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Maryland Stream Restoration Association (MSRA) comments on  

Final Report of Recommendations of the Expert Panel to Define Removal Rates for 

Individual Stream Restoration Projects 

1/31/13 

 

The Maryland Stream Restoration Association (MSRA) would like to thank the 

Chesapeake Bay Program Urban Stormwater work group for the opportunity to comment 

on the Final Report of Recommendations of the Expert Panel to Define Removal Rates 

for Individual Stream Restoration Projects (Final Report). 

 

MSRA believes that the four new protocols recommended for determining increased 

nutrient/sediment removal rates are a great improvement over the single removal rate that 

was originally assigned to stream restoration projects in the bay model.   However our 

interest in the Expert Panel’s Final Report goes beyond a simple review of the new 

protocols. 

 

In 2008 MSRA collaborated with the Maryland Water Monitoring Council to organize a 

one day Charrette entitled “Effectiveness Monitoring for Stream Restoration”.  Funding 

for the effort was provided by the Keith Campbell Foundation.  More than 100 stream 

restoration professionals attended the conference.  We are very gratified to see that most 

of the recommendations in Sections 7 and 8 of the Final Report support or expand upon 

the consensus of the 2008 Charrette.   

 

The accountability (and evaluation) mechanisms discussed in section 7 of the Final 

Report were a major topic of discussion during the 2008 Charrette. Since that time 

MSRA has worked to try to find resources to establish a useful restoration database 

system.    Unfortunately it seems that recent economic conditions have thwarted the 

development of a truly effective BMP reporting and tracking program. MSRA supports a 

restoration database and evaluation system that would expand its scope beyond the 

sediment and nutrient issues which are the focus of this Expert Panel’s Final Report.  

Hydrology, in-stream and riparian habitat and biota are some of the other important 

factors in a comprehensive evaluation of stream restoration projects. 

 

Section 7.1, page 51 mentions the formation of a new EPA/CBP/Corps of Engineers 

workgroup to provide more consistent permitting and monitoring guidance for stream 

restoration projects.  MSRA respects the knowledge and regulatory responsibilities of the 

agencies but believe that the collective experience of a broader stream restoration 

community such as represented by MSRA could be useful in developing a more targeted 

and representative monitoring program for a wide variety of restoration projects.  

 

During the December 17, 2012 roll out meeting of the Final Report it was pointed out 

that approximately 80% of the current stream restoration projects would not receive 

reduction credits because they are mitigation projects.  Although this makes sense in the 

context of bay restoration goals, we are concerned that the potential value of monitoring 

data from mitigation projects may be overlooked.  We believe that the implementing 
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agencies and their consultants may have a much larger set of stream restoration 

monitoring data than has been easily accessible to the Bay Program. 

 

MSRA believes that an effectiveness monitoring database should be designed to collect 

the best information from the most relevant projects. Rather than requiring all projects to 

collect the same amount of data it could be possible to maximize information utilization 

by stratifying projects in similar classes based on factors such as design type, stream 

class, and physiographic region.  Then more energy & resources could be focused on 

particular projects that best represent a class of projects.  This selection process would 

require the collaboration and consensus of a group of regulators, practitioners, managers 

and researchers.  Obviously there would still be a basic set of monitoring requirements 

that would have to be met for all permitted projects.   

 

We recognize the increased complexity and difficulty with validating the four new 

proposed protocols however we believe MSRA is in an ideal position to help facilitate 

identification of projects and collection of data that would be needed during the 6 month 

test period suggested in Section 8.2.  MSRA members include representatives of several 

of the local agencies that have the most active stream restoration programs.  Our 

membership also includes a wide cross section of the practitioners that design and install 

stream restoration projects in the Bay region.    

 

MSRA generally supports the recommendations in Section 8 which are consistent with 

the 2008 Charrette.  Recently MSRA has been ramping up our efforts to identify a 

funding mechanism for a stream restoration monitoring consortium such as one discussed 

on page 52.  We are also interested the development of a practical stream functional 

assessment.  We have a great interest in the assisting the development of protocols and 

definition of terms for the verification process discussed in Section 7.1. 

