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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes case studies of watershed-
based wetlands planning. The goals, scope, and
circumstances surrounding these watershed-based
wetland plans differ greatly. Therefore, this report
makes no single and comparative assessment of the
case studies. In fact, the cassere selected
because theilustrate a range of issues associated
with integrating wetland management and watershed
planning, and a variety of planning approaches.
Also, all of the case studies have a wetland
component, which is not true of watershed planning
in general.

Different agencies and interest groups have different
conceptions of what watershed based wetland
planning entails, although there is broad-based
support forthe concept. For example, EPA is a
strong advocate of the “Watershed Protection
Approach.” It supports avariety of planning
approaches, but particularly promotks process
component of planning, that is, bringing in multiple
stakeholders to set priorities artbcide upon
management actions. Theorps of Engineers
regulatory-driven Special Area Management Plan
(SAMP) prograngenerally tends tsupport plans
that contain significant analytical elements. The
EPA works together with the Corps in these efforts.
The Corps ofterencourages planning efforts to
culminate in a definitive regulatory product, such as
abbreviated permitting procedures or a
Programmatic General Permit traltows a local
entity to make wetland management decisions
consistent with a plan. Interest groups vary in their
support of watershed-based planning. For example,
some environmental groumsipportthe concept
with the hopehat itwill lead togreater protection
and expanded regulatory effectiveness. Others
protest the delegation of Federal regulatory
authority to local governments.

Although most of the watershed plans examined in
this report were initiated by local governments, state
and local governments are not always enthusiastic

about the prospect of undertaking planning efforts.
Diffgmeshave different land use planning
traditions, which may influence local willingness to
develop a watershed-based wetlands plan. Because
of awslgad with deviping and implementing

a plan, local governments must foresee significant

benefits in return. In all of the case studies there

wasigsiticentive fothe local entity to lead the
effort, such as the threat of a Federal regulatory
action which would severely limit economic growth.

However, such incentye®ot be present in

many localities.

As the case studies in this report illustrate, the term
watershed planniogiimonly used talescribe
many organizational forms. For example, many
watershed planning efforts are labeled Special Area
Managenttlans (SAMPs), or are similar in
structure. SAMPS occur when there is a significant
conflict between economic growth and
environmental protection. Although originally
authized by the Coastalone Management Act
and overseen by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric  Administration, the Corps of
Engineersapplies the term to inland areasvasdl.
il¥strated by many of the castudies, the Corps
participation in SAMPs has often been motivated by
the desire for a definitive regulatory end-product,
such as the issuance of a General Permit. While the
scope and conditions surrounding SAMPs varied,
SAjdRarally include wetland classification, a
high degree of public participation, and a variety of
implementation methods. Some other efforts, such
as EPA watershed demonstration projects, appear to
be more process oriented and dittemopt to
replace regulatory protocols. However, the level of
public participation, technical detail, and
implementation methods differed from case to case.

Vil



Executive Summarz

This report suggests that watershed-based wetland

planning efforts might be loosely grouped into those
thatare “protection-oriented” versus those that are
“management-oriented.” Protection-oriented plans
are defined as those with a primary focus on the

wetlands resource. By contrast, a central theme of

management-oriented plans aimsatcommodate
development with wetlands management, trying to
achieve a particular watershed vision for all land
use, including net loss of wetland functions. This
“protection-oriented” vs “management-oriented”
distinction was apparent in the examination of the

case studies. Plans that were management-oriented

tended to have a significant technical analysis

component and contained classification rules as an

end product of the plan; those that were protection-

WashingtoomrAercial credit supply venture

was abandoned late in the planningdo®tess
local disagreement.

Two older plangfifogts provide additional

soies regarding plan implementation. The
Anchorage, Alaska planning effort has been in

existence for over 10 years and is one of the few that

has an implementation record. The City has been
happy with the effort clainttag it has
estimlined the regulatorprocess. However,

opponents of the planning effort claim that the past
classification regime and permitting procedure led to
unmitigated wetland losses. The plan is currently
being revised. The Grays Harbor Management
Plan, the first Special Area Management Plan

oriented did not. undertaken, reinforces the difficulty of
implementing a plan and finding agreement among
The case studies of watershed-based planning in this multiple stakeholders.
report illustrate aange of planning approaches and
issues that are important ¢onsiderwhenfurther
developing or applying the concept of watershed-
based wetlands planning. The Wdstigene
Wetlands Plan illustrates the potentially resource-
intensive nature of planning efforts. That planning
effort involved much publiparticipation and a high
level of technical detail. Wetland parcels were
rigidly mapped, and plan implementation is being
facilitated through land purchase. The Juneau
wetlands plan also mapped wetlamaénagement
categories in advance of permit applications.
However, this effort illustrates the fragility of
planning efforts, as implementation of this effort,
particularly the Corps issuance of a General Permit
to the City and Bureau of Juneau to regulate two
categories of wetland, was hampered by
environmentalist opposition. The Hackensack
Meadowlands planning effort illustrates the
difficulty of carryingout a planning effort. Because
land valueswere highand greatly affected by
wetland regulation, satisfying all relevastate,
local, and Federal regulatory requirements, and
localities took many years. The difficulty of
completing a plan to the satisfaction of all parties is
further underscored by tiegperience in Mill Creek,

The planning effort carried out in DuPage County
and the Special Area Management Plan in Dade
©unty illustrate slightly different types of
management-oriented planning than the other case
studies. Rather than rigidly classifying wetlands
into management categories in advance of permit
applicationspldmes establisldevelopment and
mitigation rules. The mitigation requirements
established by the plan have apparently was
aeepted by all parties, and implementation appears
to be proceeding smoothly.

Finally, the planning efforts in Cafadlay and
Green Bay illustraiee process-oriented,
protection-oriented planning efforts. The effort in
Canaan Valley was successful at generating support
for the establishmentwilfllde refuge. The
planning effort in Green Bay, Wisconsin, is notable
because wetland categorization efforts were
explicitly not undertaken. The Green Bay planning
effort is also notableecause of implementation
problerhasitexperiencedjue to the lack of
sufficient regulatory mechanisms and funding
sources.
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Executive Summary

Summary of Findings implementation; some efforts lacked sufficient
funds.
o Different agencies and interest groups hold
different perceptions of the goals, scope, and o Plans that performedetland categorization

role of watershed based planning for wetlands. (for managemempibses) by establishing
general rules that could be applied as individual
o Watershed-based wetland planning efforts can permits were applied for appeared to experience
be costly and time consuming and the plans less difficulty in ptmaparation and
may be difficult to implement. Some planning implementation thampldids that performed
efforts were unable to successfully reach a more rigid advance wetland categorizations.

compromise among different stakeholders;
some plangacked regulatory mechanisms for
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CHAPTER ONE.
INTRODUCTION

This report describes case studies of watershed-

based wetlands planning. The goals, scope, and

circumstances surrounding watezd-based wetland
plans differ greatly. Therefore, this report makes no
single andcomparative assessment of the case
studies. In fact, the casesre selectedbecause
they illustrate a range of issues associated with
integrating wetland management and watershed
planning, and a variety of planning approaches.
Also, all of the case studies have a wetland
component, which is not true of watershed planning
in general. Many watershed planning efforts focus
on other water resources management objectives,
most commonly water quality.

This report was prepared part ofthe National
Wetland Mitigation Banking Study (National Study)
conducted by the U.Army Corps ofEngineers
Institute for Water Resources (IWR). Many
agencies andeports have called for a linkage
between wetland mitigation banking and watershed-
based planning (Brumbaugh and ReppE294).
Another report prepared for the National Study
focuses on that linkage. This report focuses on the
product ofthe wetland planning efforts themselves.

This report first summarizes different perspectives
of watershed planning for wetlands ttetd to be
held by particular agencies or groups (Chapter 2).

! Some of the case studies were selected because
they included commercial credit ventures, which is the
focus of a related report (Scodari et al. 1995).

The report then presents some of the different
approaches to watershed-based planning, including
organizational forms such as Special Area
Management Plan (SAMP) and Advance
Identification (ADID) efforts (Chapter 4). After
outlining a descriptive and analytical framework
(Chapter 3), the report in Chapter 5 describes ten
different watershed planning efforts, including those
in:  West Eugene, Oregon; Juneau, Alaska;
Hackensack Meadowlands, New Jersey; Mill Creek,
Washington; Grays Harbor, Washington;
Anchorage, Alaska; Dade Co, Florida; DuPage Co,
lllinois; Canaan Valley, West Virginia; and Green
Bay, Wisconsin. Besides general information on the
major components of each plan, Chapter 5 addresses
guestions regarding: the initiating factor of the plan,
the nature of Corps of Engineers involvement with
the plan, special characteristics or problems
associated withpthe; and the plan'surrent
status.

Thecase studiewere researchedsing published
information (such as planning documents, and
descriptive reports), and telephone interviews,
onducted in 1994and 1995. Some type of
planning document was available for most of the
case studies, altingelated studies, public
notices, or other types of informatiahjch are
referred to in the case study summaries in Chapter
5. A list of personsnterviewed by telephone is
provided at the end of the report.
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CHAPTER TWO.

PERSPECTIVES ON WATERSHED

PLANNING FOR WETLANDS

Early in the process of preparing this report it
became apparent th#there are many views of
watershed planning. Perspectives on planning vary
across individuals, buthere are some&ommon
views expressed by different agencies,
organizations, and interest groups. Understanding
the case studies (and the phenomenon of watershed
planning in general) is faciltated by an
understanding of the diffent perspectives, which is
the purpose of this chapter. Although conceptions
of watershed planning differ, two contrasting
perspectives toward watershed plannaing
protection-oriented  perspective versus a
management-oriented peractive-became
apparent from reviewing the case studies and written
information from different agencies and interest
groups.

Generally speaking, a protection-oriented
perspective is primarily focused on maintaining the
existing wetland resource (in a watershed or area-
wide plan). The planwould support regulatory
protocol of sequencing. Compensatory mitigation
is viewed as aralternative of last resort. If a
protection-oriented plan is completely successful,
mitigation might not be needed because
development would avoid wetlands impacts, even in
caseswhere there are wetlands lofv functional
value on economically valuablsites. When
inevitably a permit is issued, mitigation is to be
done bythe applicant on-site and in-kind, not
necessarily according to a watershed plan.

A central theme ofnanagement-orienteplans is
that wetland parcels should be categorized for
managementpurposes in order taachieve a
watershed vision thahcludes development needs
and no net loss of wetlands function. That is, in
consideration of economic and ecologigehls, a
plan should specify whichreas (within a watershed
or area-wide plan) should be protectedhere
development should occur, amthererestoration

shoolttur.  The claim isthat this offers
opgonities to ensure no net loss wetlands
functions because it provides an opportunity to
exchange development in low valuetlands for
restoration of wetlands of higher ecological value.

With the above dichotomy as a backdrop, the rest of
hig chapter summarizes differer#agency and
interest group perspectives on watershed planning.

Federal Government

Watershed Protection Approadiie EPA’s Office
of Water, Oceans, and Watersheds (OWOW) is a
strong advocate of what it calls the “Watershed
Protection Approach,Which it describes as
containing three main principle¢l) risk-based
targeting; (2) stakeholdeinvolvement, and (3)
integrated solutions. This is a broad definition;
many types of dffarld be described as
indding these three components. However, EPA
insthigt flexibility is a key component of
waashed approachthat the approach will
necessarily vary in order to address problems
specific to a particular watershed.

EPA clearlydvocates watershedgpining as part of
the watershed approach. For instance, in 1994 the
agency supported amending the Clean Water Act to
offeatesthe opportunity to develop watershed
plans, with EPA’s oversight.h&Pguggested
offering states incentives, such as more flexibility in
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit applications and some planning grant money,
to undertake planniefforts. Althoughmuch of
EPA’s advocacthefwatershed approaahight
appear tiirbeted at water quality, EPA clearly
intends for watershed plans to be comprehensive
and include wetlands. For instpaceof the
incentives EPA suggested to geates to pursue
watershed planning was to offer advance




Perspectives on Watershed
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identification (ADID) projects and more technical
assistance for commercial credit supply ventures.

A consistent theme iBPA’s notion of planning is

an emphasis on the process compeHgiging all
stakeholders together to identify problems (or risks)
to the watershed, and acceptable solutions to

address these problems. These plans do not have as

a goal a definitive wetland regulatory product, such
as a programmatic perniit. Thisggident in the
Canaan Valley case study. However, it should be
noted that EPA has aldmen supportive of other
types of planning efforts asell, such as the West
EugenePlan and Special Area Management Plans
(SAMPs). Though the purpose and nature of the
West Eugene planningrocess isnuch different,
than the effort in Canaan Valley, West Eugene also
included much stakeholder participation.

SAMPs and ADIDs:The Corps and the EPA
participate in another type of watershed planning
known as Special Area Management Plans
(SAMPs) andAdvance Identification (ADIDs).
This regulatory approach to watershed planning
differs from that of the Watershed Protection
Approach. Although this organizational form will

be discussed in Chapter 4, several aspects of a

SAMP are worth noting hereCorps regulatory

guidance states that planning approaches (SAMPSs)

may be applicable to areashenfour conditions
exist: (1)the area is environmentally sensitive and
faces strong development pressui@) there is
strong public invalement; (3) there is a sponsoring
local agencyi(4) all partiesagree to a definitive

2 EPA OWOW staff describe EPA'’s general
framework for watershed planning as a circular
process, including: characterizing the
systemdeveloping a watershed visiesetting
priorities-evaluating solutiorsmplementing
actions-monitoring the systerback to characterizing
the system. This model is similar to the three part
definition of the “Watershed Protection Approach” in
that it can describe many different planning efforts.

gudatory end-produét.  The Corpsill not
participate in a SAMP unless these conditions are

met.

Several characteristics of SAMPs reveal the Corps
regulatory program approach to planning. First, the
orpf£isselective in choosing where participate
in watershed planning efforts. Also, the Corps is
interested in the plan ending in a definitive
regulatory product, such as a general permit, which
ill alow some entity identified by the plan to
assume some level of permitting authority from the
@1s (e.g., Programmatic General Permit), or will
allow @meps to streamline certaipermit
applications (Regional General Permit) .
effectively raises tstakes of those participating in
the planning process, and arguably makes it more
difficult for all participantsetich a consensus.
Finally, this approach to planning is also
aaderized by significant analytical components,
in addition to stakeholder participation. As the case
stwdiesndicate, SAMPs tend to consist of not
just an advance identification of wetland resources,
but a deliberate analysisnaohgement
alternatives, and wetland categorization.

