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Background
Board Policy Discussions

= January 2023: Work session on State of the Wetlands Study

— Approx. 5.6% loss of wetland acreage County-wide from 1990-2020 (excluding Lake Apopka North
Shore restoration area)

— Most acreage loss in wet prairies (37%) mixed wetland forested/hardwoods systems (19%)

— Moderate decline in contiguity and increased fragmentation for freshwater marshes and wet prairies;
most wetland types showed increases in fragmentation

— Many onsite mitigation sites showed functional losses after 10 years: these were highest for shrub
systems, followed by freshwater marshes and mixed hardwoods

— Exotic vegetation was often observed in the edges of the systems (initial 25’)
— Higher level of assessment is needed when considering preserving/planting an upland buffer

= February 2023: Focus group with County staff to discuss initial
recommendations

v
' Background
/ Objectives
= Goals of today’s work session
—Present initial draft recommendations

—Receive input from the Board on concepts and initial direction of the
wetland ordinance update

= Post Work-session (next 3-4 mos)
—Discuss Board direction with stakeholder groups
—Integrate feedback and refine recommendations
—Develop draft ordinance
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Key Recommendations »

Major Recommendation Topics

1. Tiered Permitting Approach
a. Noticed General Permits
b. Standard Permits

2. Additional Special Protection
Areas

Establishing Upland Buffers
Mitigation Approach

Key Recommendations
1a. Tiered Permitting Approach (NGPs)

US_ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEER:
APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT
HcrR 35

What is a Noticed General Permit (NGP)?

= ACOE, State, and some municipalities have
developed GPs

» For small wetland impacts

= Applicable to specific types of activities

= Criteria must be met by activity type

= Activity causes minimal individual and cumulative
impacts

= Requires application submittal, review, and
approval

ENG FORM 4345, DEC 2014




Key Recommendations
1a. Tiered Permitting Approach (NGPs)

'ORANGE NOTICED GENERAL PERMIT Environmental P";"““"“

Benefits of NGPs Froien”

= Very clear and transparent guidelines enhance
the process and build trust with customers

= Captures common activities typically approved
by the County; facilitates reduction of time and
costs to customers and staff

City:

= Simplified application process using a checklist —

OWNER OF THE LAND

— Reduces Requests for Additional Information (RAIs)

= Allows for appropriate allocation of staff
resources to those projects with more significant
impact on natural resources

Is fence located entirely withi 7
Is any portion of the fence proposed in a lake or river?

Is the parcel located within an OFW or RHPZ or RHPA?

o|o[ojo|o|o|o|o
o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o

s the fence comprise of materials other than vinyl, wood, stockade or chain link?

Key Recommendations
1a. Tiered Permitting Approach (NGPs)

Additional Information on NGPs

= Can provide additional streamlined review process by combining CAD and CAl for single-family home GPs

— One site visit instead of two

= Certain factors (modifiers) eliminate the ability to use NGPs

APPLICATION STAFF PP ' S PROEESS
SUBMITTAL ASSIGNMENT REVIEW, PEC INGP IAPPROVAR

RAIREVIEW, » WETLAND LiMITS REVIEW
* UMAM ASSESSMENT







Key Recommendations
1a. Tiered Permitting Approach (NGPs)

NGPs - Single Family
Home Example
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Key Recommendations

Major Recommendation Topics

1. Tiered Permitting Approach
a. Noticed General Permits
b. Standard Permits

. Additional Special Protection
Areas

Establishing Upland Buffers
Mitigation Approach

Key Recommendations
1b. Standard Permits (SP)

= Level 1: smaller impacts for activities that
don’t qualify for a noticed general permit; two
levels of review; avoidance and mitigation
required

= Level 2: larger wetland impacts, depending on
wetland function; additional level of review

L] - largest impacts/highest functioning
wetlands; require BCC oversight; requires in-
depth Cumulative Impact and Secondary
Impact Analysis and Alternative Analysis

APPLIED

TECOLOG

SP Level Determination

= Functional score

= Wetland area acreage to be
impacted

= Type of impact activity
= A list of other factors (modifiers)




Key Recommendations
1b. Standard Permits (SP)

= Size of impact and wetland Wetland Impact (Acres)
functionality determine level of <20 >2.0-10.00 | > 10.00-25.0
review, type and depth of impact
analyses, and approval requirements

= Other factors (modifiers) impact the
permitting level
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Permit Levels _
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SP Level 2

Key Recommendations
1b. Standard Permits (SP)

SP Level Comparison
SP Level 2

Approval by EPD Assistant Approval by EPD Manager Approval by BCC
Manager

Four Levels of Review
Two Levels of Review Three Levels of Review

. . Alternative Analysis (AA)
Limited Cumulative Impact

Analysis (CIA) if mitigation is
out-of-County

Limited CIA and Secondary

[mpactAnalysesEla) Detailed CIA and SIA

Avoidance and Minimization Avoidance and Minimization Avoidance and Minimization




Key Recommendations
1b. Standard Permits (SP)

Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA) and Secondary Impact Analyses (SIA)

Combined, incremental effects of an = |ooks at effects on a resource that do not result
activity as it poses a threat to the from direct impact of dredge/fill

environment
Complete Secondary impacts would include

ACOE requires for standard permit changes in:

Impacts may be direct, indirect, and/or — Wetland Size
cumulative — Hydrology

— Vegetation composition
Robust CIA is difficult to prepare due TR E

to complexity and lack of information — Habitat Fragmentation

Must include reasonable, predictable, Indirect impacts can reduce ability of wetland
and practical considerations function

A ive Analysis F rk
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Key Recommendations

Major Recommendation Topics

1. Tiered Permitting Approach
a. Noticed General Permits
b. Standard Permits

. Additional Special Protection
Areas

Establishing Upland Buffers
Mitigation Approach

.-APPLIED

TECOLOG

Existing Special
Protection Areas

= \Wekiva River Protection
Area

= Wekiva River Study Area
= Econ River Protection Area

® |nnovation Way
Environmental Land

Stewardship Program Area

Orange County Existing Protection Areas
Legend
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Key Recommendations
2. Additional Special Protection Areas
Development of New
Special Protection Areas
= Potential additional areas to
consider as SPAs

— Shingle Creek
— St. Johns River

Potential use as permitting
modifier

Increased upland buffer
requirements

@3 [
Orange County Proposed Protection Areas

; tesene  rAESHED
* Other requirements to be oy Bundy propesd s s A )
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Key Recommendations

Major Recommendation Topics

1. Tiered Permitting Approach
a. Noticed General Permits
b. Standard Permits

. Additional Special Protection
Areas

Establishing Upland Buffers
Mitigation Approach













Key Recommendations
3. Establishing Upland Buffers

Recommendations

= A minimum of 100-ft natural and
undisturbed buffer for all sites except:
— NGPs and SP Level 1 projects on small lots
— All cases: minimum 25-ft, average 50-ft
If required buffer cannot be provided,
mitigation and other measures (e.g.,
wildlife-friendly fencing, native hedge
plantings, signage) are required
Larger buffer width based on modifiers
such as OFW, location (SPAs), habitat,
and protected species nesting onsite

APPLIED

Key Recommendations 9.

Major Recommendation Topics

1. Tiered Permitting Approach

a. Noticed General Permits
b. Standard Permits

Additional Special Protection
Areas

Establishing Upland Buffers
Mitigation Approach







Key Recommendations

Benefit Recommendation Summary

Key Recommendations
Vision 2050 Tool
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