BUILDING STRONG®

on the Cornerstone of the Southwest

4

• Completed February 06, 2015, by regional PDT (2 year effort)

• Implemented in 2016 by SPL as a 2 year pilot project

• Benefits:

 Assists project managers in implementing a watershed approach when 
evaluating mitigation proposals.

 Selection of more ecologically successful compensatory mitigation 
sites.

 Provides structured decision-making procedure while retaining 
flexibility.

 Results in a written rationale (decision document) for determinations 
regarding the appropriateness of the proposed compensatory mitigation 
activities for the site(s) in question.

 Includes guidance for each step of checklist.

SOP for Evaluation of Proposed 

Compensatory Mitigation Sites
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Procedure Components

• Procedure consists of:

 1 Flowchart

 3 Attachments

 1. Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist

 2.  Training presentation

 3.  Examples

5



BUILDING STRONG®

on the Cornerstone of the Southwest

Flow Chart
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Attachment 1 (steps 1-2)

Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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Can be a proposed 

PRM, bank, or ILF 

mitigation site.

Use a separate column for each mitigation 

site/method (i.e., each geographically 

separate site needs to be evaluated in its 

own column).  Similarly, two adjacent sites 

with different mitigation methods should be 

evaluated in separate columns.

Objectives:

habitat conservation/biodiversity; water storage/flow 

attenuation; water quality; target population of special status 

biota; specific aquatic resource function(s); other:

Cite and attach figures 

for each mitigation site.

Site treatment types:

Introduction of plant materials; invasive 

species control; hydrological manipulation; 

topographic/substrate manipulation

2.e = proposed aquatic 

resource type

2.f: see SPD 

compensatory mitigation 

and monitoring guidelines 

for hydrology types
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Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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Check “N/A” if an appropriate 

watershed plan is not available.
When is a watershed plan 

appropriate?  See next slide.

If multiple watershed plans:

-do all meet “appropriate” criteria?

-do any conflicts pertain to checklist steps?

-use best professional judgment when 

determining what information and/or 

recommendations are applicable and explain 

rationale (cite in checklist and attach).

Example watershed plans:

SAMP

ADID

State Section 319 funded/generated 

Watershed and Wetland Action Plans

USFS Watershed Condition   

Assessment Framework and   

Watershed Action Plans
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Watershed Plans
• From Mitigation Rule 33 CFR 332.2, “watershed plan: means:

 A plan developed by federal, tribal, state, and/ or local government agencies or appropriate 

non-governmental organizations, in consultation with relevant stakeholders, for the specific 

goal of aquatic resource restoration, establishment, enhancement, and preservation. 

 A watershed plan addresses aquatic resource conditions in the watershed, multiple 

stakeholder interests, and land uses. 

 Watershed plans may also identify priority sites for aquatic resource restoration and 

protection. 

 Examples of watershed plans include special area management plans, advance identification 

programs, and wetland management plans. 

• A watershed plan may be “appropriate” if it:

 Meets criteria from Mitigation Rule definition (above).

 Addresses watershed profile (see FAQs).

 Addresses existing and desired ecological functions and services of aquatic resources 

throughout watershed.

 Establishes priorities and/or recommendations for aquatic resource restoration (in a general 

sense of the term) in terms of location, habitat types, etc.

 Is relatively recent (finalized within last 5-10 years).

 The more of the above criteria that apply, the better the case for an "appropriate" watershed 

plan.
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Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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What is a watershed profile?  See FAQs.

What does “ecologically isolated” mean?  See FAQs.

Justification 

required for each 

step.  Cite and 

attach extra sheets 

if additional space 

needed.

For each step, an 

overall “yes” or 

“no” must be 

checked for each 

column used.

Checklist is designed as series of 

yes/no questions.  Wording can be 

slightly confusing: a “yes” means the 

site is acceptable for that particular 

step or sub-step.
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Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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5a, 5b, and 5c depend 

on the mitigation 

method proposed in 

each column (i.e., only 

use one step, 5a, 5b, 

or 5c, per column).
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Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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See Table 1 at end 

of checklist

If the site is expected to attain good 

ecological condition (integrity) relative to 

reference sites, then it is likely increasing 

most functions.

“change” means conversion to 

undesired land cover type with 

respect to watershed profile, 

watershed plans, watershed needs 

etc.