This

However, it should béhnotdee SAMPS in
which the Corps participates are not as analytically
outifmand multiple-objective asme may desire.
Someconsiderations of a more rigorous analytical
approach to watershed planning are presented by
Stakhiv(1991). Writing on cumulative impact
analysis (CIA), Stakhiv suggests a plan should:
establish goals and objectives for growth
management; contain a planning and regulatory
evaluation framework for regulatorpurposes;
define wetlands conservatiomyoals; forecast
anticipated growthpatterns;analyze elements of
ecological carrying capacityassesscumulative
environmental, social, and economic effects of
alternative future development scenarios; clarify

tradeoffs and enable explicit choices among

8 Corps of Engineers Regulatory Guidance Letter
86-10 (2 October 1986).
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competing objectives; and facilitate balancing of
public interest factors within the context of the
evaluation of alternative growth management

scenarios. Stakhiv also suggests that such analysis

can be undertaken through a watershed plan
(SAMP).

According to Stakhiv, the SAMRould result in
conditions for granting andenying permits that
make it more likely that the desired
outcomesdeveloped through an intensive planning
processoccur. By thoroughly addressing multiple
objectives and goals (including regiomalonomic
growth) SAMPsbecome a mechanism to address
comprehensive planning. Stakhiv calls the analysis
that leads to the plan “level A" analysis; he suggests
that “level B” analysis focus on determining the
nature of general permithat help implement the
plan, and suggts that such permits not be based on
particular activities (as isurrently the case) but
rather on particular effects that are similar in nature,
as defined by the plan. The general permit,
therefore, becomes a tool for managing the less
desirable consequences of the preferred alternative
future as selected through the planning process.

The watershed planning case studies do not appear

to be this comprehensive nor contain fhigel of
analytical detail. However, the watershed plans for
the Hackensack Meadowlands, Mill Creek, and to a
lesser extent WesEugene and Juneau include
analytical components, including wetland
categorization.

Local and State Government

Many of the Federalproposals on watershed
planning rely on heavy state and local involvement.
According to onereport, (Inside Washington
Publishers 1993) states may be wary of the Federal
enthusiasm for watershed planning in general,
fearing that statedhave been doing watershed
planning for years, anchay now be given new
unfunded mandates or unwanted advice. This
position may have been r@sponse to some of

1993/94 Congressional and EPA proposals on
Clean Water Act reauthorizatiich supported
strong Federal oversight for watershed plans.

Even though state enthusiasmviatershed
planning responsibilitiesnay not be universally
positive, most of the watershed planning case
studieswere infact initiated locally rather than
imposed by Fedemdencies. EPA sees itself as
more of an enabler, providing a catalyst to state and
local watershed planning efforts. Similarly, the
Corps requires a local sponsgengy before it
willparticipate in a SAMP. THhevel of local and
state interest in planning thus has a great influence
on whether watershed planning occurs, and what
plans eS@ihestatessuch as Oregon, have a
osty planningradition; some states do not, as the
absence of visible watershed planning efforts from
certain regions of the country suggests.

Sometimes state regulatory agencies are reluctant to
allow watershed planeffayts regulatory
flexibility, and dosupport categorization
schemes. However, it should tfexhotady
regulatthe state and Federal levametimes
implicitly categorize wetlands on a case-by-case
basis. Mia¢nsegulators in the field make
dedsions regarding the suitability for fill or
mitigation requirements associated with a permit
decision, they Hassol on consideration of a
number of factors including the type and quality of
wetlands, nature of activity proposed, and potential
mitigation to be provided by the developer. In other

words, regulators in the field might not administer

sequencing and alternatives analysis regulations
rigidly, as if all wetlands and development activities

were the sam&. Given the flexibility assumed in

* It should be noted that there is room in Section
404 for flexibility in administering wetland regulations.
This flexibility is supported by the Clinton

Administration. At the same time the wetland policy

statements were released by the Administration in

August 1993, EPA and the Corps issued field guidance

(continued...)
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implementation of the regulatory program, it is
possible that regulatory decisions made on a case by
case basiscan promote orsupport watershed
planning efforts.

In some localities (even those with strong land-use
planning traditions) the concept of planning for
wetlands (apart from other water resources) is
lacking. One planner interviewed fthis effort
noted that for years the state Department of Natural
Resources and Federal regulatevere telling
planners not to address wetland development or
restorations, that they were under Federal and state
jurisdiction.  While this planner noticedecent
changes in Federal anstate attitudes toward
encouraging local planning approaches to wetlands,
he expressed a reluctance to @efolved in
decisions regarding wetland development and
restoration. Moreover, watershed planning can be
expensive, and localities may not have the resources
nor the expertise to accomplish the task. The point
of this is that not all localities automatically desire
to get involved with wetlands decisions. As will be
seen, even thougmost of the case studies were
initiated locally, most localities had strong
incentive to participate, such as the threat of a
Federal regulatory action that would severely impact
their growth objectives. These incentives to
localities are not always present.

Non-Governmental Organizations

Environmental GroupsEnvironmental groups vary
greatly in their objectives and philosophy, but many
laud the watershed approach. Many environmental
groups tend tcsupportthe watershed approach
because they feel it will provide more resource
protection perhaps by regulating activities not

(...continued)

highlighting the flexibility that exists to apply less
vigorous permit review to small projects with minor
environmental impacts (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Guidance Letter 93-2, August 23, 1993).

covered under current laws. Environmental groups
commonly do not support aspexttssbied
planning thatntroduce regulatory flexibility,
categorization of wetlands, or more local control of
wetland decisions. Somgroups oppose the
issuance of general permits to localities (often the
end product of a SAMP), fednaglocally
controlled permittinij automatically weaken
wetlands  protection. Moreover, many
environmenfafisthat wetland science is too
poorly developed to malemund categorization
decisions, and insist that wetlands are rapidly being
—ctosting them to advocate that alétlands
bould be protected. They maylibee that case-by-
casalividual wetland permit process should not
be replaced by general permits resulting from a
planning process. Some environmental opposition
to thepects of watershed planning has been
effedtivéinstance, environmentalist opposition
delayed the implementation of Juneau’s plan (the
issuance of Programmatic General Permit) and now
threatens the implementation of Bl¥gshe’s
plan.

However, it should be notedhat many
environmental groups support the planning concept
and have participated in watershed plans. For
example, the Nature Conservancy was heavily

nvélved inthe development and implementation of

the West Eugendam. Still, given the reluctance of

many environmental groups to support

management-oriented concepts of planning,

obtaining theirapproval of planning efforts has
sometimes proved difficult andy pose an
impediment to future efforts.

Property-Rigbtsups Property rights groups do

amqtear to have organized around the watershed

planning issueHowever, they have been
increasingly active lobbying against environmental
regulation and land use planning in general. It can
reasonably be assumed that property rights

5 For an example of this type of opposition, see
Ortman (1995).
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advocates wouldpposeany watershegblan that
puts additional burdens on property owners. Indeed,
some of the case study planning efforts have seen
opposition from property owners, particularly in
cases wherg@roperty owners perceivihat their
property values will decline because of the plan, or

in cases where the plan designates certain privately

held parcels as off-limits to development.

Association of State Wetland ManagefEhe idea

of combining wetlands management with watershed
planning has been examined by the Association of
State Wetland Managers (ASWM), in a series of
workshops in the early 1990's (Association of State
Wetland Managers 1992). ASWM is an influential
group, notonly because theimpinions on matters
relating to wetlands reflect cutting-edge scientific

expertise and national experience, but also because

the group appears to beell-connected to Federal
and state resource agencies and the Administration.
At anyrate, the idea of linking watershed planning
with wetland management has caught on, and
currently, ASWM is trying to clarify the concept of
watershed planning and produce a “how-to” guide
for watershed planning through a series of
workshops with qualifiedtateand Federal agency
representatives, and scientists.

Early meetings of the group have produced a
consensus of some desirahlpects of watershed
planning for wetlands, many of which are similar to
those contained in this report. At racent
symposium, ASWM presented some perspectives
on watershed planning and recommendations
(Association of State Wetland Managdr395).
Some of their ideas are summarized below.

ASWM has identified many critical issues that have
surfaced in watershed planniefforts across the

¢ Apparently S. 2093, one of the Clean Water Act
amendment bills introduced in 1994, reflects many of
the views expressed by ASWM.

ountry. These issues tend to be associattid
the problem of defining what a watershed plan is;
the actual process of conducting a \p&arshed
(i.erho should be involved, whether wetlands
should becategorized, the utility of GIS systems);
bod plans might beamplemented. ASWM
admits that watershed planning efforts vary greatly,
but claims that all watershed plans should, at the
very least, identify wetland areas aattempt to
manage them in a watershed and landscape context
in a sustainable fashion.

ASWM listgor stepswatershed plans should
contaimch include: identifyingproblems;
bringing togetkey actors and the public;
formulating goals; defining the watershed;
inventorying and mapping wetlands; analyzing data;
establishing development plans for particular areas;
implementing piens; monitoring anfeedback.
Many of these components are included in some of
the case studies. Including this list does imply that
ASWM feels watershed planninggsineuidy
follow a specified procedure.

Finally, two major themes of ASWM's perspective
on watershed planning should be ndtadt,
ASWM insists that watershed plans focus on the
overallwater regimethat is, to extensively consider
the hydrological characteristics of the watershed.
This rieflected in many of thebenefits of
watershed planning listed by ASWM, such as: better
evhuation of functions and values; the ability to
consider cumulative impacts; better restoration
projects; a better ability to integrate wetland
management with oth@ater resource management
activities. Second, ASWM atatitbecause
many“advance identification” projects or “special
area manag@taast do not focus on the entire
wateegime, they are not really waterstaens.
Given this, it is possible that ASWM, among others,
would not consider some of the case studies in this
report watershed plans.




BLANK PAGE




CHAPTER THREE.

FRAMEWORK FOR DESCRIPTION
AND ANALYSIS OF WATERSHED

PLANNING CASE STUDIES

As is clear from the discussion in Chapter 2, there is
no universal definition of watershed planning for
wetlands. This is not surprising as the concept of
planning itself is difficult to define. Some view
planning as an all-encompassing activity,
practically equating it to the process bbw all
public policy decisions are madeOthers (i.e.,
Wildavsky 1979) view planning more narrowly (and
skeptically) as an attempt to control the future.
Alexander (1986) approaches a definition by noting
what planning isiot He claims planning is not an
individual activity; it is not present-oriented; it can
not be routinized; it is not trial and error, or
incremental decision making; it is not just imagining
desirable futures; it is not just making plans (rather
it includes a commitment to caimg out the planned
strategies). Alexander ends up defining planning as:
“the deliberate social or organizational activity of
developing an optimal strategy of future action to
achieve a desiredet of goals for solvingnovel
problems in complex contexts, and attended by the
power and intention to commit resources to act as
necessary to implement the chosen strategy.”

While eachplan is different, planners do follow
some protocol in developing plans. Most planning
models, again according to Alexandgr986),
contain the following elements:

1) problem diagnosis

2) goal articulation

3) prediction and projection of future

conditions

4) design of alternatives

5) testing for feasibility, consistency

6) evaluation of alternatives

7) implementation

Many of the case studies discussed in this report
include some ofhese components, but rait of
them. And the case studies differ ooty in their
approach to planning, but in their scope, objectives,
problems experienced, and why they were initiated.

As mentioned in the introduction, the case studies
were selected because they illustrate a wide range of
planning approaches. Some of the case studies were
SAMPs; many wereinitiated locally; some had a
highdegree ofCorpsinvolvement; some appeared
protection-oriented, and some management-oriented.
A basic conclusion of this report is that watershed-
based planning, at least in practice, does not assume
a particular organizational form. b8dumes
G reviewing the initiating factoprocess,
and technical and implementation elements.

The initiating factors for watershed planning
varied. Som@lanscameabout because oflacal
interest in facilitating or streamlining the permit
process (or escaping Federal wetland regulations
perceived as burdensomePther plans resulted
from some agency initiativeTable 1 summarizes
how several of the plans were initiated.

The planningprocessdiffered greatly among the
case studies. Process elemémigide the level of
public and stakeholder participation, and the entity
taking the lead or coordinating the planning process.
Many viewpublic and stakeholder participation as

a major component of watershed planning. Indeed,
most of the plansexamined contained some
participation, although thextent of it varied. Table

2 describes different process elements of the case
studies.

Technical elements includenost of the general
planning components described by Alexander
(1986). More specifically, this categormncludes
information on: goals of the plan; any mapping or
identifying of wetlands and their functions; whether
and howwetlandswerecategorized; and any other
analytical tasks. Plansvaried greatly in their
technical elements. For example, the goals and
objectives for someplans were rather specific
(laying out a particular watershed vision), whereas
other plans had vague or general objectives (i.e., no

9



Framework for Description and Analysis

of Watershed Planning Case Studies

net loss of wetlands). Some planniefforts categorization rules thabuld be applied as the
involved significant ecological and socio-economic developnpamtnit was applied for. Table 3
studies to establish a categorization scheme. summarizes the different categorization approaches.
The technical components included (or omitted) in
Some case studies did ndmnclude wetland thelans reinforce thdichotomy between the two
categorization at all. These case studies generally different themes to planning ment@iragaten
did not have non-regulatory approaches to wetland 2. Plans that delode categorization rules
management, including commercial creslitpply tend to bprotectbon-oriented Those that result in
ventures. Howevemany of the casstudies did categorization rules are generally more
include categorization; among these, some case management-orientecemphasizing a purposeful
studies categorized areas rigidilgat is mapping attempt to influence where development, protection,
areas to be protected, restored, and developed. and restoration will occur in a watershed.

Other plans did not categorize parcels in advance of
permit decisions, but rather established

10
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of Watershed Planning Case Studies

TABLE 1. Initiating Factors for Watershed Planning Case Studi€'s

Case Study

How and Why Effort Was Initiated

West Eugene,
Oregon

The City of Eugene was concerned that Federal wetland regulations (Section 404) would thwart de
in a large section of the city which had been zoned ‘industrial.” The city opted to pursue a wetland
conservation plan in order to control development and ensure no net loss of wetlands.

elopment

Juneau, Alaska

The City and Bureau of Juneau (CBJ) wanted to simplify wetland permitting in order to facilitate and
development in the city. Much of remaining developable land in Juneau is wetlands, so wetland regu
will greatly influence Juneau’s ability to grow.

control
ations

ere
[ as

d

Meadowlands The Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commission (HMDC) felt that Federal wetland laws

District, New preventing it from achieving its multiple planning objectives, which included providing for developmen

Jersey well as environmental protection. Initiating a collaborative planning prtheeSSAMP-seemed the only
way to resolve the problem of resolving intense conflict between high development pressure (high lan
values) and wetlands regulations.

