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Wildlife and habitats

 Urban ecosystem



26.96 million (2014)

84.7% of TX population live 

in urban areas!

Wildlife and habitats
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Wildlife and habitats

 Wildlife can get pushed to ‘refuges’



Wildlife and habitats

 Should we maintain areas for wildlife?



Values of being close to nature

 Biophilia



Values of being close to nature

 Health benefits

 “When people have access to open spaces, they 

exercise more, which reduces obesity and health care 

costs related to physical as well as mental and stress-

related problems”

Physiological Effects of Nature Therapy: A Review of the Research, Aug 2016 - Science



Values of being close to nature

 Property values – proximate principle



Values of being close to nature

 Future stewards of nature



Uses of water by wildlife

 Creeks as corridors



Uses of water by wildlife

 Ponds as habitats





Foundation of vegetation

 Wetland species of plants



Foundation of vegetation

 Wetland species of plants



Foundation of vegetation

 Wetland species of plants



Foundation of vegetation

 Wetland species of plants



Foundation of vegetation

 Plants as phytoremediation

International Journal of Phytoremediation



Foundation of vegetation

 Diversity leads to diversity



Oliver Nature Park, Mansfield
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Oliver Nature Park, Mansfield



Hillwood Commons; AllianceTX
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Hillwood Commons; AllianceTX



Future maintenance?

 Changing mowing regimes



Future maintenance?

 Changing mowing regimes



Future maintenance?

 Establishing plant populations



Monitoring water quality

 Texas Stream Team



Waterways valuable to 

wildlife and to us
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Corps Regulatory Program District 

Boundaries in Texas

Tulsa District

Fort Worth 

District
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District
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Regulatory Program Authorities

50

Section 404 Clean Water Act – 1977
Discharge of dredged and fill material

Section 10 Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1899 -Construction and dredging 

Section 103 Marine Protection, 
Research and Sanctuaries Act – 1972
(Ocean Dumping Act) Transport and 
discharge of Dredged material 
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Regulatory Program Purposes

 Sections 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 -

Protect Navigation 

 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 

Restore and maintain the physical, chemical and 

biological integrity of the Nation's waters 

 Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and 

Sanctuaries Act of 1972 - Protect marine resources 

associated with ocean disposal of dredged material
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Regulatory Program Goals

 Protect the Aquatic Environment

 Render Fair and Reasonable Decisions

 Provide for Efficient Decision Making
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Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899

 Section 10 (work in or affecting)
► Regulate the obstruction or alteration 

of navigable waters
• Constructing structures in, over, under 

navigable waters

• Excavation/dredging

• Depositing material

• Any other work that affects the course, 
location, condition, or capacity of 
navigable waters

► Also applies to the construction of 
artificial islands or installations on the 
outer continental shelf

53
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Clean Water Act
 Section 404 - The Corps 

regulates the discharge  
of dredged or fill material
into navigable waters at 
specified disposal sites.

 Fill material – replaces  
water with dry land or 
raises the bottom elevation 
of a waterbody.

54

 Dredged material – any addition of dredged material into,               
including redeposit of dredged material other than incidental 
fallback within, waters of the United States.
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Waters of the United States

Two Primary Elements

• Exhibits specific physical features

Presence of ordinary high water mark in open non-tidal waters

Line on shore or bank established by water fluctuations

Examples:  shelving, soil changes, destruction of terrestrial 

vegetation, presence of litter and debris, other appropriate means 

considering surrounding area

– High tide line in open tidal waters

– Presence of wetlands determined by hydrology, soils, and 

vegetation

• Meets definition of “waters of the United States” 

in 33 CFR 328.3(a)
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Obvious

Ephemeral

Perennial 

Intermittent 
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Not so obvious
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Excluded

59
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Wetlands
Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 

ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, 

and that under normal circumstances do support, a 

prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated 

soil conditions  (33 CFR 328.3 (b)). Defined by hydrology, 

soils, and vegetation – may need consultant to ID.
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Regulated Activities - Section 404

 The discharge of dredged or fill material into waters 
of US is “trigger” that requires some form of authorization 
under Section 404 from USACE
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Discharge of Dredged Material

 Material excavated or dredged from waters of U.S. and redeposited into 

waters of the U.S.- 33 CFR 323.2(d) (includes sediment releases from 

dams)

 Runoff or overflow from a contained land or water disposal area

 Redeposit of dredged material other than incidental fallback.  Examples:  

mechanized landclearing, channelization, sidecasting, temporary 

stockpiling, redistribution of channel/lake sediments.

