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Mitigation Plan Components 
332.4 (c)

1. Objectives* 

2. Site selection*

3. Site protection instrument

4. Baseline information*

5. Determination of credits

6. Mitigation work plan*

7. Maintenance plan

8. Performance standards

9. Monitoring requirements

10. Long-term management plan

11. Adaptive management plan

12. Financial assurances



332.4 (c)(3)

“A description of the factors considered during the site 
selection process. This should include consideration of 
watershed needs, onsite alternatives where applicable, 
and practicability of accomplishing ecologically self-
sustaining aquatic resource restoration… at the 
compensatory mitigation project site. (See 332.3(d))”

Mitigation Plan - Site Selection



“A land area that drains to a common waterway, such as a stream, 
lake, estuary, wetland or ultimately the ocean.”

Watershed 332.2



◼ A general framework for better decision-making  

◼ Goal:  “maintain and improve the quality and quantity of aquatic 
resources within watersheds through strategic selection of compensatory 
mitigation sites” 

◼ Use of preservation, riparian areas, uplands (buffers)

Watershed Approach Overview 332.3(c)

◼ Must be used to the extent 
appropriate and practicable

◼ Information and analysis must be 
commensurate with the scope of 
mitigation site (size and type of 
resource)



Should be within same watershed as impact AND
where most likely to replace lost functions 
Watershed Approach

Type and Location of Mitigation 332.3 (b)

• Considerations:
– Habitat diversity
– Connectivity
– Land use trends
– Adjacent uses

• Marine resources
• Coastal watersheds
• Risks to aviation



▪ Ecological Suitability

▪ Landscape Setting        Aquatic Resource Processes

▪ physical, chemical, & biological characteristics of the site

▪ hydrology, soils, geology, plants and special status species

▪ Proposal is “natural” for the landscape position

▪ Appropriate Landscape Connections are required for success

▪ Wetland or stream class or “typology” can be naturally sustained

▪ Hydrology sources and hydrodynamics are achievable 

▪ Soils support target plant communities

▪ Watershed Approach?

General Compensatory Mitigation 
Requirements - Site Selection 332.3 (d)



Site Selection Review – Riverine Focus
“Hot Button” Questions

Q1. Would the site naturally support the type of wetland or riverine 
system proposed?

Q2. Does the site location meet the watershed needs?

Q3. Does the condition of the watershed and drainage sub-basin allow 
for a restored wetland or stream? 

Q4. Is the post-restoration condition self-sustainable?



Example: Proposed mitigation is 
establishment of floodplain alkali 
marsh wetlands primarily 
supported by shallow 
groundwater. We need 
groundwater monitoring data to 
determine grading elevations. 

Subsurface hydrology observations 

Q1: Naturally Support Target Resource?



Q2: Meets Watershed Needs?

1946 Aerial Photograph

San Luis Rey Mitigation Bank



▪ Existing and Anticipated 
land use changes 

Riparian Brush Rabbit

Q3: Condition of Watershed?



Physical characteristics

▪ Soils – Disturbed/Absent from 
Mining 

▪ Hydrology – 30% of Historic 
Watershed Drains to Site

Q3, Cont. 



Q3, Cont. 

What’s Attainable?

HGM or CRAM

Example: CRAM 

Pre-Project Baseline Scores 
(impact and mitigation sites)

Post-Project Baseline Scores

Year 1, 3, 5 Projections (or Year 1, 5, 10)
(long-term requirement every 5 years)

CRAM Metric Scores



Q4: Self-Sustainable?

◼ Water source is disconnected or can be diverted or depleted

◼ Water source needs are engineered maintained (water rights.)

◼ Adjacent land uses (weeds, encroachment/trespassing/new 

trails, dumping, vandalism)



Q4, cont.: Poor Site Selection and Design

Corps San Luis Rey Mitigation Site:

No hydrologic connection to river



Q4: Self- Sustainable? 

Additional Considerations

◼ Maintenance needs and costs?

◼ Engineered Hydrology (i.e., pumps, weirs, sluice gates)?

◼ Public access/vandalism/Trails  (i.e., ATVs)?

◼ Intensive invasive species control?
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Access Needs?



◼ Historic and Current Ecological Conditions

◼ Classification (Cowardin, HGM, etc.)

◼ Existing and Target 

◼ Hydrology

◼ Vegetation

◼ Functions and Services (HGM/CRAM, 
etc.)

◼ Soils and Geology

◼ Topography

◼ Jurisdictional Boundaries

◼ Other constraints:

◼ Property lines, utilities, easements

◼ Existing structures

Summary of Information Needs

1952

1965



Work Plan Components
◼ Detailed written specs & descriptions 

including:

◼ Geographic boundaries

◼ Construction methods

◼ Phasing schedule

◼ Sources of water

◼ Methods for establishing plant community

◼ Control of invasive species

◼ Soil management  and Erosion control 
(BMPs)*

◼ Grading Plan, Planting Plan, Irrigation 
Plan* 19



Riverine Work Plan Component's…
◼ Watershed size (drainage 

basin)

◼ Watershed land uses (% 
imperviousness)

◼ Design hydrology and 
sediment 

transport analysis

◼ Planform geometry  

(sinuosity/meander)

◼ Channel form (cross-sections, 

planned riffle-pool sequences)

◼ Riparian area plantings 20



Review of Webinar 1:

Main Messages
◼ Landscape setting drives ecological processes

◼ Function reflects the integration of past and present landscape setting

◼ Planning successful mitigation projects begins and ends with ensuring 
appropriate landscape connections
◼ Classification – Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) describes appropriate type based on 

landscape position + water source + hydrodynamics

◼ Resiliency of mitigation must consider current and likely future 
landscape processes