Mill Creek, Conflict between high growth and development in the area and wetlands regulations frustrated the

Washington development community, and prompted local and Corps interest in a plan. There also was a desire
combine wetland planning with flood control efforts.

Anchorage, The Anchorage Wetlands Plan was initiated in 1979 (and completed in 1982) because the City felt tl

Alaska wetlands regulations were too cumbersome and hampered economic growth. The objective of the pl

effort was to streamline wetland permitting. The plan is currently being redone, because the Corps G
Permit which streamlines some permit applications for certain activities and wetlands, is due to expire
also because several interests were dissatisfied with the original categorization scheme.

nat

anning

eneral
and

n, because
at required
process,

ncy,
oard of

=Y

Grays Harbor, The plan was initiated by a task force established by the Grays Harbor Regional Planning Commissig

Washington the Commission felt that development in the harbor was constrained by a complex review process th
permits from many agencies. the Commission felt that a plan would facilitate and streamline the permit|
making it less burdensome for developers.

DuPage Co., A lllinois State law created the DuPage Department of Environmental Concerns (DEC) a county agé

lllinois primarily to focus on stormwater in the county. In DuPage county DEC wrote (and the DuPage Co. B
Supervisors approved) an extensive County-wide stormwater ordinance, components of which includ
watershed planning, wetland categorization, and public commercial credit supply ventures.

Dade Co., The Dade County Commission wished to extend the ‘urban services boundary’ of the County into w

Florida Specifically, the Corps’ rejection of a Dade Co. permit application to build a high school in a wetland a|

the action that triggered the SAMP. Apparently, the Corps required Department of Environmental Re
Management (DERM) to complete an EIS or a SAMP to resolve permitting issues associated with url]
growth in the area, and DERM chose the SAMP. Also, Dade County’s Comprehensive plan required
development to conform to a basin wide wetlands plan, to prevent the risk of flooding and maintain h3g
values. This provided public and political pressure to adopt a plan.

ptlands.
rea was
source
an

bitat

Canaan Valley,

Concern for degradation of relatively pristine wetlands in the region prompted creation of the Task Fi

brce, a
he area.
pcond

West Virginia group consisting of multiple stakeholders that discussed and recommended protection strategies for {
Canaan Valley is a scenic natural area containing many wetlands, facing development pressure for s
homes, etc. EPA action helped initiate the effort.

Green Bay, The Remedial Action Planning process was begun in 1985 following recommendations of the Intern

Wisconsin Joint Commission (U.S. and Canada) that the Green Bay region develop a plan to address degraded

resources. Wetland loss and degradation are a major concern, and a major component of the plan fg
wetlands.

Ational
water
cuses on

T Provisions as of Fall 1994
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of Watershed Planning Case Studies

TABLE 2. Process Elements of Watershed Planning Case Studies

Case Study

Process/Participation Elements

West Eugene,
Oregon

The City of Eugene contracted with Lane County Council of Governments to coordinate the plan, w

hich was

developed with technical input from several agencies. There was also extensive public participation in the

planning process.

Juneau, Alaska

The CBJ coordinated the planning process, although many agencies participated in developing the
Community meetings were held to solicit input and disseminate results. Public “preference for manag
was a component of the categorization criteria, although this was de-emphasized in the final categoriZ
scheme.

plan.
ement”
ation

Meadowlands
District, New
Jersey

The effort has been advocated by HMDC, a local planning agency for the region. HMDC was estab
1968 with the mandate to balance several development and environmental protection objectives. Mal
agencies have been intensively involved in the SAMP and associated Environmental Impact Statem
including the Corps and EPA who are serving as the lead Federal agencies. Citizen interest and invo
is high, given high land values in the area, and the ecological importance of wetlands that remain in t

ished in
ny

ent (EIS),
vement
e area.

Mill Creek,
Washington

The Corps has taken a major role in coordinating and developing this SAMP along with EPA, with str

local involvement from the cities of Auburn and Kent in King County. There has also been extensive
and interagency involvement; the development of planning alternatives is being performed by both an
interagency and a citizens committee. Apparently, there has been some disagreement within these t
committees, as the participation process has been long and drawn out.

bng
citizen

Vo

Anchorage,
Alaska

The City of Anchorage led the initial effort, although there has been much Corps and EPA involvemg
plan was done in conjunction with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Two review committees were estd

to guide the planning effort, a technical committee and a policy committee. There were over 40 publi¢

meetings and hearings to solicit public input.

ent. The
blished

Federal agencies (Park Service, EPA, etc.). The planning process also included public participation.

Grays Harbor, The planning process began in 1975, and lasted for over 10 years. The Federal Office of Coastal Zpne
Washington Management (within NOAA) was greatly involved with developing the plan. It was the first SAMP
associated with the Coastal Zone Management Act. During the planning process there was multiple agency
and some public involvement, but apparently there was often little agreement. Though the plan is coinpleted,
some interests still claim that public input was inadequate.
DuPage Co., The effort is led by DuPage County Department of Environmental Concerns. Stakeholder involvement does
lllinois not appear to be extensive, although the Corps has assisted DEC implement the plan through its regulatory
role.
Dade Co., The Dade Co. DERM took the local lead and Corps took the Federal lead (because of its jurisdiction|over
Florida wetlands and involvement with Everglades area). However, there has been much involvement with gther

Canaan Valley,

EPA convened a “Task Force” comprised of many Federal, state, and local representatives as well 3

s business,
for
: many

West Virginia development, conservation, recreation, and landowner interests to develop a comprehensive strategy
resource protection in the Valley. Much effort was made to include many stakeholders in the process
of the accomplishments claimed by the effort have to do with participation or process.

Green Bay, The Remedial Action Plan was developed through extensive public and interagency participation (cit

Wisconsin advisory groups, technical advisory groups, etc.). The plan was coordinated by Wisconsin Departme

Natural Resources (WDNR), with significant EPA funding.

zens
nt of

T Provisions as of Fall, unless otherwise indicated.
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of Watershed Planning Case Studies

TABLE 3.

Technical/categorization Elements of Watershed Planning Case Studies

Case Study

Technical Elements/How Categorization Was Done

West Eugene,
Oregon

As an EPA ADID site, wetlands and their functions were identified and mapped. The plan established
watershed vision which went beyond no-net-loss to net gain of wetland functions, and considered flog
and stormwater in addition to wetlands. Wetland categorization was based on a desire to achieve the
vision, reflecting the compilation of information regarding ecological values of wetlands, and the city’s
economic development objectives. The plan maps areas to be protected, restored, and developed.

Juneau, Alaska

Wetlands were initially identified and mapped by the Corps, but more detailed mapping and functiong
assessment was performed as part of the planning process by a nationally known consultant using the
Evaluation Technique (WET). Wetland parcels were placed into 4 categories based on WET scores, p|
preference for management, and an assessment of development alternatives. The Corps, however, cl
categories when developing the General Permit, applying the minimal environmental impacts standarg

these categories.

a
d control
plan’s

|

Wetlands
ublic
arified the
. The

categories range from A to D, representing in decreasing order the importance of protection. The plan maps

Meadowlands
District, New
Jersey

The Hackensack Meadowlands was an EPA ADID site, through which wetlands and their functions
identified and mapped. The plan’s vision is to simultaneously attain no net loss of wetland values and

HMDC's development and environmental improvement goals. In the categorization process, wetland
scored based on the functions they would provide under different land use alternatives. The result of {
categorization process includes a designation of the preferred land use alternative for different wetland
(including areas to protect, restore, and type of development allowed). The SAMP is attempting to inc
the alternatives analysis required by Section 404 in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

vere
further
s were
he
parcels
brporate

Mill Creek,
Washington

The Corps’ plan of study for development of the SAMP included several technical and analytical tasks
addition to public involvement, the list of study tasks included: a detailed scoping effort (developing co

In

»J

estimates, scopes of work for various tasks); a literature review of available information on resources i

an EPA ADID project).

the

basin; GIS mapping; wetland functional assessment; summarization of potential development in the bpsin,
development of wetland alternatives (including categorization, areas for mitigation, restoration, buffer zones,
etc.); analysis of alternatives; preparation of the SAMP report; and adoption of a regional permit. Many of the
analytical tasks have been carried out (for example, identification and functional assessment was perfgrmed by

Anchorage, Alask|

field work during the planning process. The plan resulted in four management categories: preservatid
conservation, developable, and special study. In general, those areas classified for preservation were
off-limits to development (the Corps retained permitting authority for these wetlands). In the plan’s rec|
revision, much effort has gone into categorization. There are now 3 categories of wetlands and the lo
category, covered by the General Permit, has been mapped in detail to ensure that there is minimal los
environmental values.

A The 1982 Plan included both mapping and categorization. With EPA funding, the City identified and classified
wetlands according to physical and scientific characteristics. Wetland resources were further assessed on how
well they provided certain desired functions or services, such as wildlife habitat, flood control, and recrgation.
According to some, original wetland categorizations were based on pre-existing maps and studies, rather than

n,
considered
ent

jver value
bs of

Grays Harbor,

The Grays Harbor plan does include an assessment/identification of wetland sites. It recommends d

ifferent

Washington land uses for different portions of the planning area.
DuPage Co., DEC's stormwater ordinance divides the County into different watershed planning units. These unitg
lllinois managed for multiple water resource objectives (water quality and wetlands). The area covered by the

an EPA ADID site, so wetlands were mapped and functions assessed. DuPage Co. used this informa
establish categorization rules for wetlands, but other categorization criteria were used as well (such as
scores, water quality scores, etc.). The two categories are “critical” and “regulatory,” the latter requirin
mitigation. The ordinance also specifies mitigation requirements for the categories, and authorizes an
establishes rules for public commercial credit supply ventures.

are to be
plan was
tion to
habitat

% less

Dade Co., Floridal

As part of the planning process, the Corps required County to perform detailed functional evaluations
HEP. However, in the end planners decided to apply only two categories of wetlands: tree islands (w

using
hich must

be protected), and “other,” which can be developed by paying a set mitigation fee.
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Canaan Valley, The objective of the effort was to develop a strategy for resource protection using multiple stakeholdgr
West Virginia involvement. No formal plan or planning procedure was established. However, there have been several studies
associated with the effort (commissioned by the Task Force), including: the development of a GIS and|land
use/land cover data base; advanced identification of wetlands; and a study of the economic impacts of{the
proposed (now established) National Wildlife Refuge. The effort focuses on protection of existing wetlands
rather than protection or mitigation, so the effort did not result in the development of management catggories or
trading rules.

Green Bay, The planning effort includes an identification of wetland resources and the establishment of goals and objectives
Wisconsin directed toward achieving an ecosystem vision (the “desired future state”). However, the plan focuse$ on
maintaining existing wetland resources, rather than restoration or mitigation. The plan does not categorize
wetlands. That is, it does not identify parts of the watershed suitable for development, protection, and
restoration. An EPA ADID project was recently completed for the Green Bay area (including the area ¢overed

by the Plan), but the project was given a new acronym, the Special Wetland Inventory Study, because} (1) the
Corps did not actively participate, and (2) the effort differed from a typical ADID in that it did not investigate

the general suitability for fill, as do most ADIDs. Apparently the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resqurces

(the state regulatory agency) and some other interests resisted any advance assessment of general suitability for
fill, because they felt it would encourage development in these wetlands.

T Provisions as of Fall 1994.

Implementation elements include any regulatory or watershed planning to commercial creslitpply
non-regulatory mechanisms created by the plan that ventures, see Scodari et al. (1995).

are designed to help achieve the watershed vision.

Some of the casstudieswere designed to lead to The plans also differed regarding the extent and

new regulatory structure, such as the issuance of a natDoepsf of Engineers involvement Given
Corpsgeneral permit to a local entity. Some plans t@erps regulatory role, involvement was
included non-regulatory measureparticularly necessary for most watershed pthas attempted
public commercial credit supply ventures. A few to influence wetland regulatory decikiongver,

plans appeared to havéew implementation the Corps tended not to be as involved with plans
elements. General charactges of implementation that were moreprotection-oriented. Table 5

of each plan is summarized in Table 4. summarizes Corps involvement with wetland plans

for different case studies.
In general, the same protection-oriented vs.

management-oriented distinction could be made Finally, glens are in various stages of
regarding a plan’s implementation strategy. In development or implementation. Most plans are yet
general, a protection-oriented plan relies on to be implemented, or have only been in place for a
regulatory measures, and an absence of regulatory short period. Some, however, have been in place for
flexibility, given the desire to protect all existing several years. Table 6 summarizes the status of the
wetland parcels. On the other hand, a management- various planning efforts.

oriented plarwould be more likely to include non-

regulatory implementation measures, such as The above compdmiéating factor, process,
commercial credit supply ventures. This is because technical, implementation, anarps

the process of categorizationincluded in involvementserve as the basic framework for
management-oriented watershed plans, suggests a describing the watershed planning case studies. In
willingness to trade off wetland functions. For a addition, the case study descriptions contain
more complete discussion of the contribution of informatadyout special problems or lessons

associated with each plan.
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TABLE 4. Implementation Elements of Watershed Planning Case Studies

Case Study

How the Plan Is (Or Is to Be) Implemented

West Eugene,
Oregon

The West Eugene plan examined 21 methods for protecting natural resources, and the plan calls fo
combination of regulatory and non-regulatory measures. After approval by the Oregon Division of St
Lands (DSL), the plan will have the effect of local land use law, and is enforced by city ordinance. Th
is helping implement the plan by streamlining its permitting procedure consistent with the plan. The p
called for some areas to be protected outright, and the implementation of this was facilitated by an ac
scheme funded by Federal Land and Water Conservation Funds, channeled through the Bureau of L
Management. The plan also contains a commercial credit supply venture to help fund and target rest

ra
ate

e Corps
an
uisition
and
pration.