 The method may determine if a permit is required. 
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Discharge of Dredged Material

 Discharge of dredged material does not include:
► Discharges associated with onshore (upland) processing of 

dredged material extracted for commercial use

► Activities involving only cutting or removing vegetation so that 
root systems are not disturbed

► Incidental fallback of dredged material

 Section 404 authorization is not required for incidental 
addition of dredged material that would not have the 
effect of destroying or degrading an area of waters of the 
US
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 Detailed definition at 33 CFR 323.2(e)

 Material placed into waters of U.S. where material has effect of:

► replacing water with dry land; or

► changing bottom elevation of any portion of a  water

 Examples:  rock,  sand, soil, road construction debris, wood chips, 

overburden from mining or other excavation activities, materials 

used to create any structure or infrastructure in waters of the U. S.

Discharge of Fill Material
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Stuck big yellow machines are not a discharge of fill material…however
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Exemptions

 Certain discharges for specific activities are 
exempt from Section 404 permitting
► Routine maintenance activities

► Does not include any modification to character, 
scope, or size of the original fill design

► Includes emergency reconstruction of recently 
damaged parts, of currently serviceable structures

• Must occur w/in a reasonable period of time after damage 
occurs in order to qualify for the exemption (typically 2 years) 
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Exemptions

 Normal farming, silvicultural & ranching activities
► Farm, ranch, or forestry roads

► Includes construction or maintenance of on-channel 

farm or stock ponds
• Farm ponds must be appropriately sized for number of cattle.

• “Frac” ponds are not exempt
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Big Tip:  Careful Project Planning…

 By avoiding impacts to waters 
such as boring, no Section 404 
permit is required (may need a Section 

10)

 By minimizing the impacts to 
waters, the work may be 
authorized by a nationwide 
permit and may not require a 
pre-construction notification 
(pcn)

 Pre-application consultations 
encouraged
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Types of Permits

General Permits

Nationwide Permits (NWPs)

Regional Permits (RGPs)

Programmatic (PGPs)

Individual Permits

Letters of Permission (LOPs) 

Standard Individual Permits (SIPs) 
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Nationwide Permits

 52 Nationwide Permits - Activity Specific

 Focus on improving environmental protection while providing 
timely (usually < 45-days) simplified authorizations for work in 
aquatic environments and maximum user-friendliness

 Gave more protection to ephemeral streams, modified general 
conditions and clarified definitions NWPs

 Are valid for 5 years from date of issuance (expire 3-18-2022)

 There is a 300-linear-foot limit for loss of stream beds 
(includes ephemeral streams) some NWPs

► 300-foot-limit can be waived if the loss of stream bed would have minimal 
individual and cumulative adverse effect on the aquatic environment)

 Corps preconstruction notification (PCN) required in many 
cases

► Potential to impact cultural resources

► Potential to impact threatened or endangered species

► Presence of wetlands

 Resource agency coordination required in some cases
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Nationwide Permits
 52 NWPs, each with a scope of work of certain activities along with 

general conditions (ESA, cultural and historic resources, etc.)