BUILDING STRONG®

on the Cornerstone of the Southwest

Attachment 1 (step 5c)

Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist

13

5c(a-f) correspond to Mitigation Rule: 332.3(h)(1)(i-v)

This question is focused on the benefits of 

preservation to sustain landscape function 

in light of future change e.g., land 

development, climate change.

This question is focused on 

the benefits of preservation 

to current landscape 

functions.
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Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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If mitigation plan/proposal 

does not include a water 

budget, one should be 

requested.

How can a PM determine 

this?  Check delineations 

submitted for nearby sites 

and note typical 

wetland/stream soils. Review 

other available soil data.

1st: Has applicant stated site is free of 

contaminants?

2nd: Request applicant search available 

databases to see if contaminated site(s) 

nearby (for example, CA-DTSC Enviroster

database).

3rd: For sites with high probability of 

contamination, request applicant prepare 

a Phase 1 environmental site 

assessment. 

See next slide for buffer width info.
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Buffer Width
Excerpt from:
Nichols, Sandra S.; McElfish, James M. Jr; and Kihslinger, Rebecca L., "Planner's guide to wetland buffers for local governments"

(2008). Environmental Sustainability Publications. Paper 857.

http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/tles_publications/857

http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/tles_publications/857
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Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist

16

Applicant may have access to this 

information as part of their local 

approval process.  Otherwise, check 

local specific/general plans.

Check “N/A” if water rights don’t exist 

for proposed site and offsite water 

rights are not an issue for the site.
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Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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Explain conclusion for overall 

mitigation proposal: is it 

acceptable, are parts of it 

acceptable and others not, or is 

the entire proposal unacceptable 

and for each case, why? 

Caveat: A heavily urbanized 

watershed may have limited 

compensatory mitigation 

opportunities such that a given 

proposal may be appropriate 

despite more steps having 

been found unacceptable.  This 

would be especially true for 

projects with impacts to 

disturbed/low functioning 

aquatic resources and limited 

compensatory mitigation 

objectives.

Note:  PMs may deviate from the guidance provided 

herein if such deviations can be documented in the 

checklist with sufficient justification.

Explain conclusion for each separate 

mitigation site/type proposal (i.e., for each 

column): is it acceptable or not and why?  

Cite and attach additional pages if 

needed. 
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Attachment 1 (Table 1: Stressor List for step 5b)

Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist
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In Table 1 column 3, label individual 

stressors by checklist column (A,B,C).  If 

stressors extensive, may need to prepare 

separate table for each checklist column.
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Attachment 3
Examples

125XX.3-SPL Compensatory mitigation site evaluation checklist 

examples.

 Example 1: Lazy Day Ranch

 Example 2: Del Norte
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)

• Q1: Do I have to complete this checklist for all my Regulatory 
projects?

 A: Completing the checklist is an SPL requirement for any new project requiring compensatory mitigation 
(see SOP pages 1-2: Applicability).

• Q2: What does improving the overall watershed profile of the 
watershed mean? 

 A: Improvements to a watershed profile occur when impacts to aquatic resources are offset by 
compensatory mitigation that is focused on types (classes) of aquatic resources that:

a. Naturally occur in a project watershed area or broader region,

b. May be relatively rare because of historical loss, and

c. Contribute to the connectivity of aquatic resources in the project watershed area.

For example, improvements to a watershed profile may occur when loss of seasonal depressional
wetlands are offset with reestablishment of vernal pool wetlands.   Another example, is when a seasonal 
depressional wetland (e.g., farmed wetland) impact is offset with a riverine wetland or slope wetland 
mitigation project.  In some circumstances, loss in area of a common or none natural wetland type may 
be offset by improvement (lift) in the condition of a larger area of a different wetland type per above list 
criteria. In other words, improvements in the watershed profile may be documented based on change 
(“lift”) in aquatic resource abundance, diversity (type/location) and/or condition.
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FAQs (continued)
• Q3:  What does “ecologically isolated” mean?

 A: Ecological isolation means a site is geographically separated from other nearby habitats such that 
migration by wildlife to and from the site would be substantially impaired.  For example:
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POC’s (PDT)
• SPA: Deanna Cummings

• SPD: Thomas Cavanaugh

• SPK: Will Ness

• SPL: Dan Swenson (PDT lead)

• SPN: Bryan Matsumoto
 Former PDT member: Laurie Monarres
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Questions?

vs.