Juneau, Alaska

The plan calls for Federal (Corps) regulation to continue for top two categories of wetlands, but othe

r two

categories to be regulated locally by CBJ, in accordance with the plan. The plan calls for a public commercial

credit supply venture, which is to be used for category B and C wetlands if on-site mitigation is found
insufficient or impractical.

to be

Meadowlands
District, New
Jersey

When fully operational, the plan will rely on a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools, including
commercial credit supply ventures and a purchase of development rights program. Several types of

commercial credit ventures are being considered. The Corps intends a general permit program and
abbreviated permit process to implement development contained in the SAMP. Mitigation componen
plan (including commercial credit supply ventures) will be overseen by an interagency committee.

s of the

Mill Creek,
Washington

The regulatory end product of this SAMP is the issuance of a Corps General Permit to localities to im
the plan’s preferred alternative, which will specify areas for mitigation, development and protection.
permit is intended to streamline the permitting process and make it more predictable. Because of the
degree of development pressure, restoration and public commercial credit supply ventures were initia
thought to be important components of the plan, but public commercial credit supply ventures have b
dropped as part of the plan due to difficulties finding agreement among all interested parties. Comme|
credit supply ventures may be developed for the area at a future date, but are not part of the plan cur

blement

The

high
ly
een
cial
ently.

Anchorage,
Alaska

Implementation of the plan was facilitated by the Corps issuance of a General Permit to issue permit
developable wetlands. The plan is also integrated with the City’'s comprehensive plan, so it is enforce|
local laws. Implementation may have been facilitated by the sensitivity of land ownership in the
categorization process. There are different perspectives on the implementation record of the 1982 pl
all wetlands slated for preservation were protected, although some claim that a majority of them were
difficult to judge what would have happened without the plan. The city seems to be satisfied with the
given their interest in continuing the effort, and the Corps is in the process of renewing the General H
and revising the plan.

5 for
d by

An. Not
Itis

plan,

ermit

Grays Harbor,
Washington

The plan was completed before the Corps practice of associating General Permits with SAMP effort]
plan is intended to be a guidance document, and some claim that agencies use the plan to facilitate
decisions. Since it was adopted by all the municipalities, the State, and the Federal Government, (thr|
Coastal Zone Management Act) all actions affecting the resource need to be consistent with the plan
because the plan is a guidance document, agencies appear only bound to use the plan as a referenc:

not determine permit decisions.

5. The

egulatory

pugh the
But

P it does

DuPage Co.,
lllinois

The DuPage County ordinance is enforced locally, but recently (March 1995) the Corps has issued
Programmatic General Permit to DEC to streamline wetland permitting. DEC has already begun collg
fees for two public commercial credit ventures, one of them which can be used for jurisdictional wetla
(although mitigation work will not begin until enough fees are collected).

a
bcting
hds

Dade Co.,
Florida

The Corps is administering an alternate permitting arrangement to allow the plan’s implementation.
wetlands (tree islands) are specified as entirely off-limits to development. Other wetlands can be devg
for a specified mitigation fee, set at the amount to restore wetlands of comparable size and ecological

Some
bloped
value

off-site (in Everglades National Park or elsewhere in Dade County).
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Canaan Valley, There has been no formal plan, and no attempt by the Corps to associate a General Permit with the planning
West Virginia effort. However, the effort has resulted in stronger regulation: the Corps retracted some nationwide permits
(permits for some activities) as a result of the Task Force recommendations. Also, the effort successfully
brought about support for a National Wildlife Refuge among planning participants that may have been
opposed without participating in the process.

Green Bay, The plan suggests (but does not establish) a variety of measures to achieve the desired objective of
Wisconsin maintaining all wetlands, including: more regulation or zoning; better enforcement of regulations; pulplic
education about the importance of wetlands; encouraging private or non-profit organizations to conserve
wetlands; and wetland acquisition. Many of the implementation measures are regulatory in nature. The plan
does not suggest commercial credit supply ventures as an implementation mechanism. WDNR coordinates
the plan and oversees its implementation.

T Provisions as of Fall 1994.
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of Watershed Planning Case Studies

TABLE 5. Corps of Engineers Involvement with Wetland Plan's

Case Study

Nature of Corps Involvement

West Eugene,
Oregon

The Corps has been involved with plan development as it administers the Section 404 program. TH
has participated on the Technical Advisory Committee, which has greatly shaped the plan’s overall d

area, and its management efforts have contributed to the planning effort. For instance, the Corps co

Juneau, Alaska

would help allow CBJ to issue permits for two categories of wetlands. However, the initial general pe
application was held in abeyance by Corps headquarters in Washington, D.C. in 1993. In its stead, b
Corps and CBJ issued permits with Corps oversight. The Corps granted the Programmatic General

June 1995.

Meadowlands
District, New
Jersey

the EIS that will accompany the SAMP. If approved, the SAMP and EIS will accomplish the alternati
analysis of Section 404 regulations (i.e., the plan will have evaluated all alternatives, so individual pe
applicants will not need to).

Mill Creek,
Washington

The Corps involvement with this SAMP has been quite extensive, as the Corps has been the lead Fe

agency for this planning effort. The Corps has provided significant staff time to assist in developing {]
In addition, the Corps hopes to assist in implementing the plan, by issuing a General Permit that will &
many activities consistent with the plan.

Anchorage,
Alaska

The Corps was involved during the planning process (as a participant technical advisory committee)
more in the plan’s implementation. The Corps issued General Permits which streamlined permits for
categories of wetlands. The Corps has recently revised and reissued General Permits to assist in
implementing the Revised Anchorage Plan.

The Corps district office was involved with developing the plan, and prepared a draft general permit’||hat

e Corps
esign.

The Corps manages the Amazon Channel Complex and Fern Ridge Reservoir, areas contained in the plan

ducted a

$300,000 study of the Amazon Channel to determine how environmental values can be improved uppn, and
has selected West Eugene as a national demonstration site for restoration of prairie type wetlands. The Corps
has recently approved the plan, and is setting up an alternative permitting procedure, issuing “letters ¢f
permission” to permit applications that are consistent with the plan, rather than requiring individual pefmits.

mit
oth the
Permit in

es
mit

The Corps has been heavily involved as administrator of Section 404, and along with EPA has cont\Jibuted to

deral
he plan.
uthorize

and even
certain

Grays Harbor,

The Corps participated in technical committees that developed the plan, although NOAA was the leg

d Federal

Washington agency. It has not developed an alternative permitting procedure to help implement the plan, (i.e., aftempted
to issue a General Permit), as it has in other SAMP areas.

DuPage Co., The Corps was apparently not heavily involved in the planning effort, but has assisted the DuPage [DEC

lllinois implement the plan. It has recently issued a Programmatic General Permit giving DEC authority to reyiew
most permits, although it will retain discretionary authority. The Corps has also given one of the commercial
ventures a General Permit, authorizing its use for jurisdictional wetlands.

Dade Co., Through its rejection of a permit (to expand the urban services boundary), the Corps helped initiate this

Florida SAMP. The Corps has adopted an alternate permitting procedure so DERM can implement the plan

Canaan Valley, The Corps has participated as a member of the Task Force, but the effort appears to have been cogrdinated at

West Virginia the Federal level by EPA and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). The Corps also has responded to some of the
Task force recommendations by retracting some nationwide permits.

Green Bay, The Corps local regulatory office has participated in the technical committees that developed the plah and

Wisconsin continue to participate in implementation committees. While not bound to the plan in any way, the lotal
regulator is therefore aware of the plan’s recommendations, and so Corps regulatory decisions may He

influenced by the plan.

T Provisions as of Fall 1994, unless otherwise indicated.
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of Watershed Planning Case Studies

TABLE 6. Status of the watershed planning case studies

Case Study

Status

West Eugene,
Oregon

The Oregon Division of State Lands, the Corps of Engineers, and EPA have approved the plan, so

tis in

effect. It is unclear if the public commercial credit supply venture is operational, although a side commercial

venture (for non-jurisdictional wetlands) was approved in 1993 and credits have been sold; this arrang
will be administered in a manner specified by the plan. However, one environmental group has just t3
plan to court, so its long-term success is somewhat uncertain. [The MOA was signed in Fall 1995]

ement
aiken the

Juneau, Alaska

In 1993 CBJ's General Permit application was delayed by Corps Headquarters. In the interim perig
“Accelerated Individual Permitting Procedure” was set up, whereby both the Corps and CBJ had perr]
responsibilities for C and D wetland categories. CBJ has only issued one permit (with Corps approva|
this cooperative arrangement began. In June 1995, CBJ received the full General Permit, to admini
permits for 2 categories of wetland although to date no permits applications have been filed. Some
environmental groups have threatened to legally challenge the permit. The operation of the public

commercial credit supply venture has been held up due to the problems obtaining the General Permit.

d, an
nitting
) since
ster

e public
ation
tigation

h one of

Meadowlands The Federal Draft EIS was issued in July 1995. The Final EIS is under development Operation of th

District, New commercial credit supply venture, however, is several years away, as the plan stipulates that no mitig

Jersey credits can be sold until the credit wetlands are fully functional, and HMDC has not yet begun any m
work.

Mill Creek, The SAMP document is currently in its fifth revision, and may be near completion and approval. The

Washington commercial credit component of the plan appears to have been scrapped (due to late opposition frorj
the local governments involved), which may smooth adoption of the plan.

Anchorage, The original plan has been in effect for 10 years, and has recently been revised. There was some n

Alaska wetland resources since the original plan was adopted but the plan did not have a no net loss goal. It

difficult to judge how successful it has been regarding wetland protection because it is not clear what
have happened to wetlands in the area had the plan not occurred. The plan revision has included a t
assessment and categorization of wetlands. A General Permit has been developed to assist in imple
There is broad agreement on the revised categorization scheme.

Bt loss of
S

would
horough
mentation.

Grays Harbor,

The plan is complete, but because of its advisory nature, it's effectiveness is difficult to judge. It did not

ermits.
ion

Washington replace any existing regulatory protocols.

DuPage Co., The plan is currently operational, and as of March 1995 the Corps now allows DEC to review most

lllinois DEC has already collected significant funds for one of the mitigation banks, and plans to begin mitigat
work for this venture soon. DEC has so far been pleased with the plan.

Dade Co., The plan is currently operational. DERM staff reports general satisfaction with the plan, particularly g

Florida developers, who appreciate the lack of complexity involved with meeting wetland mitigation obligations.

imong

Canaan Valley,

The Wildlife Refuge has been established, and the Fish and Wildlife Service has begun acquiring la

hd.
e studies

West Virginia However, the Task Force is still in existence (with EPA and FWS support), and continues to undertak
and serve as a forum for discussions about long-term protection of the Valley.

Green Bay, The plan is currently in the implementation stage. It is difficult to judge how successful it has been r

Wisconsin wetland protection because it is not clear what would have happened to wetlands in the area had thg¢

egarding
b planning

effort not occurred.

T Provisions as of Fall 1994, unless otherwise indicated.
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CHAPTER FOUR.
SUMMARY OF APPROACHES TO
PLANNING AND ORGANIZATIONAL FORMS

The case studies exemplify several different

approaches to watershed-based wetlands (wetlands

and watershed planning). The organizational forms
are summarized here so adbatdter understand the
individual case studies. It should be noted that the
approaches described here are not all-inclusive;
there are no douhtany otherwatershed-based
planning approaches that exist.

Special Area Management Plans (SAMP)

SAMPs werefirst establishedfollowing 1980
amendments to the Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA), and are meant to be a comprehensive plan
providing for natural resource protection and
reasonable coastal-dependesttonomic growth.
The purpose of a SAMP is to resolve recurring
inter-jurisdictional conflicts over the preservation or
development of valuable coastal resources
(Environmental Lawinstitute 1994). The SAMP
planning process emphasizes participation by all
stakeholders, and one@proved, SAMPs become
part of the state’s CoastaZone Management
Program. They are legally binding in the sense that
the CZMA requires Federal actions (including
Section404 permitting) to be consistent with the
state’s Coastakone Management Program. The
program is administered throutite office of Ocean
and Coastal Resource Management in the U.S.
Department of Commerce.

Common characteristics of CZMA SAMPs are that
they contain a high level gbublic and agency
participation and address conflictbetween
economic development and environmental come
However, SAMPs differ widely in their scope.
While SAMPs areintended to be comprehensive,
some do not focus on wetlanbist on othemwater
resource management objectives, such as water
quality improvement. It also should be notbdt
they do not necessarily correspond wole

watersheds; just special coastal areas that are felt to
merit significant attention.

The Corps of Engineers, however, has extended the
SAMP concept to inland areagened by the
CZMA. The Corps Regulatory Guidance Letter No.

86-10 (2 Ot886) notedthat “This process of

collaborative interagency planning within a
geographic area of special sensitivity is just as
applicable in non-coastal areas.” The lettko
states that SAMPs can reduce problems associated
with traditional case-by-case review. The Corps has

the authority to work with local governments to
develop SAMPs because of its responsibilities under

Sectittd of the Clean Water Act; 1977

Amendments to the Act authorizedGbeps to
issue general permits siatea regional, or
nationwimiesis covering certain categories of
activitzzps regulationallow for issuance of
general permits in casekere thepermit would
prevent unnecessary duplication of regulatory
control exercised by another Federal, state, or local
agcy-provided that the environmental
consequences of the action are determined to be
individually and cumulatively minimal.  As
mentioned earlier, the Corps applies four criteria for
participating in a SAMP: (1}the area must be
environmentally sensitive and fastrong
development preutbe public must be
involved in the process;(3) there must be a
sponsoring local agencg4) all parties must agree

at the outset that the plan will result in a regulatory

end product (Environmental Law Institute 1994).

Many of the case studies discussed in this report are
SAMPs, eithainder the CZMA and/or by the
Corps definition: Mill Creek, WA; \Eagtne,
OR; Grays Harbor, WA; Dade Co., FL; and
Meadowlands Didtrigt/hile these plans differ
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Summary of Approaches to
Planning and Organizational Forms

in many respects, there are some common elerhents.
The areas are all characterized by conflicts between
development pressure and environmental concerns.
In each of thesplans the Corps dEngineers has
made cleaits intent ofhaving the plan result in
some type of regulatomyroduct,which raises the
stakes of the plan for all stakeholders. The plans are
very labor intensive, involvingnany technical
components (such as identification, categorization,
and analysis of planning alternatives) and extensive
public and interagency participation.