 If your project meets the scope and conditions and does not exceed 
the pre-construction (pcn) threshold, you may complete the 
project without a written Corps authorization
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Regularly Used  Nationwide Permits

NWP   3:  Maintenance

NWP 12:  Utility Line Activities (pipelines, power lines)

NWP 13:  Bank Stabilization (bulkheads, riprap)

NWP 14:  Linear Transportation Projects (culverts, some road crossings)

NWP 18:  Minor Discharges (fill material, 25 CY max)

NWP 29:  Residential Developments

NWP 31:  Maintenance of Existing Flood Control Facilities

NWP 33:  Temporary Construction, Access, and Dewatering

NWP 39:  Commercial and Institutional Developments

NWP 42:  Recreational Facilities

NWP 43:  Stormwater Management Facilities

• Each project is unique, not all qualify for a NWP/RGP. When in doubt, 
ASK.
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NWP 13 - Examples
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NWP 14 - Examples
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NWP 29/39 - Examples
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NWP Templates to Expedite Permitting

http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/GeneralPermits.aspx
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Jurisdictional Delineation

 Regulatory Guidance Letter - RGL16-01

 Request for jurisdictional Determination (JD)
► No JD – Permitting based on project submittal 

jurisdictional delineation and review

► Preliminary JD – All aquatic resources are presumed 

jurisdictional; a PJD in not appealable

► Approved JD – May require coordination with EPA and 

Headquarters; can be appealed; valid for 5 years
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Regional General Permits

 RGP-8 Boat Ramps and Minor Facilities-scope includes boat ramp construction 
and minor activities including boat docks, boathouses, boat stalls, piers, fish 
attractors

 RGP-11 Exploration and Production Wells -construction of drilling and production 
pads, reserve and mud pits, access roads, coffer dams and staging areas.

 RGP-12 Modification and/or Alteration of Corps of Engineers Projects and 
Associated Regulated Activities – Modification to federally authorized projects, for 
example federally authorized levees and Corps managed lakes, that require Section 
408 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 permission.
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Letters of Permission

For minor work that has no significant individual or cumulative environmental impact and   
no appreciable opposition

Abbreviated evaluation procedure

► Coordination with federal and state fish and wildlife agencies 

► Public interest evaluation, but no public notice

LOP procedures may not have expiration dates 

Two Section 404 LOP procedures currently in place in Texas (both statewide):

LOP-1:  Activities at Certain Reservoirs & Federal & State Sponsored Projects

LOP-2:  Excavation Activities
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Standard Individual Permits

 When an activity cannot be authorized by general permit or LOP, a standard 
individual permit is required 

 Must submit application form (Eng Form 4345) or IP template form with 
information about the proposed activity 
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Regulatory Individual Permit 

Process Flow Chart

 

 
Corps receives application, 

conducts an initial review 

and assigns it to a Project 

Manager (PM) 

OMBIL Regulatory 

Management (ORM) data 

entered into database 

PM reviews application 

for completeness, as 

defined by Regulations 

325.1(d)(10) 

Is the 

application 

complete? 

NO 
PM writes a Request for 

Additional Information 

(RAI) within 15 days of 

receipt of application 

 

PM receives a reply to 

the RAI 

YES Does the project 

require coordination? 

YES 

Compile coordination document (such as a Public Notice or Letter of 

Permission Coordination within 15 days of receipt of complete 

application) also compile Endangered Species Consultation, and/or 

Essential Fisheries Habitat Coordination, Historic Resource Coordination  

 

Any objections, adverse 

comments or issues? 

PM coordinates the 

concerns/issues with the 

applicant 

YES NO 

 

 

PM compiles the decision recommendation document (such as the 

Environmental Assessment – Statement of Finding document or the 

Nationwide Permit Memorandum For Record) for permit decision 
 

Have the concerns/issues 

been resolved? 

YES 

Recommendation and draft permit is 

presented to management 

NO 

NO 

YES 

Corps considers the 

application withdrawn 

NO 

Can concerns/issues be 

resolved through 

additional coordination 

or project revisions? 

YES 

 

Permit issuance 

PM compiles a 

recommendation for denial 

of a Department of the Army 

permit  

 

Does management accept the 

recommendation? 

Re-write 

NO 

Rewrite 

 

Permit denial 

NO 

YES 

Does management accept the 

recommendation? 

NO 

YES 

 

Resolve the 

concerns/issues 

ISSUE DENY* 

 

*Denial could be 

determined 

appropriate without 

coordination 

Public 

Hearing? 

