NCDENR Science Advisory Panel on Aquatic Resource Restoration
Summary of Meeting Held on August 23rd, 2011 in Raleigh, NC
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Discussion Summary
The meeting started with a review of the draft charter.  It was requested that information received on the ‘conflict of interest’ issue be shared with the members (Suzanne sent this to all members via email on 8-25-11).  The following edits were recommended to the draft group charter:
· Define a quorum for the group as the presence of 5 members
· Indicate that if a member sends an alternate to participate in their place, they are responsible for getting that person up to speed on issues that will be discussed
The SAP approved the charter with the incorporation of the recommended edits.
Suzanne then presented information on EEP’s web page pointing out the main public page for the SAP and what information it included. She also described  an area that has been developed for members that is not publicly available that will allow members to collaborate on documents before finalizing them and posting them on the public page.  
As requested at the Panel’s April meeting, statistics on EEP mitigation projects were presented.  Michael Ellison shared data on the number of projects, their average size and how much work has been achieved through restoration, enhancement and preservation.  A map showing the distribution of projects across the state was also provided.  Members inquired about inactive projects, how they can get more detailed information on a specific project (see EEP’s main web site which includes an interactive map of projects), and what parameters are monitored during the project’s monitoring period.  Regarding the last item, regulatory agency representatives and EEP staff indicates:
· Every project has defined success criteria that are set by regulatory requirements
· In general all projects are monitored for 5 years but that may increase to 7 (the federal rule already requires that wooded wetlands be monitored for 7 years but there is interest in expanding the period for all mitigation projects)
A question was asked about the pending revision of the ‘2003 Stream Guidelines’ and it was suggested that the expertise of the SAP may be helpful in that endeavor.  Regulatory responded that a lot of time has been spent thinking about these issues and that it would be difficult for the SAP to cover all of that ground and get to the level of understanding of the folks who have been thinking about this for many years.  
It was suggested that the SAP could comment on the stream guidelines when they come out for public input – either as individuals or as a group.  
Other suggestions for what the group could work on were made:
· Evaluate the effectiveness of priority 2 restoration
· Evaluate the effectiveness of restoration versus enhancement
· Review the draft protocol for determining final credit on projects with open water from beaver ponds, etc
· Provide suggestions for improving compliance monitoring
It was recommended that USACE and DWQ bring to the SAP issues that they are wrestling with that could benefit from SAP input.  A suggestion was made to send regulatory public notices to SAP members.
Cyndi Karoly of DWQ provided an overview of the regulatory context in which mitigation projects are delivered.  She described the “who, what, when and why” of compensatory mitigation.  A member suggested the SAP be informed of when the Interagency Review Team meets.  USACE said that there are issues on which scientific input would be helpful.  Cyndi brought up an issue about a permit issued on the coast.  Members responded that the SAP is geared more toward broad issues as opposed to the particular details of an individual project or permit.  During the discussion it was also clarified that the group is not ‘policy making’ but could describe scientific implications of policy.
Zack Mondry provided a description of some ‘lessons learned’ that EEP has gleaned from the implementation of projects over the years.  Key issues were stream restoration/morphology, wetland restoration/morphology, soil management and vegetation.  One issue that generated questions and discussion was the frequency of overbank events and how they occur more often than expected.
Greg Melia described how project goals and success criteria have been defined in the past, challenges that EEP has experienced related to setting project goals and ideas currently being considered for improving how this is done in the program.  Panel members indicated that the proposed improvements were a positive step for project goal setting.  It was noted that this is an area on which the SAP could offer input.



Next Steps
EEP had prepared a presentation on site selection which was a significant subject of interest to panel members.   Since meeting time ran out, it was suggested that a webinar be held in the next month to provide this information.
It was also suggested that all members plus USACE, DWQ and EEP provide their thoughts on what issues should be the focus of the group’s attention and be included in a work plan and that a draft work plan be presented during the webinar.   The draft work plan will be prepared by the Ken and Jerry (Chair and Vice-chair) with EEP support and will include what the group will address, how it will be addressed and the type of product that will result from the effort.  How the product will be shared with others such that the results ‘stick’ will also be included in the work plan.
EEP should also prepare a tutorial on ‘mitigation nomenclature’ and present it to members that have an interest in better understanding the jargon common to this field of work.
At some point it is recommended that the ‘pyramid’ on which Will Harman has been working be presented to the group.  Will is going to check with EPA an when that would be allowable and appropriate.
The next meeting of the group will be set using Doodle for sometime in November.
The following is a bullet list summarizing key action items for the SAP:
· Suzanne will edit and distribute charter
· Solicit ideas for the draft work plan from SAP members, EEP, USACE and DWQ – deadline for ideas will be 9/9/11
· Ken and Jerry with support of EEP staff will develop a draft work plan to present in a webinar
· Hold a webinar in late September/early October to present information on site selection and a draft work plan (Suzanne will set up)
· Set up the next meeting for early November (Suzanne will set up)
· Develop a tutorial on mitigation nomenclature
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