Advance ldentification (ADID) Projects

Although they are sometimes callglins,ADIDs

are merely projects undertaken by EPA in
cooperation with theCorps of Engineers and in
consultation with states and tribes to collect
information on the location and functions of
wetlands of apecified area, in advance of permit
applications, and to identify wetlands generally
suitable or unsuitable for fill. ADIDsnay be
initiated by the agencies or by a request from any
other party. The information collected in ADIDs is
not binding, and cannot hesed directly as the basis
of regulatory decisions. ADIDs are undertaken for
several purposes. ADID=n be used to provide
information to developers about thikelihood of
receiving a permit iparticular areas. ADIDs can
save regulators time in making permit decisions. It
has also been suggestedtthey help educate the
public about wetlands contained in an area. ADIDs
can also assist local planning efforts by providing an
assessment of wetland resources, and predicting
where development likely to be allowed. In fact,

in many of the casstudies an EPADID project
provided needed information about the location and
functional value of wetlandshat facilitated the
categorization and planning effort. In sum, ADIDs
are often components of plans, botay not

It should be noted that Grays Harbor, a CZMA
SAMP, was initiated before the Corps became
interested in granting general permits following
SAMPs, and differs significantly from the others.

ecessarily be plans themselves, anthe ADID
projects appear nabtmbeeted to a planning
effort at all.

EPA Watershed Demonstration Projects

In thpastfew years EPA has given several grants
to statdslocalities for Watershed Approach

Demonstration Projects, through the State Wetlands
Grant Program. The scope and problems addressed

by these projects vary greatiyut EPA considers
them to embody the watershed protection approach,
so they include:(1) problem identification, (2)
stakeholder involvement, and3) integrated
solutions. Most of the pjects appear to be process

oriented, emphasizing stakeholder participation.

The Canadalley case study is an example of an
EPA Watershed Project (EPA 1993).

Local/State Organizational Forms

Finally, it should be mentionethatthere are also
distinct local, state, and regional approaches to
planning. For example, Oregon, a statiéh a
strong land-usplanning tradition, explicitly allows
for a planning process to address wetlands
protection and management. Also, some limited
types of planning are possible through unilateral
local action. For example, in DuPage County, IL, a
planning approach to wetlands protection and
management evolvedfter the State ofllinois
created a stormwater managemegency for
DuPage County. This agency comméd the DuPage
Co. Board of Supervisors tpass anordinance
requiring certain wetland regulations (including
requirements for mitigation), wetland
categorization, and watershed plans, avidch
authorized public commercial credisupply
ventures. The Corps @ngineers has facilitated
DuPage Co.’s initiative in wetlands management by
issuing a General Permit to help it implement its
ordinance, but the effort is not a SAMP.

20



CHAPTER FIVE.
CASE STUDIES

The remainder of the report summarizes the
watershed planning case studies. Each sasky
summary describes the initiating factor for the plan,
as well as process, technical, and implementation
components, and current status, as of Fall 1994. In
addition, unique charactstics associated with each
plan are presented. The material in these case
studies form thdasis of most othe observations
about watershed planning made in previous chapters
of this report.

The plans are presented in tfalowing order.
Plans that are generaftyanagement-oriented, with
specific categorization of parcelre presented
first, which include: West EugeneQR; Juneau,
AK; Hackensack MeadowlanddlJ; Mill Creek,
WA, Anchorage, AK,Grays Harbor, WA. Next,
plans that arsmanagment-oriented, but with rule-
based categorizatioare described (DuPage Co., IL
and Dade Co., FL). Finally, twplans that are
protection-oriented, with no categorizaticare
described: Canaan Valley, WV; and Green Bay, WI.

West Eugene, Oregon

The WestEugeneplan, covering a 16 square mile
area within the city limits of Eugene, Oregon,
originated in1987 when asignificant amount of
wetlandswere “discovered” in the city’s primary
growth areawhich had been zonddr industrial
use. To address the wetlands “crisis”, the City
opted to undéake a comprehensive planning effort
(termed a “Wetland Conservation Plan”), as allowed
by Oregon State law, to address wetland mitigation
and development ghat thecity could continue to
control the direction of development and land use
change. In 1989, West Eugene contracted with the
Lane County Council of Governments to be the
project manager of the We&ugene Wetland
Special Area Study. Federal and State regulators

agreed to let the City address wetlands through the
planning process.

Process

Many stakeholders, includitede and Federal
agenciggvernmetal interest groups, and the
general publisere included inthe planning
process. Thimmeathrough intensivpublic
outreach programs such as hearings and public
workshops, rather than by forming a citizen
alvisory committee.  The planningtaff made a
concerted effort tinclude the public by attending
town hall meetings, preparing and distributing fact
sheets, developing a mailing list, and circulating
newsetters. Apparently the plan’s vision (i.e., its
goals and objectives) was graaflyenced by
public input.

Altoughthe plan was coordinated by the Lane
CountyCouncil of Governments, the work was
greatly influenced by a multi-agency technical
advisory committee, and many agencies individually
contributed significant resources to the effort. EPA
facilitated the planning process by providing
approximately$250,000 inplanning funds; EPA
also fundekb@,000ADID projectthat mapped
wetlands in the areassadsed their functions.
EPA has also administered $100,000
Congressional Appropriation to the Lane County
Coucil of Governments to fund development of
materials from the Wesene Wetlands
Expade as a modébr other communities. In

8 For details, refer to: “West Eugene Wetlands -
From Crisis to Opportunity: A Case Study,” by Rush
Abrams, Steven Gordon, and Pam Lott (September
1993, Lane County Council of Governments); and “The
West Eugene Wetlands Plan,” by the City of Eugene,
Oregon (1992).

° See “Involving Citizens from Beginning to End
with the West Eugene Wetlands Plan,” LCOG, 1993.
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additon, the Bureau of Land Management has The final plan categorizatms the specific

administered millions of dollars of land and water wetland parcels that are to be protected, developed,

conservation funds tosist in plan implementation. and restored, and uplands to be protected as buffers.
About 1000acres are recommendm protection

The Corps has participated in the planning process, or enhancevhdet288 are recommended for

as a member of the technical advisory committee. developmdntis meansthat if fully and

Also, the Corps manages tianazon Channel successfully implemented, the planld result in

complex and Fern Ridge Reservoir, an area covered a net gain of wetland acreage. A variety of

in the plan. The Corpsonducted 300,000 considerationsvere made in determining wetland

reconnaissance study of the Amazon Channel to parcel designations, includjogt eoblogical

determine how environmentalalues can be criteria such as water quality and stormwater runoff,

improved; and selected Wdstigene as national but socio-economic criteria, such as recreation

demonstration site for restoration of prairie type owpsion aswell asproximity to urban service's.

wetlands. The Corps also iskay player in the The criteria includéoth scientific and socio-

plan’s implementation. After the request of the City onenic elements. The cgteization process also

of Eugene, it hasecently approvethe West Eugene resulted in specific guidelines for wetland

Plan, and is in the process of establishing alternative mitigation, depending on the characteristics of the

permitting procedures under Section 404 (requiring particular wetland and its location in the watershed.

letters of permission rather than standard individual The final plhen implemented, is directed at

permits). The Corps is satisfied that the planning odying an overattet gain of wetlands functions.
process hamet legal requirements of sequencing
and mitigation under Section 4&4.

The WestEugeneplan examined 21 methods for

Technical aspects protecting wetland parcels (which the plan slated for
protection? ). Of these, six were selected, including

Wetlands in the planning areere identified and best managemamactices, riparian setbacks,

their functions assessed by an ERBID project environmental anatural resources zoning district,

(using the WET Il methodology). Several other strengthening existing policies and regulations,

studies of the watershed were conducted during the public education, and land acquisition. These

early phases of the planning process. This recommendations were selected because they could

information was used during the planning process to be incorporated cityavide policies and

develop alternative management categories of ordinances, and applied to desitgsigithin

wetlands (i.e., to identify areas for development, the West Eugene Study Area.

restoration, and protection). This categorization

effort was akey element ofhe plan. One of the Implementation aspects

planning alternative categorizations was selected,

which might be thought of as the plan’s watershed cdddly, EPA, theCorps ofEngineers, and the

vision. Oregon Division of State Lands have approved the
plan. These agencies feélht the plan adequately

1 Details regarding the criteria for categorizing
wetlands are given in “The West Eugene Wetlands
Plan, (Appendix B),” City of Eugene, Oregon 1992.

10 For details, see “Wetland Conservation Plan

Review and Decision Document,” U.S. Army Corps of 12 Details regarding the assessment of protection
Engineers (Portland District and U.S. Environmental alternatives are given in “The West Eugene Wetlands
Protection Agency (Region 10), Reference No. 91- Special Area Study Draft Technical Report,” City of
00073, September 1994). Eugene, Oregon 1992.
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meets State and Federal laws regardusglands
protection and development, including adequate
mitigation and alternatives analysis. The Corps is
issuing an alternative permitting procedure to help
implement the plan. Rather than issue individual
permits, the Corpswill require “letters of
permission” that attest that the development action
(and mitigation) is consistent with the plan. A
public commercial credit supply ventuiéll be a
major implementation component of the plan.
However, implementation of the plan has also been
facilitated by the successful efforts of thagene
City Council to lobby for Federal Land and Water
Conservation Funds to the Eugene District BLM to
purchase land in West Eugendnédp implement the
plan. As of May1995,BLM had receiveds4.47
Million of Land andWater Conservation Funds for
this purpose.

Status

In the fall of 1995the plan was approved by the
State of Oregon, EPA, and the Corps, and so the
plan would appear to be in the implementation
stage. At leastone mitigation venturesale
transaction has been completbdt is consistent
with the plan. Although this transactioncurred
before the plan met regulatoapproval from the
Corps and EPA, it covered non-jurisdictional
wetlands and has been approved bgeparate
agreement. Languagetimatagreemenstipulates
the management of the mitigation venture must be
consistent with the plan.

However, very recently a Seattle-based
environmental group has taken the plan to Court, so
the implementation of the plan is in question. ltis
not clear whether the lawsuit is over the plan’s
categorization of wetland sites, or the public
commercial credit supply venture.

Issues/unigue characteristics

The plan iswidely seen as auccess story and a
model by Federal agencies and &ssociation of
State Wetland Managers. Unlike many other plans,
it attempts to focus on multiple water resource
objectives, including wetlands  protection,

stormwater management, wataguality
improvement, flood plain management, recreation,
&ednomic development. Thplan was
completed through extensive public and agency
nvolvemat. The plan is management-oriented (as
defined in Chapter 3), for it includes categorization
of sites @evmoped, preserved, and restored),
agglablishes a publicommercial credisupply
venture,which has recently been approved by
Corps, EPA, and State of Oregon regulators. It also
exemplifies a categorization effort that is parcel-
specific, rathdndn rule-based. It also is one of the
thest along of the plangxamined, having
cergly beerapproved by all regulatory agencies.
It is clearly a very thorough and intensive planning
effort.

Hweever, theeffort also indicates some of the
problems with watershed planning. For instance,
the overall planning process has taken seeams
now and is still not fully completed.Costs of
undetaking such an extensive planning effort have
been significant (staff time, technical studies, etc.),
although WEsgene wasfortunate to have
received some Federal funding to caayt the
phaing process and implement the plan (in the
neighborhood of $4 million) (Gorddr§92). As
has mlady beenstated, there has been some
mention of problems stemming fronpldrés
somewhat rigid categorizations. Some landowners
(those thaterenot bought out by BLM) may feel
that their land has beemtalenn the other
hand some environmentaiistg feelthat some
wetlands are not adequately protected. The
apparent local enthusiasm and intensive nature of
plan development supports the notion that the State
ofgdnearguably has more ofand-use planning
tradition than other’States. These concerns suggest
caution before replicating the planning intensity and

13 See “Wetland Conservation Plan Review and
Decision Document,” U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Portland District) and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (Region 10), and the “West Eugene Wetlands
Plan,” City of Eugene 1992, for a more detailed
description of Oregon law regarding planning.
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approach used in West Eugene in other parts of the
Nation.

Juneau, Alaska

The Juneau Wetlands Management Plan covers a 15
square mile area in Juneau, Alaska, 54% of which is
wetlands. The plan is in some ways similar to that
in West Eugene. A major impetus for the planning
effort was the City and Bureau of Jund@BJ)’'s
desire to control and attract development in the City.
Besides making the wetland permitting process
more predictable and less time consuming, the plan
was intended to direct development efforts toward
less valuable wetlands and protection efforts toward
more valuable wetlands, and to ensure no net loss of
wetland functions and values.

Process

The plan was prepared by the CBJ, although many
state and Federal agencies participated in the overall
planning effort. The CBJ held periodic community
meetings to solicit input and provide information
about the planning process. The extent to which all
interest groupswere involved withthe initial
preparation of the plan is not cledr.

The Corps wasnvolved to some degree with
developing the plan. For example, the Corps was
involved with the parallel effort to amend Juneau’s
CoastalZone Management Act. In addition, the
Corps has been involvedtlugh its development of

a Programmatic General Permit, to allow the CBJ to
issue permits for the twdower categories of
wetlands identified in the plan. However, it should
be emphasized that the Plan calls for the Corps to
continue to issue permits for the two higher value

14 For details, see “Juneau Wetlands Plan,
Concept Approved Draft,” February 1991, CBJ
Department of Community Development, and
“Overview of the Juneau Wetlands Management Plan,”
CBJ (January, 1994).

categories of wetlands, so the Corps commitment to
the plan might not be considered very extensive.

The development and implementation of the
Programmatic General Permit to CBJ was a lengthy
process. After being drafted by the Corps Regional
Office, the Perntfieldaa abeyance by the
Corps Headquarte994in At thattime, the
Corps instituted an interim “Accelerated Individual
Permitting Procedure” (AIPP) to precede the
issuance of the Programmatic General Permit. This
arrangementequired both CBJ and the Corps both
to approve permits for lower categories of wetlands,
to ease the transii&J’'soadministration of
permits for tbesr value wetland categories.
Under the AIPPthe Corps had to formally approve
all decisions by the CBJ. Tleratgement
ended wheithe Programmatic General Permit was
issued on June 30, 1995; to date, there have been no
activities permitted under it.

Technical elements

The plan originally develop&BBygategorized
wetlands into four groups based on three factors:
environmental values, public preference for
management, and an overall assessment of
development alternatives. The categorization
process went as follows:

* To accompligmtirenmental component,
CBJ hired a natidaradiyn wetlandexpert
to evaluate environmental functions of the
wetlands within the study area (which had
previously been mappedQuyrplse, using
the Adamus WET technique. Field work for the
evaluation lasted one year.

15 See “Juneau Wetlands Plan, Concept Approved
Draft.” February 1991, CBJ Department of Community
Development, and “Juneau Wetlands, Functions and
Values, MAP Appendix,” CBJ Department of
Community Development, September 1987.
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» For the public preference component, CBJ
surveyed the public preference for management
categories of different wetland parcels.

» For the practicable alternatives component, the
city conducted an inventory of non-wetland
alternatives for each type of land use.