Note: this flowchart is a very basic representation of the 

process; and, the process is affected by several exterior 

factors (ESA, etc) that add to, or alter it 
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Principles in 2008 Mitigation Final Rule
33 CFR Part 332

 Mitigation sequencing
► avoid, minimize, compensate

 Preference hierarchy for compensatory mitigation and three types
► Mitigation bank credits

► In-lieu fee (ILF)program credits

► Permittee-responsible mitigation under a watershed approach

• On-site and/or in-kind

• Off-site and/or out-of-kind
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Tips for Streamlining Permitting 

Process

 More = Better?  Not necessarily

 Provide detail commensurate with the complexity of 

the case and generally show your work

 Use straightforward, clearly-reproducible drawings 

with complete legends

 Check submittals for accuracy

► Consistency among sections, including figures and math

 Seek advice of a good environmental consultant, 

when appropriate
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Corps Regulatory Program 

Information

 National Regulatory Program Home Page:

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramand 
Permits.aspx

 Fort Worth District Regulatory Home Page: 
http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx

 Fort Worth District Regulatory Number (817) 886-1731

 If this presentation assisted you, please help us improve our services by    

completing the survey on the following website:  

http://corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramand Permits.aspx
http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx
http://corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey
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Questions?
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Fort Worth District 

Mitigation Banking
Objectives

• Define Mitigation Banking & Considerations

• Post 2008 Mitigation Rule Guidance and Initiatives in the Fort 

Worth District
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Types of Compensatory Mitigation

Permittee-

Responsible

60%

In-Lieu Fees  7%

Mitigation Banks

33%
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Mitigation Bank Defined

 “… a site, or suite of sites, 

 resources (e.g., wetlands, streams, riparian areas) restored, established, 
enhanced, and/or preserved 

 for the purpose of providing compensatory mitigation for impacts authorized 
by DA permits. 

 mitigation bank sells compensatory mitigation credits to permittees whose 
obligation to provide compensatory mitigation is then transferred to the 
mitigation bank sponsor. 

 The operation and use of a mitigation bank are governed by a mitigation 
banking instrument.”
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Benefits of Third Party 

Mitigation
 Reduced risk & uncertainty

 More efficient compliance

 Greater planning and scientific effort

 May streamline permitting, by reducing effort evaluating 

mitigation proposal



BUILDING STRONG®

Benefits of Mitigation Banks

• Advance site identification

• Credit release linked to performance

• Compensation in advance of impacts
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Types of Mitigation Banks

• Single Client

• Commercial 

►Private (entrepreneurial)

►Public

►Private non-profit
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Mitigation Failures

Problems included: 

►Failure to implement

►Lack of oversight 

►Prevalence of on-site wetland creation 

►Low rate of ecologic success
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History

March 24, 2011 – Public Notice CESWF-11-TXRAM – Release of 

draft form for utilization and testing.

June 16, 2011 – Public Notice CESWF-10-MITB – Guidelines 

Covering Specific Elements for the Establishment of New 

Mitigation Bank in the Fort Worth District (First Round)

October 2, 2013 – Public Notice CESWF-13-MITB-1 – Fort Worth 

District Stream Mitigation Method
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History (cont.)

October 13, 2015 – Public Notice CESWF-11-TXRAM - TXRAM 

Version 2.0 

July 5, 2016 – Public Notice CESWF-12-MITB – Additional 

Guidelines Covering Specific Elements for the Establishment of 

New Mitigation Bank in the Fort Worth District (Second Round)

September, 2017 – Proposed additional Mitigation Banking 

Guidelines (Round 3) ????????
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Texas Rapid Assessment Method 

(TXRAM)
March 24, 2011 – Public Notice CESWF-11-TXRAM 

Provide a rapid, repeatable, field-based conditional assessment 

Evaluating ecological condition of wetlands and streams

Streamline and improve the process of impact assessment and 

mitigation calculation
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TXRAM