 

The BANCS Model has been a topic of lively debate within MSRA. The speed and 

efficiency with which data can be collected is attractive but there are concerns about the 

collection methods and application of the model.  The potential to overestimate of erosion 

rates is a big issue that needs to additional study and refinement. 

 

Development Tools for standardizing BANCS model is a good idea MSRA would like 

offer its assistance with this effort.  We do have significant questions about the vague 

recommendation on page 32 which states: “The BANCS method should only be 

performed by a qualified professional, as determined by each permitting authority.”  

What will the qualification standards be and how can comparable data be acquired if each 

agency has its own standards?  

 

The BANCS model should not be used without regional data converting BEHI/NBS 

ratings to actual erosion rates.  R. Starr has relationships for coastal plain. There is a need 

for Piedmont, Valley and Ridge and Appalachian Plateau relationships.  BANCS is a 

good tool for ranking sediment supply but not for quantitative predictions unless 

relationships have been established. 
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.   

BANCS model is not useful for incision.  It should only be used for lateral erosion rates. 

Aerial photographs are probably not useful for establishing erosion rate relationships to 

BANCS 

 

Practitioners should be encouraged to develop methods for validation of BANCS model 

and efforts should be evaluated on a case by case basis for crediting sediment reduction 

rates. 

 

The current interim credits should be used for erosion rates except of coastal plain 

streams where BANCS has been correlated with erosion rates. 

 

Some page specific comments follow:  

 

P. 26 Qualifying conditions for Individual Projects 

 

Second bullet under Urban says that a stream should be actively enlarging or 

degrading from upstream development to qualify. 

 Actually the probability of success in an urbanized stream is higher if the 

adjustment process has already completed.  Restoration is more risky if channel 

enlargement is still occurring.  This should not be a qualifier. 

 

P.27 environmental considerations for 404/401 permits 

 

Third Bullet Urban stream restoration is generally only warranted in urban stream 

reaches that have been or are currently being degraded by upstream watershed 

development 

 Same comment as above –for streams currently being degraded by upstream 

development. 

 

P. 29 Non-urban stream that should not qualify for removal credit: 

 

All of these bulleted statements ignore the fact that increased aquatic life diversity 

and especially restoration of acid mine impacted streams can have dramatic aquatic life 

benefits.   Aquatic life communities process allochthonous inputs and thereby reduce 

nitrogen, phosphorous, carbon and BOD in streams.  We don’t have quantification of 

these benefits but they shouldn’t be ignored.  Furthermore, efforts to identify and 

quantify them should be recommended by this panel. 

 

p. 30 Recommended protocols 

 

 A fifth protocol for improved aquatic life should be developed, because a healthy aquatic 

community processes allochthonous inputs.  This processing reduces nitrogen, 

phosphorous, carbon and Biochemical Oxygen Demand.  Without this processing these 

inputs are transported downstream and taken up in anaerobic digestion. 
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p. 31 Sediment supply has two components suspended and bedload.  Bedload is usually 

stored in the channel and suspended is thought to be transported downstream.  The entire 

benefit is based upon estimates of suspended sediment.  Bedload sediment can have a 

profound impact on aquatic life which in turn affects instream processing of nutrients. 

 

 

 

MSRA’s Vision Statement:”We are an association of professionals dedicated to 

healthy streams through the advancement of stream restoration science.”  MSRA’s 

members began meeting informally in 2003 and became an incorporated 501c (3) 

nonprofit organization in 2008 

 

Membership in the Maryland Stream Restoration Association provides opportunities for 

those involved in stream restoration to network with each other and informally share data, 

protocols and other information, lessons learned and opportunities.  Current members 

include local, state and federal agency personnel, as well as academicians, design 

consultants and environmental construction firms.  Our communications network 

includes: a web site (http://marylandstreamrestorationassociation.com/), a listserv 

(https://groups.google.com/forum/?fromgroups#!forum/Maryland_Streams) and a 

Facebook page.  MSRA sponsors three to four seminars and field tours each year.  

MSRA participates on the steering committee of the biennial Mid Atlantic Stream 

Restoration Conference. 

 

http://marylandstreamrestorationassociation.com/
https://groups.google.com/forum/?fromgroups#!forum/Maryland_Streams
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