The categorization processelded four wetland
categories, from A (most valuable) to D (least
valuable):

» Category A wetlands are of high value, and
could be developed only if there is no net loss of
individual functional values in the drainage
basin. The plan required on-site, in-kind
mitigation for these wetlands.

» Category B wetlandserealso of high value,
but could be developed only if there is no net
loss of aggregate functional values in the
wetland drainagéasin. Mitigation for these
wetlands could be out-of-kind, but must be on-
site.

e Category C wetlands could be developed if
there is no net loss of aggregate functional
value; mitigation could beff-site and out-of-
kind.

e Category D wetlands could be developed using
best management practices. Development
activities (or project design) mustinimize
adverse impacts.

The plan also places some wetlands into special

categories, including dedicated land for protected
areas. Only approximately 10% tbfe wetlands

encompassed by the plan (approximately 300 acres)

were categorized as C or D. Only 12 acres were
categorized as D.

It should be noted that there was lack of agreement

upon which categories many wetlands fell into with
the initial plan. In developing the Programmatic
General Permit, the Corp®vised some of the
original plan’'s wetland categorizations (in the

process mouvingny wetlands previously

categorized as C or D into higher value categories A

or B). This revision resulted fronCdhas’
application of the standard ofminimal
nvirenmental impacts in developing the General

Permit. The resulting categorizatioeme,

reflected in the final plan and the General Permit,
was more acceptable to all parties.

Implementation

The plan has been approved by requstde and
Federal agencies under Ctiastal Zone
Management Act. The implementation of the plan

is aided by @mrps’ Programmatic General
Permit. The plan call€dops’ regulation to
camie for wetland categories A and But for

permits for the two lower value categories (C and D)

to be administered 6BJ. The plan specifies
mitigation requiremeral feetland impacts, and
calls for the establishment of aqaubiitercial

credit supply venture (still under development).

Status

The Corps issued the Programmatic General Permit
to CBJ in June 1995, after a year of a “Accelerated
Individual Permitting Procedure” permitting
arrangement.  Apparently, the issuance of the
General Permit was delayedbhut not greatly
affected, by various legal challenges from certain
environmental and other groups. A notice of intent
to suehas been filed tahallenge the General
Permit, but legal action has not yet occurred. It also
should benoted that CBJ has not yet permitted any
activities under the General Permit (to class C or D
tlamds), which underscores the limited
commitment of the Corps regulatory activities to the
plan and categorization effort.

Issues/unigue characteristics

This case study suggebtrdhaty be some
limits to the ability of localities in undertaking such
collaborative planning efforts. Indeed, the original

plan and categorizasicmeme (developed largely
by CBJ) was not accepted bydipms andbther
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regulatory agencies, and caused much delay in the Process

Corps completion and issuance of the Programmatic
General Permit. The legal challenges faced by the
effort are also noteworthy. While thiegal
challenge mayot have affected the outcorftbe
Programmatic General Permit, as drafted by the

Corps has been issued) it did delay the process. The

plan does illustrate the tension between local-led
planning, and Federal oversight. One problem with
locally initiated planning efforts may be the concern
among manythat allowing local control over
wetlands will degrade the resource because local
interestswill be more subject to development
pressure than Federal agencieslowever, the
unique nature of the Juneau plan should also be
mentioned, particularly theplan’s emphasis on
mitigation. For example, the inclusion of a
commercial credit venture (althouggtill under
development) is the first in the State of Alaska.

Meadowlands District, New Jersey

The Meadowlands District Special Area
Management Plan (a SAMP) was initiated because
of an intense conflict over the fate of wetlands in the
Hackensack Meadowlands, located in a heavily
populated area adjacent Mew York City. The
planning process began 988 following a
Memorandum Of UnderstandinftylOU) between
the Hackensack Meadowlands Development
Commission (an areaide planning agency), the
Corps, EPA, NOAA, and the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection. The
stated purpose of the SAMP is to simultaneously
allow for environmental goals (including protection
and restoration of wetlands), transportation goals,
and economic development goals to be ¥het.

' For details, see “Update on the Meadowlands,”
by Edwin Finder, National Wetlands Newsletter;
“Executive Summary Background Paper. The
Hackensack Meadowlands Special Area Management
Plan: Conceptual Basis, Objectives, and Benefits
Anticipated;” (U.S. Corps of Engineers and U.S.

(continued...)

The planning effort was initiaté8&sy IlOA
between Federal, State, and local agencies, and has
been coordinated by the Hackensack Meadowlands

Development Commission (HMDC). The SAMP is

intendedacilitate compliance of future
development with environmental
regulations, including Sd€éibrequirements.

Because of the potential far-reaching environmental

consequences of the SAMP, an EIS was produced
along with StelP, which integrates the

alternatives analysis required in Seéfién If

approved, thB6AMP (and EIS)will allow the

alternative analysis to be addressed during the

planning stage rather than through individual
applicatitns. There has bmeah public
paticipation throughout the planning effort. A
Citizen’s Advisory Committee was formed to
reviewthe EIS, and there have been several public
meetings to inform the public of the planning
process and solicit comments.

The CorpEmdineers has bedmavily involved
with the planning effiich might be expected
given the Corps role administering wetlands
regulations. Ciips, with EPA, has helped
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
to accompany the SAMP. The Corps was one of the
signatories to al1988 Memorandum of
UnderstandiMg@U) that called for the
preparation of a SAMP tguide land management
planning for the 32 square mile area.

(...continued)

Environmental Protection Agency, May 1990). See
also “Special Area Management Planning in New
Jersey’s Hackensack Meadowlands; An Emerging
Model For Cooperative State-Federal Planning,” by
Edwin W. Finder, Chapter 7 of Collaborative Planning
for Wetlands and Wildlife: Issues and Examples
edited by D. Porter and D. Salvesen (Island Press
1995).

' They have recently been distributed for public
review.
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Technical

The area covered by the SAMP was an EPA ADID

site, so wetlands have been assessed and mapped.

Categorization of wetlands was done for each
planning alternative in the EIS; wetlands were
scored based on the functiahey would provide
under each planning alternative.

The valuation technique was as follows: wetlands
were divided into “cells” up to one hundred acres in
size. The cellswere identified by man-made

structural features such as roads, railroad tracks, or

utility lines. Each cell is then scored on wetlands
functions such as water quality, wildlifeabitat,
social significance, and floodflow alternatives. In
the EIS, the wetland values for eachll are
guantified for each development alternative. The
Indicator Value Assessment Methdtat was
developed, apparentlistate ofthe art,” uses the
WET database to develop an indexing method that
compares wetlands within the planning area to
arrive at an overathssessment and categorization
scheme.

The SAMP and EIS will identify a preferred land
use alternative for each wetland by combining the
results of the valuation process above with
economic, social, and environmental goals of
HMDC. This in effect results inwetland
categoriesareas to be protected, restored, and
developed.

Implementation

Once approved, the SAMP will allow the HMDC to
make many wetlands development decisions
consistent with the plan. The Corps intends to put
into place a General Permit Program and
Abbreviated Permit Process to allow expedited
Federal review of projects consistent with the plan.
Also, an Interagency Agreement between the
Federal and State regulatopgencies and the
HMDC will establish mitigation guidelines for the
Meadowlands. Part of this mitigatioragreement
addressesommercial credit supply ventures, and
HMDC hopes to establish a public venture in the

future!® Private commercial credit supply ventures
have also been consideredHowever, current
provisions in the planning documents require that
contingercial ventures only be usedoifi-site
mitigation alternatives arepasstible, and
prohititamercial ventures from selling credits
unless mitigation wetlands are not fully functioning.
There is some question, however, whether this latter
provision will ultimately be relaxed.

Status

The Bi&fand SAMP (issued in Juli995)
were sent out for public review and comment As of
early 1996the Final EIS is under development.
Development activity and mitigation will thereupon
have to beonsistent with the plan.However,
HMiGS notyet developed many of the details
regarding how its public commercial credit venture
ilvoperate, nor has restoratiarork even begun on
a venture site. Hence, the plan may be in operation
well before any credits catdbéhe plan does
not depend upon the operationcofmimercial
venture.

Issues/unigue characteristics

A major reason for selecting this case study is that
it exemplifies an extreme example of the conflict
between developmemtressure (and high land
values) and wetland protection. Because the
remaining wetlands would be vergluable
development sites, the stakes are high, and there
have been disagreements among different interest
groups such as developers, environmentalists,
planners, and regulators. The process component of
the planning effort has been very intense, but critical
topthr’'s eventual adoption, and participants
claéivat there has beemuch success finding
common ground through interagency participation.
Much of the planning in terms of development

8 See “Interagency Compensatory Wetland
Mitigation Banking Agreement,” HMDC, May 6,
1994, for information on the prospective commercial
venture.
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analysis of alternatives is being accomplished
through an EIS rather than the SAMP document.

withdrawal of support from one of the participating
local governments to a proposed in-lieu fee
arrangmentappears tchave caused the idea of
having a public commercial credit supply venture
component of the plan to be scrapped, at least
temporarily.

Another potentiaissue involving the Meadowlands
District SAMP regards the mitigation component of
the plan. Unlikemany othemareas, the question of
the coexistence of private in addition to public
commercial credit venturesas arisen. HMDC
planners recognizthat simultaneously allowing for
both public and private mitigation ventures may be
problematic but have notyet been able to devote
much time to addressing the issue.

Technical aspects

Technical components of the plan have included an
EP@lvance Identification proje¢ADID), and the
development of different categorization alternatives
for wetlands in the area. The functions of wetlands
were assessed using a techniqeadled Indicator
Value Assessment (IVA). This method provided a
semi-quantitative, relative assessment of different
wetlands for 13 different socially important wetland
functions. These funatierss thenaggregated
intmore general functions attributes(water
quality improvdisiertiabitat, habitat for all
other species, and floodflow alteration). Each
wetland in the basin was scored on a scale of 0-100,
based on the presence or absence of specific
indicators or wetland functions. Timapacts of
different alternatives on wetlands\sresdso
evaluated in the plan. These sconese used to
select a preferred alternative, which designates land
uses in thesin?® It uses the Adamus Wetland
Evaluation Technique (WET) and the Washington
Wetland Rating System (developed by the
Washington State Department BEology) along
with other criteria.

Mill Creek, Washington

The Mill Creek Special Area Management Plan
(SAMP), still underway, covers a 22 square-mile
area in King Co., Washington. This rapidly
urbanizing area faces high development pressure on
isolated wetlands regulated under Sectl6d. In
1990, The Corps ofEngineers helped initiate the
SAMP process in Mill Creek in order to improve
coordination between Federdbtate, andlocal
government permit programs and resource
managemengfforts in the basinassist inflood
control, and improve the predictability of the
wetland permitting process.

Process

While the Corps habeen the lead Federal agency
for this SAMP, other Federal (particularly EPA),

State, and local entities have been heavily involved.
The Corps coordinated the creation of both a

Implementation aspects

citizen’s committee and an interagency committee to

develop the planHowever, there have been some
problems finding agreement among all the
stakeholders, particularly among the different

agencies and local governments. For instance, the

1 See especially “Mill Creek Special Area
Management Plan,” Draft #5, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Seattle District), March 10, 1995, for a
description of process, technical, and implementation
elements.

The intended regulatopraehdtt of the Mill
Cr8aMP is the Corps issuance oRagional
General Permit, which is intended to streamline the
permitting process. The SAMP’s categorization and
alternative selection pviticessermine “up

front” where and under what conditions
development in wetlandway occur. The SAMP

0 The scoring method is described in Appendix A

of the Mill Creek Special Area Management Plan,

Draft #5.
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also calls for local governments to coordinate the
permitting procedure for wetlands within the scope
of the plan. Local governmentstiain the basin will
implement the SAMP by revising their
comprehensive plans, ordinances, and
administrative procedures. An effect of the SAMP
will be to combine State, local, and Federal
regulations, thereby streamlining the process.
Permit applicants will only have tpply to the local
government within their jurisdiction, who will then
secure Federal and State approval by ensuring
consistency with the plan. In this way, permits from
each level of government ameot eliminated.
Instead, government agencies would review
applications simultaneously using consistent
evaluation criteria. The Corps will, however, retain
regulatory oversight.

The planning horizon is 20 years; after this period it
is assumedhat the basirwill reach its ultimate
designated use called for by the preferred alternative

(that is, as land that is to be protected, developed, or

restored).

Because ofl) the highly urbanizing nature of the
area and (2) the perceived importance of restoration,
the plan was initially expected to include some type
of public commercial credit supply venture. In
particular, an in-lieu fee system wasoposed.
However, during the planningrocess there was
much disagreement over the details of this venture.
One local government felt thiite in-lieu fee system
was too risky and backed away from supporting the
venture. The participants ultimately decided not to
include a mitigation venture gert ofthe overall
plan, feelingthat it held up the entire planning
process. The plan’s preferred alternative still
categorizes areas for development, protection, and
mitigation, butdoes not include a credsupply
venture. The plan mentions mitigation banks, and
leaves open the possibilithat a separate public
venture will be deveped in the future. However, it

is not clear whether the private ventures will
ultimately be allowed to operate.

Status

The fifth draft of the MilCreek SAMP was
completed on Mardl®, 1995. Thisdocument,
longwith a related technical report, describes the
goals and objectives of the SAMP, existing
conditions in the area, recommendations for
implementing the SAMP, alternatives analysis (of
different categorization schemes), the preferred
alternative, wetland mitigation guidelines, and
permitting and monitoring procedures.

Issues/unique characteristics

This case study reveals some of the problems and
expense associated with collaborative planning. It
showghat process components of planning
(obtaining agreement among adirties) can be as or
more difficult and resource-intensivethan
compléng the technical elements, such as advance
identification or categorization. EPA and the Corps
have both expended significant resources (staff time
and technical studies) toward developing the plan,
which has moved very slowly.

The plan also highlights the difficulty of obtaining
stakeholder consensus regarding commercial credit
wmes, even if they areassociated with a
watershed plan. Apparently the public commercial
credit venture was holding up the completion of the
SAMP. Equally significant is théhddhe
commogal credit venture was dropped from the
plan. This suggests that those involved felt that the
benefits of the planning psutdsas streamlined
and more predictable permitting, and watershed-
based mitigation guidelidies not rely on the
stetice of a commercial venture, atitht a
mevomll venture might not be a crucial end-
product of the plan.

Anchorage, Alaska

The Anchorage Wetlands Management Plan was
one of the first collaborative planning approaches to
wetland permitting and management undertaken.
Unlike most all the other case studies in this report,
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the Anchorage plan has been in operation for several based on previous studies and maps rather than field
years, having been completed in 1982. The plan has work. The final plan categorized most wetlands in

been under intensive revision since the early one of four management categories: preservation,
1990's* caservation, develop-able, and special study.