Successes

Better accountability of aquatic resource impacts and 

compensatory mitigation

Used for performance based credit releases associated with 

mitigation banks 

100



BUILDING STRONG®

TXRAM

Challenges

Resources to finalize – Time & $$

Currently under contract to revise TXRAM

 Wetland Module –

 Connectivity – Actually renders a lower score for sites surrounded by 

contiguous wetlands

Stream Module –

 Riparian Buffer – Too Narrow
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2011 Banking Guidelines

June 16, 2011 – Public Notice CESWF-10-MITB

(First Round)

Preservation

Monitoring Requirements

 Long-Term Hydrology

Credit Release Schedule

Service Area

102
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Service Area Guidelines

 Same SA for wetland and stream banks

 Combination of 8-digit HUC and Level III Ecoregions of Texas

 Primary, secondary, and tertiary service areas

 If guidelines are followed should be fewer issues

 If guidelines are not followed…could lead to delay

 Increased predictability 
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Service Area Guidelines

Successes

Compensatory mitigation in closer proximity to 

impacts

 Watershed / Ecoregion

Reduced evaluation times

 Increased predictability
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Service Area Guidelines

Challenges

 Less coverage = Less Competition

Smaller banks  ??
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Stream Mitigation Method
(50/50)

 USACE has typically shown a preference for in-kind 

replacement of lost aquatic functions  

 On-site ecological limitations for permittee-responsible 

mitigation (PRM) and lack of true in-kind mitigation bank 

credits

 In the Fort Worth District, this particularly held true for in-

kind replacement of lost stream functions  
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??Dilemma??

 Allowing for the exclusive continued use of upland buffer 

and wetland enhancement activities, to offset stream 

loss, would result in further net loss of overall stream 

functions within the District’s area of responsibility in the 

state of Texas.  

 In an effort to address this issue, the District  developed 

the “50-50” Stream Mitigation Method to help ensure that 

an appropriate level of compensatory mitigation for 

stream functions is achieved.
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Reason For Action
 Need to provide a greater degree of in-channel replacement of 

functions for impacted streams whereby compensatory mitigation is 

typically in-kind and performed to replace lost aquatic functions  

 Compensatory mitigation for most projects (except coal 

mines/reservoirs) occurs primarily through purchase of mitigation 

bank credits  

 Historically stream loss has been largely mitigated through upland 

plantings located in areas outside of waters of the U.S. (legacy 

mitigation banks)

► In a 2-year period approximately 100,000 LF of stream loss in the DFW 

area mitigated through banks without any in-channel work and minimal 

riparian work (upland tree plantings)
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Transparent Evaluation Process 

 Evaluated several alternatives including methods 

developed by other USACE Districts

 Developed draft proposal coordinated with Fort Worth 

District Office of Counsel and Southwestern Division

 Published a 30-day Public Notice on 15 APR 2013

 Public meeting held on 25 APR 2013 attended by 

Federal and state resource agencies, IRT members, 

bank sponsors, consultants, and stakeholders

 Public notice comment period extended 
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Definitions

 In-Channel Credits/In-Channel Lift:  Mitigation 

Bank Credits or PRM TXRAM lift generated from 

work performed in a given stream assessment reach 

(SAR) which results in a minimum of 50% ecological 

lift associated with the three TXRAM in-channel core 

elements.  These elements are identified as Channel 

Condition, In-stream Condition, and Hydrologic 

Condition. 

 Stream Credits:  Mitigation Bank Credits generated 

from activities associated with ecological lift achieved 

through activities that are not associated with in-

channel, nor with riparian work. 
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Definitions (cont.)

 Riparian Buffer Credits:  Mitigation Bank Credits or 

PRM TXRAM lift generated from riparian work 

performed in a given SAR, which results in ecological 

lift associated with the TXRAM core element 

identified as Riparian Buffer Condition.  