Process
The 1982plan was adopted unanimously by the

The Anchorage Wetlands Management Plan was
initiated by the City (the Anchorage Department of
Community Planning and Development)1a79,
because of the City’s desire for wetland protection
to accommodate economic growth in the City. Like

Anchorage Assembly in 1982 and approved by the
Alaska Codaility Council and NOAA. the

Corps issuedind administered Regional General

Permits for the developable category of wetlands.
Other categories of wetlands were subject to normal

Juneau, Anchorage contains significant wetland Corpsregulatory activities; it is important to note
acreage, and the development community had that nowetlandswere absolutely “off-limits” to
expressed frustration at whttey perceived as development. Unlike the Programmatic General

cumbersome permitting process. The original (early
1980's) planning effort attempted to develop a
management strategy for wetlands that involved the
identification and classification of wetlands. The
plan was done in conjuch with the City’s coastal
Management Plan and its comprehensive plan. Two
review committees werestablished to guide the
planning effort, a technical committee and a policy
committee. Many Federal an8tate agencies
(including theCorps of Engineers) participated.
There was also significant public participation; over
40 public meetings and hearings were held.

Technical aspects

Technical components of the original (early 1980's)
planning effort included mapping and some
categorization. With EPA funding, the City hired a
consultant to identify and classify wetlands
according to physical and scientific characteristics.

Wetland resources were further evaluated based on

how well they provided certain desired functions or
services, such as their value for wildlif@bitat,

Permit issued in Juneau (@iAdgsome
permitting authority for certain wetland categories),

this Regional General Permit was administered by
tikorps; it did not grant any permitting

responsibilities to the City.

The plan has lbeelerintensive revision since the

early 1990's, prompted by the scheduled expiration

of the Plan 992, and the expiration of the Corps
Regional General Permit in1993. The

categorization scheme has been revised to establish
three categories of wetlands, A, B, and C. The

“Anchorage Wetland Assessment Method” was
developed to perform the categorization, which was
similar to a method developed in the Province of

Ontario. It is important to note that much attention

was given in the catagfoon process in the plan’s

revision, particularly to Category C wetlands (those
covered by the Regional General Permit), considered
lower value wetlands. Although each category C
wetland parcel was assessethads, an
individual aspect of the paatelasconsidered

ecolgically important (such as water body) was

explicitly noted in the categorization process. This
detailed categorization and mapping was reflected in

the General Permit, which was tailored to individual

sites that were classified as category C. The general

permit, for example, gave site specific conditions as

to which activities were permitted on certain parts of

category C wetlands.

flood control, and recreatn. However, much of the
categorization for this initial plan was apparently

2L For more information see “Wetlands Planning
in Anchorage, Alaska,” by D. Salvesen; Chapter 10 of
Collaborative Planning for Wetlands and Wildlife,
edited by D. Porter and D. Salvesen. Island Press,
1995.
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The Corpswas able to develop this detailed points emerge from it. First, it appears that the City
categorization scheme because of the knowledge ncfidrage and the Corps feels that the planning
base of the aregjven the familiarity of theCorps effort is worthwhile, for considerable effort has gone
and other agencies with the planning area, and into renewingaheand issuingiew Regional
additional detailed field work. As in Juneau, the General Permits. Second, it is worthwhile to note
Corps approach to categorization (and development that in this case the dibrpmt issue a
of the General Permit) was driven by the desire to Programmatic General Permit to a locality, but
ensure minimal environmental impacts. rather Regional General Permits that the Corps will
administer. This may offset some of the concern of
Implementation aspects some parties that allowing local control of wetlands
permitting decisions is mortikely to result in
The 1982plan was administered by the City of wetlands loss. Third, the General Permit approach
Anchorage, but was assisted by Corps of Engineers  houdh of a different type than Juneau) has been in
Regional General Permits. There are several operation in Anchorage for some time, and many
perspectives on the plan’s implementatienord. activities have been permitted through General
Apparently the City and the development Permifhis is in stark contrast to the Juneau
community appreciated the expedited permitting effort.

process for wetlands categorized as developable.

Many (but not all) ofthe preservation category

wetlandswere actuallyprotected; there was some DuPage Co, lllinois
concernthat not all wetlands in the preservation

category were not protected. The planning effort undertaken by the DuPage
County, lllinois Department of Environmental

The implementation of the revised plan will again be Concerns (DEC) exemplifies arottzdly-

assisted by the Corps issuance and administration of initiated approach to planning. DEC was created by

Regional General Permits. The current approach an lllinois @&tatevith a mandate tprimarily

includes five general permits, covering different land focus on stormwater, braléhizsaded DEC to

use types (residential, industrial, etc.). become involved with wetlands management as
well.?

Status
Process

As mentioned above, the 1982 Plan has been revised

and new Regional General Permits have been DuPage DEC was established to address stormwater

developed. Apparently, wetland categorizations of management in DuPage County188d the

the 1982plan have been substantially revised. It County-wide stormwater ordinance was adopted

should also be mentionetthat like Juneau, the
General Permit has been threatened blggal

challenge. TheCorps hagecently re-issued the 22 For more details, see: “Appendix E: Technical
General Permits after suspending therarely to Guidance for the DuPage County-wide Stormwater and
clarify their language, and to emphastbat the Flood Plain Ordinance,” DuPage Co. Stormwater
Permits do not delegate any permitting authority to ~ Management Committee (with DuPage County

a locality. Stormwater Management Division and Ch2M Hill),

1992; “DuPage Co. County-wide Stormwater and
Flood Plain Ordinance,” DuPage Co. Stormwater
Management Committee and Department of
Environmental Concerns, 1991; “DuPage Co. Lower
Unlike most of the other case studies, the Anchorage Sat Creek Watershed Plan (interim),” DuPage Co.

plan has some implementation history, and several Department of Environmental Concerns, 1991.

Issues/unigue characteristics
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(and revised in1994). Many aspects of the
ordinance addressed wetlands and watershed
planning. The ordinance established rules for
categorizing wetlands into one of twygpes, and The ordinance also specifies mitigation
specifies appropriate mitigation for both categories. requirements for wetlands, including quality and
The ordinance also authorized pultizmmercial monitoring  specifications. The stormwater

it ikely that for many wetlands, their designated
status is easy to predict.

credit supply ventures run by DEC, and conditions
under vhich they could be used. In addition, the
ordinance called for DEC to develop comprehensive
watershed plans. The purpose of the wetland effort
was to achieve true no net loss of wetlands.

The effort was in a larggartundertaken by DEC.
However, the Corps of Engimes recently (in March
1995) granted a Programmatic General Permit to
allow DEC to reviewpermits for jurisdictional
wetlands having minimal environmental impacts
(with the Corps retaining discretionary authority).
Also, the Corps has recently given a General Permit
to authorize one of DEC's public commercial credit
supply ventures to be used for jurisdictional
wetlands. Before this, the credit ventures were only
collecting fees for non-jurisdictional wetlands, i.e.,
wetlands covered by the ordinance but not regulated
under Sectiod04. EPA has also contributed to the
planning effort, as it funded an ADI@hich has
contributed to the development of the categorization
rules. Public participation contributed to the
development of the ordinance, but it apparently was
not as significant a part of the effort as was the case
with many of the other case studies.

ordinance divided the county into several watershed

plannimgts that focus on aariety of water
resources objectives, including wetlands. Mitigation
for wetlands is encouraged on-site. However, if this
is not possible the ordinance spifies

mitigation should occur within the watershed
planning unit the wetland impact occurs.

Implementation elements

As mentioned aboveCdnpgs Programmatic
@ah Permit has facilitated plan’s
implementation. Incases, permit applicants
can first apply to DECaanitl having to go

otlgh the Corps permituiew process. However,

before this arrangement, permit applicants still had
to comply with the local ordinartues, in this

area local units of government created their own
implementation mechanism; tRorps

Programmatic General Permit facilitates, but was

ewgsary, for implementation of the ordinance.

DEC has established severakqubfiercial
credit supply ventures to serve permit applicants
that are not able to mitigate on-site. These ventures

are only to be usefbr wetland impacts located in

the same watershed planning unit. Until recently,

the ventures could only be usefbr non-
jurisdictional wetlands (i.e., the Cricket Creek and

Technicalaspects

DuPage Co. was an EPA ADI§ite, so wetlands

have beemapped and assessed. The Stormwater
Ordinance specifies rules under which wetlands will
be classified as “critical” requiring mitigation at 3
acres mitigated foevery 1 acre impacted, and

fislinCreek MitigationBanks), butthe Corps

has granted a General Permit that allows one of the
ventures to be used for jurisdictional wetlands. The
mitigation work associated vetiethientures is yet

to be done, although some fees, based on detailed
emtates of actual mitigation costs, have been
llected from developers. A sufficient level of
fundingneeds to be available before construction
can begin. However, the ordinancehegquires
dedlscted for mitigation be used for mitigation
within a specified time, scapp€arsonfident
that costs are adequate ¢over mitigation

“regulatory,” requiring mitigation at 1.5:1. Critical
wetlands are those thaieet one of a variety of
criteria, such as: their identification as critical by
the ADID; score on a certain wildlife inde®xt;
score on a water quality test; presence of endangered
species, and several other factors. The
determination of a wetland as critical or regulatory
is made at the time a permit is applied for, although
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construction and monitoring, and will be sufficient
for this purpose.

Status

The ordinance has been in effect for several years,
and thereappears to be little opposition from
developers or the environmental community. The
commercial credit venture component of the
ordinance appears to be going smoothly, at least fee
collection. This may bebecause credit purchase
absolves developers ahy long-term monitoring
and quality control requirements. Mitigation work
has notyet (as of April 1995) begun, although site
plans have been preparedndeed, the overall
success of the publin-lieu commercial venture
approach may need to be judged otlex long
term-if mitigation is ultimately successful. It rests
on DEC's ability tofollow through on mitigation
work, which is affected by the ultimate accuracy of
the mitigation cost estimates, among other factors.

The Programmatic General Permit from the Corps
to DEC is a very receffMarch 1994) development.
This indicates the Corps satisfactiomith the
operation of the ordinance and the ability of DuPage
County to locally administepermits for minor
impacts.

Issues/unigue characteristics

This watershed planning effort waxluded as a
case study for several reasons. The planning effort
apparently did not result from the desire to
substitute forSection404 regulatory process, but
from a desire to go beyond Section 4tprotect
even non-juridictional wetlands in order to achieve
“no net loss,” while facilitating wetlands permitting
at the same time. It alsppears to be Bcally
initiated and locally-implemented approach; public
and stakeholder involvement does maqpear to
have been extensive. Another unique aspect of the
plan is its categorization approach. Rather than an
up-front, rigid categorization scheme, DEC opted to
establish categorization rules that could be applied
case by case. While the plan discouraged
development in wetlands, the plan did not demand

the protection of specific parcels in advance. This
may have helped DEC avoid any taking claims.

Finally, it should be notethat some other areas,
such as Renton, WA and Lake Co., IL, appear to be
interested in replicating this approach to planning,
where aounty ordinance establishes a
categorization and mitigation séfvemen-
jurisdictional wetlands. Also noteworthy is the fact
thatlocal planners are proud of their program and
optimistic about its success.

Dade Co, Florida

In Dade County Fl., Bird Drive and Nadntil
basins are the focus of a Special Area Management
Plan. Planning for wetlands in these basins was
initiated because ofl) concernthat biological
values of the basin be maintained, out of the
awareness that on-site mitigation requirements were
unsuccessful and the area was being overrun with
exoflsPade County’s Comprehensive Plan
required development in the area to conform with a
basin-wide wetlandplan; and (3) the Corps
apparently required either a SAMP or EIS to be
developed to resolyeermitting issues associated
with allowing any additional growth in the area (and
the County chose the SAMP). Accordingdoal
officials, this second factor, alongith Corps
rejection of a permit for a particuldevelopment
project, provided public and politipedssure to
develop and adopta plan.

% For more information, see: (1) “Alternative
Mechanisms for Compensatory Mitigation: Case
Studies and Lessons about Fee-Based Compensatory
Wetlands Mitigation,” (working paper), prepared by
Apogee Research, Inc., for U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Institute For Water Resources, 1993; (2)
ADID Project Summary (November 1992); (3) North
Trail Wetland Basin Plan, Dade County (undated).
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Process County's Comprehensive Belopment Master Plan
(which traversed the planning area). In other words,
although Dade Co. undertook a fairly extensive

evaluation and assessment effort, @mdhtne

Many local and Federal agencies were involved with
the SAMP effortwhichbegan in 1987. The Dade

Co. Dept. of Environmental Resource Management
(DERM) has taken the local lead, and the Corps the
Federal lead. Multiple agencies, including the Park
Service, have participated in the effort.

The SAMP was conducted in conjunction with the
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP)
revisions. The SAMP plan specifies that a
“mitigation bank” (inlieu fee commercial credit
venture) be used for mitigation for wetlands within
the urbardevelopment boundary called for by the
CDMP. These fees are to be used for mitigation
work used off site and out of basin, two-thirds of
which are to be located in the Everglades National
Park, (in apart ofthe parkcalled the “Hole in the
Donut”). Apparently there has not been much
opposition to this because of (1) the recognition that
on-site mitigation efforts have not been successful;

categorization process resulted in a relatively simple

set of rules that permit applicgahtollow to

obtain permits for unavoidable impacts to wetlands.
These rules were developed by a SAMP committee,

comprised of representatives from several agencies.

The plan does not specify detailed mitigation
requirements. For the paokt these are

determined by the entities doing the mitigation work

in Everglades National Park. Quality control
provisions for the mitigation work in Dade County
are specified in a sepaeaterandum of
understanding between Dade County and the Park.

Implementation elements

The Corps has developed an alternative permitting
arrangement to allow the County to implement the

and that, (2)due to exotic speciemvasions,
mitigation sites require active management. There
was some criticism of this practice of off-site (and
out of basin) mitigation by the Fish and Wildlife

SAMP’s wetland protection and mitigation
ovipions. Dade County also has issued an
ioadce to implement thelan’s mitigation
requirements. Permit applicants can pay a specified

Service, and as a result a portion (one-third) of the
mitigation fees are placed in a trust fund to acquire
and restore wetlands elsewhere in Dade County.

perfeer® meet mitigation requirements. The
fees are based on estimates of the cost of mitigation
in the “Hole in the Donut” in Everglades National

Park. Those involved with the plan stress that this

set fee system isell received bythe development

community as it greatly simplifies their compliance
burden.

Technical aspects

Wetlands in the area covered by BH&MP have
been identified and mapped. As part of the planning
process, the Corps insisted that DERM perform
detailed functional assessment of wetland resources,
and HEP and other studies were done with the intent
of categorizing wetlands. However, theftorts
ultimately resulted in only two management
categories. One type of wetlaficke islandswere
mandated to be protected. All other wetlands were
lumped together for management purposes, despite
functional differences among them. For non-tree
island wetlands, permit and mitigation requirements
depended on whether the wetland was inside or
outside of the Urban Development Boundary of the

Issues/unique characteristics

This case was included forreaserad. First,
the parcel-specific categorization component of the
plannimgpcess wasmore or less abandoned
during plan impleamtation. Participants decided it
was bettallote a flat fee for development
impacts (to non-tree island wetlands) rather than
ecip exactly what mitigation was required for
each wetland parcelApparently, thisfee is well
emed by developersyho oppose complicated
and variable restrictions. Second, the mitigation
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components of the plan are unusually flexible. For
most wetlands, the plan calls for in-lieu provision of
funds to managexotic species invasions in off-site
wetlands,much of which are to be used by the
National Park Service for Everglades restoration.
Finally, the apparent optimisramong Dade Co.
planners about this plan suggest thaméy be
locally perceived as successful. To the extieat
this is true it draws attention to some of the factors
that may have influencethe planning process in
Dade Co., such as local laws requiring a plan to be
in place before development can proce€drps
active involvement in the development of a SAMP,
and creative implementation  (mitigation/
restoration) methods.

Grays Harbor, Washington

The Grays Harbor SAMP, officially th&Grays
Harbor Estuary Management Plan and
supplementary EIS,” was the first SAMP completed
under the CoastalZone Management Act. The
planning process began in 1975 and took about 12
years to complete. Th€orps ofEngineers was
involved, although the lead Federal agency was
NOAA (the Office of Coastal Zone Managemeit).

The stated goal of the plan is to seek “balance” in
development and preservation in the estuary, and
that the estuary be managed for “multiple uses.”
Another purpose of the plan was the desire to
improve and streamline the permitting process and
make it more predictable. The development
community andGrays Harbor Regional Planning
Commission apparently were frustrated at perceived

24 For details, see (1) “Grays Harbor Estuary
Management Plan,” Grays Harbor Regional Planning
Commission, 1986; (2) “Program Final Environmental
Impact Statement, Grays Harbor Estuary Management
Plan,” State of Washington Dept. of Ecology, U.S.
Dept. of Interior, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, 1987; and (3) “Battle over Bowerman
Basin,” Defenderdtarch/April 1988, by Jack DeWolf
Stevenson.

impediments to development theyréetused
by environmental regulations.

Process

At the local level, the plannipgbcess was
coordinated by the Grayarbor Regional Planning
Commission. In 1975, the Commission convened a

task force to develop thewplah, included
representativesnahy differentState, local, and
Federal agencies. This was one of the first SAMPs
underthe CoastaZone Management Act, and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association
helped fund the planning process. The SAMP
document and Environmental Impact Statement
were completed inl986, about 1§ears after the
process began.

The planning process attempted to bring together
many groups and interests, aingolved many
blpuhearings and reviews. However, there was
sometimes disagreement among the different
arests that participated. In  particular,
environmental groups claimed that they were left out
of the planning proce&enafter the plan was
completed in 1987, it facediopfasin the Fish
and Wildlife Service and environmental interests.

Tbms ofEngineers participated in developing
thelplanever attempted to use the plan as a
basisfor permitting decisions or to grant a general
permit to help implement it. The plan was
developed befor€otpe began taconsider
associating General Permits with SAMP planning
efforts.

Technical aspects

Many technicabtudies contributed to the planning
effort, such as mapping of information on:
hydrology and the floodplain, jurisdictions and
boundaries, land and water transportation, land
ownership, existing uses, historical features, soil and
sediments, fisheries, natural resource usajor
utilities, comprehensive plan designation, shoreline
types, vegetation and wildlife, and areas of conflicts
and concern.
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The plan recommendshich areas of the estuary
should be proteed, and where development should
occur. More specifically, the plarecommends
allowable activities for different management units
in the estuary.

Implementation aspects/status

Unlike many other case studies, this plan is meant to
be a guidance document. The Corps did not grant a
General Permit to help implement this SAMP.
Also, there was apparently nmiuchemphasis on
wetland mitigation during the plantevelopment.

As such, the plan was meant to serve as guidance to
the many regulatory agencies in making permit
decisions, namitigation decisions. The purpose of
the plan is to introduce predictability into the
permitting process, and to foster cooperation among
all regulatory agencies. The planning document
contains letters submitted from moagencies
stating their intent to follow theplan's
recommendations. However, in thds&ers the
various agencies express their freedom to act against
the plan. Indeed, agencies are not required to follow
the plan.

Because the plan is meant to be a guidance
document, it is difficult to judg&ow well it has
been implemented. Some individuals interviewed
claim that it has savedgencies time in reviewing
permit applications. But others are critical of the
plan, as some of theplan's management
recommendations have been made moot by
changing economic conditions andw ecological
knowledge.

Issues/unigue characteristics

Grays Harbor is not labeled as a “watershed plan,”
for it does not encompass the watershed, nor is it
comprehensive. However, it is included as a case
study because it illustrates several points about
area-wide, collaborative planning efforthat
continue to be relevant. First, it indicates the
difficulty of bringing different interests together; the
planning process lasted about 12 years and many are
still dissatisfied with it. It des draw attention to the

problem of how planning efforts should be judged;
many of the other plans areedent to be
assessed. Although some claim it is a failure, some
regulators apparently use the plan as a guide, which
suggests that it is at leastame extent useful.
Also, it illustrates the problem dfow planning
approaches may cope withe dynamicnature of
resource management conditions. One of the
reasons it took so long to complbte wmase
ecolagmaledge of the area surfaced over the
last 15 years, regulatiamged over the period,
as dieconomic conditions (such as the economic
status of the port of Grays Harbor).

Canaan Valley, West Virginia

Canaan Valley, WV is an“\ERW&rshed-
Approach” demonstration project. Located in
northeastern West Virginige 35,000-acre Canaan
Vdley is anatural area that attracts tourigtar-
ound, and contains Wegirginia's largest wetland
complé®90nconcern ovepotential impacts
to the vailtaypted EPA toconvene a Task
Force (comprised of Federal and Saggencies,
government, business, development, conservation,
recreation, and landowner interests) to develop a
comprehensivarategy of resource protection for
the vlley.

Process

The bulkhisfplanning effort is the process
comonent. The Task Force contains
representatives from a variety of different interest
groups and resource agenciesMost of EPA
literature describing this effort point to the benefits
obtained from th@rocess of establishing an open
forum, bringing in all stakeholders, etc.

% For details, see (1) “Canaan Valley: A
Watershed Protection Approach;” (2) “Canaan Valley
Information,” Canaan Valley Task Force; (3) “Canaan
Valley: A National Treasure,” Canaan Valley Task
Force.
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Technicalaspects

The Task Force so far has consiased studies felt

to be useful in developing a long-term strategy, such
as: the development of a GIS and land use/land
cover data base; aadvanced identification of
wetlands; and a study of teeonomicimpacts of

the National Wildlife Refuge (which has now been
established). Wetlands have not been categorized;
the purpose of collecting this information was more
to establish a database @dfological information
rather than to make management decisions.

Implementation aspects

Activities of the Task Force have also led the Corps
of Engineers to suspend some nationwide permits
(some of which have now beeninstated), and
increase surveillance of illegal wetland fills.
Participants in the tadorce are not compelled to
act according to recommendations of the Task
Force, although actions of different agencies are
likely to have been influenced by the dialoghat

the taskforce established. Apparently, a major
motivation for the effort has been to generate
support for the Wildlife Refuge. In this respect the
effort has been successful, for théddlife refuge
has been established, and some Congressional funds
have been appropriated for it.

Status

As mentioned above, the wildlife refugas been
established. However, the Task Forcestiff in
existence, and may become a permanent institution.
Apparently the Task Force has begun to expand its
area of discussion to the entire Blackwater River
Watershed (in which Canaan Valley lies).

Issues/unigue characteristics

The major reason for includinfpis case study is
that it is often pointed out by EPA as an example of
the “Watershed Protection Approach,” and some in
EPA have called this effort a watershed plan. This
effort does not sharemany of the technical nor
implementation components of plans such as those

in Hackensack Meadowlands, Juneau, or West
Eugene. Therappears to have been no attempt to
create a formal watershed plan, categorize wetlands
for ditjtddr protedion, development, or fill; or
¢luda commercial credsupply ventures or
othaon-regulatory approaches. Rather, the effort
is clearly protection and process oriented.

Another reason for including \Calegaas a
case study is that it covers a non-urban, natural area,
ulike theother plans thatoverurban areas with
degraded wetlandapprbach and purpose of
this effort ismuch differentthanany of the other
case studies.

Green Bay, Wisconsin

The Green Bay region (and the Fox-Wolf river
basins draining into kheer Bay) have seen
several different types of water resources planning
oreffinrecent years, many of which have been
termed “watershed planning.” For example, the Fox
Valley Water Quality Plankjgmmcy, a regional
planamency authorized by Secti@@8 of the
1972 Clean Water Act, operated in the area from the
mid 1970's to the late 1980's. In addition, different
local, State, and Federal entities in the area are
involved with different projects thathave been
called watershed planning, such as: the East River
Priority Watershed project, the EdRiver Water
Quality Demonstration Project, andbthers.
However, most of these efforts focus exclusively on
water quality goals, particularly non-point source
pollution. An exception is the Green Bay Remedial
Action Plan, or RAP. The Green Bay RAP
dresses multiple water resources objectives:
water qualityabitat (wetlands), recreation,
transportation, and toxic contamination. Green Bay
is one of over 40 Great Lakes problem areas that are
undertaking a pinning approach to water resources
improvement, as mandated by the International Joint
Commission. Green Bay was the first of these RAP
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areas to complete a “Stage |I” planning document, in
1988%

A major focus of the Green Bay RAP is wetland
protection, which isvhy the plan isincluded as a
case study. The effort exemplifies a “protection-
oriented” approach to wetlands management: the
primary wetland objective of the plan is to protect
and maintain all existing wetland parcels. The
approach is much different from the management-
oriented approaches in most of the case studies.

Although Stage | of the plan was completed in
1988, the plan is still in the implementation stage.
The plan did noestablishany newinstitutions,
regulatory authority, or sources of funding. Instead,
implementation was to be accomplished through
existing programs. The plan is still in the
implementation stage; a “Stage Il Plan Update” was
completed in1993 thatemphasizes the plan’s
watershed focus.

Process

Though coordinated by the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources (WDNR) and partially funded
by EPA, the plan was produced through extensive
local participation. Citizen advisory committees and
technical advisory committees were instrumental in
drafting the plan. The plan addses multiple water
resources objectives, including wetlands, and it
recognizes the interconnection between wetlands
and water quality. However, wetlands objectives are
stated in terms of maintaining existing wetland
parcels rather than wetlands functions.

Although the final objectives (maintenance of all
existing parcels) was obtained aftauch public
participation, it is important to not¢hat the
planning effort did not result in a regulatory
product, but rather a set cicommendations for
existing agencies and institutions tillow.
Agencies were not bound to follow these

% gsee “Analysis of Green Bay RAP’s Habitat
Objectives,” by Marc Bingley Northeast Wisconsin
Waters for Tomorrow Analysis Team, 1993.

recommendations. Thus, the stakes in the plan may
nothave been as high as they weraiher case
studieswhenthe planning effort resulted in a map
which specified the wetland pduaelould be
protected, those that would be restored, and in which
areas development could occur.

TherpSoof Engineers has not been greatly
nvolved with the planing effort, although the local
Corps regulator participates tachnical advisory
meetings. The impetus for this planning effort was
the recommendation of the International Joint
Commission, and funding by the U.S.
Environmental Protecigency through the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. There
has imeeh local involvemertbut the plan was
not motivated by local initiative, as was the case
with several of the other case studies.

Technical aspects

Wetlands in the planning area have been mapped,
and recently theiunctions have been assessed by a
EPA project called the Special Wetlands Inventory
Study (SWIS). The SWIS is similaAfin
but unlike an ADID, the SWIS did not evaluate
wetlands for their suitability for fill. This was due
to the concerns of some lo&thsmdegulators
that such advance identification would encourage
development in some wetlands. afhitude
prevalent among local regulators is reflected in the
plan’s objectivehat allwetland parcels should be
protected.

Despite the availability of information about
wetlands in the area, the plan does not categorize
parts of the watershed for areas suitable for
development, protection, and restoration, nor does
it assess different growth alternatives.
Categorizatisauld be inconsistent with the
protection-oriented objectives of the plan, and might
not be acceptable to local regulators.

Implementation aspects

The plan suggests a variety of measures to
implement its wetland provisions, including greater
regulatory control of development impacts,

38



Case Studies

acquisition of wetland parcels, and restoration
projects funded from dside sources. However, the
plan did not outline any new regulatory products nor
funding mechanisms to acquire wetlands. As a
result, little progress has beemade toward
implementation. However, it is likely that increased
awareness of the wetland resource (through the RAP
planning process) may have affected the behavior of
local regulators, angberhaps public attitudes as
well. For example, the locaCorps regulator
regularly attends thplan’s Science and Technical
Advisory Committee meetings, and is likely
influenced by Committee findings and
recommendations. Local, State and Federal
regulators appear committed to protecting individual
wetland parcels.

Status

The plan is currently in the implementation stage.
The effects of the plan on wetland resource are
difficult to judge. It ispossible that the plan has

resultedanggr vetland regulation, but it is also
true thsdme wetlands have been lost to
development. Regulators are not bound by the
recommendations of the plan, and there are few
funds available to purchase individual wetland
parcels. Long-term implementation of the plan is
therefore uncertain.

Issues/unigue characteristics

This planning effort illustrates several points. It
indicates the versatility of the fematershed
planning.” Also, it exemplifies the difficulty of
implementing a plan without sufficient institutional
or financial arrangements. As an example of a
“protection-oriented” plan, it calls for the
maintenance of all wetland parcels, and does not
include any type of wetland categorization scheme,
which is acomponent of most of the other plans.
But perhaps most importantly, it illustrates the
difficulty implementing a protection-optaned
when resources are scarce.
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