 In-Kind Mitigation:  Perennial and intermittent 

stream impacts are to be mitigated with in-kind 

replacement relative to stream type.  Ephemeral 

stream impacts may be mitigated with either 

ephemeral or intermittent stream mitigation.
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Stream Mitigation Method

 Follows similar logic to the hierarchy prescribed in the 

Mitigation Rule.  Maintains in-kind preference relative to 

hydrologic classification (ephemeral, intermittent, 

perennial)

 Incorporates a stepwise sequencing process to 

appropriately maximize use of mitigation banks with in-

channel credits for 50% of  required mitigation, based on 

credit availability  
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Stream Mitigation Method Hierarchy 

Mitigation Banks
 1st.  A minimum of 50% mitigation from banks with in-

channel credits.    Remaining mitigation through any 

combination of riparian buffer credits, or legacy bank, 

also referred to as “stream credits” (i.e. with little to no in-

channel work)

 2nd.  If in-channel bank credits are not available then a 

minimum of 50% of required mitigation from banks with 

riparian buffer credits and remaining mitigation from 

legacy bank credits

 3rd.  If riparian bank credits are not available, then all 

mitigation from legacy bank credits
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 This Stream Assessment Method serves to better align with the 2008 

Mitigation Rule relative to in-kind stream mitigation

 Consistent with all other Regulations

 Will increase in-kind credit demand, thus creating a market to 

support a greater number of mitigation banks with in-channel credits

 The preference for in-channel credits will affect legacy banks –

slower credit sales.  Credits would still remain as viable options.  

 Approved mitigation banks with credits currently classified as stream 

credits (a legacy bank term) which have performed in-channel or 

riparian work, would be able to request a mitigation credit re-

classification and ledger update to accommodate this new 

methodology
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TXRAM 2.0

Original intent was to use TXRAM 1.0 for one year and re-

evaluate.

District encouraged practitioners to utilize the model and to 

proved written comment.

Approximately 131 unique comments were received.

TXRAM 1.0 achieved its objectives but comments highlighted 

areas where it could be improved.
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TXRAM 2.0

Summary of Changes

 ????????????????
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2016 Banking Guidelines

July 5, 2016 – Public Notice CESWF-12-MITB

(Second Round)

Recently Disturbed Sites

Financial Assurances

Stream Credits (ownership/control of both sides        

of the stream)

Stream Design Plans (60% for DMBI / 95% for 

FMBI)
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2016 Banking Guidelines (cont.)

Consultant Qualifications & Experience

Modification of Existing MBIs

Reference Sites

Use of Index of Biotic Integrity

Performance Based Credit Releases

RIBITS Credit Ledger Reporting
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2016 Banking Guidelines (cont.)

 Irrigation and Monitoring

Abstract/Title Search

Funding of Long-Term Endowment

CE Holder Qualifications and Experience

Stream Mitigation Buffers
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2017 Proposed Banking Guidelines 

 Phase I Environmental Assessment

 Invasive Species Requirements

 Establish Performance Standards for Forest Restoration

 Baseline Data Requirement

 Stream Migration Buffer

 Reduction of Short Term Financial Assurances

 Stream Reference Reach Requirements

 Flash Grazing
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2017 Proposed Banking Guidelines (cont.) 

121

 Stream Stability for Riparian Planting

 Title Abstract

 Subsurface Mineral Exploration

 Templates

 Monitoring Phase JD’s

 Initial Credit Release for Stream and Wetland Creation

 Initiation of Mitigation Activities

 Force Majure
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33 CFR Part 332

 2008 Mitigation Rule – “Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources”

 33 CFR 332.3 (b) The district engineer shall consider the type and location of proposed

compensatory mitigation in the following order: Mitigation bank credits, In-lieu fee program

credits, Permittee-responsible mitigation under a watershed approach, Permittee-responsible

mitigation through on-site and in-kind mitigation, Permittee-responsible mitigation through

off-site and/or out-of-kind

mitigation.
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Permittee-Responsible Mitigation (Watershed 

Approach)

 33 CFR Part 332.3 (b) (4): Permitted impacts are not in the service

area of an approved mitigation bank; permittee-responsible

compensatory mitigation should be determined using the principles

of a watershed approach as outlined in paragraph (c) of this section.

 Paragraph (c) provides framework for choosing mitigation site using 

watershed approach.  A watershed approach may include on-site 

compensatory mitigation, off-site compensatory mitigation (including 

mitigation banks or in-lieu fee programs), or a combination of on-site 

and off-site compensatory mitigation.

 This applies primarily to those cases where a USACE recognized 

watershed plan exists.  This option is rarely used in the Fort Worth 

District.
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Permittee-responsible mitigation

through on-site and in-kind mitigation.

 Where a watershed approach is not practicable, on-site and in-kind compensatory mitigation 

is considered.

 The district engineer must also consider the practicability of on-site compensatory mitigation 

and its compatibility with the proposed project.
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Permittee-responsible mitigation

through off-site and/or out-of-kind

mitigation.

125

 For use when:

1. On-site, in-kind mitigation not practicable

2. Unlikely to compensate for the permitted impacts, or will be incompatible with the 

proposed project

3. Off-site and/or out-of-kind mitigation has greater likelihood of offsetting permitted impacts.

EXAMPLE:  Mitigation tract adjacent to state park in primary, secondary or tertiary area with 

mitigation activities undertaken by experienced mitigation provider.
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General Location of Mitigation Site(s)(cont)
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Impact Site

Primary
X

Secondary
Tertiary

Ecoregion

8 Digit HUC

Fort Worth District Boundary
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Mitigation Type

 In general, in-kind mitigation is preferable to out-of-kind mitigation

 If DE determines, using a watershed approach, that out-of-kind mitigation will serve the 

aquatic resource needs of the watershed, out-of-kind mitigation may be authorized (although 

this is rare).

 Compensatory mitigation of difficult-to-replace resources          should be through in-kind 

mitigation.
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Mitigation Plan Submittal

128

http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/MitigationTem

plates.aspx

http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/MitigationTemplates.aspx
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Additional District Policy

 It is an initiative of the Fort Worth District to hold 

permittee-responsible mitigation projects to the same 

standards as mitigation banks (to the extent 

possible).

 All permittee-responsible mitigation proposals must 

receive supervisor review/approval during the 

permitting process.
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Questions?



NCTCOG Programs & Resources

Green Infrastructure Guidebook

 Guide to aid professionals in assessing their 
choices when integrating green practices into 
roadway, sidewalk, parking lot, and trail projects. 

 By examining the costs and benefits of these 
green practices, the guide aims to help provide 
key information related to the following factors: 

 1. Long-term cost effectiveness

 2. Community improvement

 3. Environmental impacts 

Transportation projects: energy-efficient lighting 
and permeable pavement

http://www.nctcog.org/trans/sustdev/SDGreen/

Development Impact Minimization Workshop

http://www.nctcog.org/trans/sustdev/SDGreen/


NCTCOG Programs & Resources

iSWM – Integrated Stormwater Management

www.iswm.nctcog.org

Development Impact Minimization Workshop

http://www.iswm.nctcog.org/


NCTCOG Programs & Resources

iSWM – Integrated Stormwater Management

Register Now!

 iSWM Training – Bioswales and Infiltration Trenches

 Learn about the design, construction, inspection and maintenance 
of bioswales and infiltration trenches

October 24th

2:00-4:00pm

Halff Associates, Inc

Rio Grande Room

1201 N. Bowser Rd. 

Richardson, TX

Development Impact Minimization Workshop



Contact   Connect

facebook.com/nctcogenv

@nctcogenv

nctcogenv

youtube.com/user/nctcoged

EandD@nctcog.org

nctcog.org/envir

Derica Peters

Environment & Development Planner

North Central Texas Council of Governments

dpeters@nctcog.org

817.695.9217

Kate Zielke

Senior Transportation Planner

North Central Texas Council of Governments

kzielke@nctcog.org

817.608.2395

facebook.com/NCTCOGtrans

@nctcogtrans

nctcogtrans

nctcog.org/trans

TransInfo@nctcog.org

youtube.com/user/NCTCOGtrans

mailto:dpeters@nctcog.org
mailto:kzielke@nctcog.org

