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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN,

The purpose of this letter is to clarify the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) and the US Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk District (USACE) position on the
eligibility of managed loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) plantations as potential sites for wetland
establishment and/or restoration.

Both DEQ and USACE have generally discouraged the large-scale conversion of mature
upland forest areas for wetland establishment. This position is based on a broad
strategy to avoid disturbing valuable ecosystems in the process of creating wetlands.
However, certain forest area have limited ecological values and functions due to
intensive management and species suppression.

Managed loblolly pine plantations are prevalent in eastern Virginia. These plantations
are managed for maximum timber volume production using a species of fast-growing
pine that can reach maturity in as few as 25 years. The management cycle begins with a
clear cut of all trees followed by the planting of hybridized or genetically modified
saplings. All competing tree species are often mechanically or chemically suppressed.
In wet areas, the land is often graded using a “shear blade and plow” to create linear
beds and furrows modifying the hydrology. The furrows drain away water and the
saplings are planted on the beds.

Although these pine plantations are valuable for timber production, they provide limited
ecosystem functions. The practice of planting a single tree species and suppressing
competing species, restricts plant diversity in pine plantations. Understory trees and
shrubs and ground-level plants are often uniform because of the dominance of loblolly
pine in the canopy and lack of gaps. Alteration of site hydrology may also limit species
diversity and other ecosystem functions.

For these reasons, wetland establishment and/or restoration on managed loblolly pine -
plantations can be expected to provide greater ecological values and functions than the
existing land use.



Position Statement:

Notwithstanding prior statements discouraging wetland establishment or restoration on
forested lands, DEQ and USACE will generally accept proposals for wetland
establishment and/or restoration on a managed loblolly pine plantation, provided all
other mitigation banking or permittee responsible compensation requirements are
satisfied. Due to substantial alterations occurring as part of management techniques,
successful conversion of areas of managed pine plantation meeting wetland criteria prior
to conversion efforts, will be considered restoration for the purpose of calculating
compensation, and establishing credit ratios. In order for establishment or restoration of
these sites to provide an enriched environment, any woody debris not removed after
harvesting the pine, shall be (a) “double” chipped and mixed in with the topsoil and any
needed amendments, (b) composted and mixed in with the topsoil and any needed
amendments, or (c) used to create biochar on site and mixed in with the topsoil and any
needed amendments.

For purposes of this position statement, lands dominated (greater than 50% canopy
coverage) by a single tree species due to natural succession shall not be considered
managed loblolly pine plantations. Prior agency position statements discouraging
wetland establishment or restoration on forested land other than managed loblolly pine
plantations are not affected by this position statement.
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USACE DEQ Mitigation Using Pine Plantations Memo

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)

(Version July 31, 2026)

These FAQs are intended to provide clarification on the Memo, based on real life
processing of mitigation site proposals. Please check for updated FAQs regularly.

Site Selection -

Q: Is this Memo applicable to all possible compensatory mitigation categories in Virginia
(i.e. pine plantations proposed for stream credits, riparian buffer credits, etc.)?

A: No, this Memo is only applicable to those conditions described in the Memo (i.e.
wetland restoration from loblolly pine plantation conversion).

Q: Does this Memo eliminate the historically required waiting period of 5 years for a
property under silviculture to be included for compensatory mitigation?

A: Yes, only for those conditions described in the Memo (i.e. wetland restoration from
loblolly pine plantations).

Q: Are pine plantations of other pine species besides loblolly pine (Pinus taeda)
acceptable under the Memo?

A: No, the Memo currently targets loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) plantations only.

Q: Are there general considerations from any IRT agency members?

A: Yes, IRT members wish to stress that sites proposed under this Memo are still subject to
fullIRT review. The sponsor should continue to answer all concerns and comments from
the IRT that may be relevant to compensatory mitigation sites.

Q: Can landowners harvest their timber during the mitigation banking review process?
Can landowners conduct regular management (ex. thinning, herbicide/insecticide
applications, prescriptive burning, etc.) during the mitigation banking review process?



A: Yes, harvest and management may continue during the mitigation banking review
process for proposed mitigation sites under this Memo.

Q: Does it matter how much time has elapsed between the last pine harvest and re-plant
of pines?

A: No, unless the amount of time elapsed is long enough to generate a change in land use
onsite.

Q: Are there any age-class restrictions for eligibility? Are sites with 1 year old saplings just
as viable as sites with 20-year-old plantings?

A: No age class restrictions are active currently.

Q: What baseline conditions or other information should be provided to the IRT upon the
submittal of a proposal?

A: Evidence may be included to confirm an actively managed pine plantation, via potential
additional information below (in quotes below are directly from Memo):

1. “Plantings of hybridized and/or genetically modified saplings.”

2. “Mechanical or chemical suppression of competing tree species.”

3. Alteration of hydrology (ex. “shear blade and plow to create linear beds and
furrows” or other de-watering systems).

4. Subject property currently in active silviculture (i.e. has not lain fallow long enough
to be considered a change in land use).

5. Subject property would be planted again, if not for proposal for mitigation site.

6. Evidence may be provided from:

Existing or baseline conditions mapping with pine plantation areas outlined.

Onsite data collection.

Site visit confirmation.

Forest management plan, to include stand descriptions, management
history, proposed treatments, reforestation recommendations, maps, and
timelines, as available.

e. Harvestrecords with species amounts, sizes, etc.

f. Otherinformation available or requested by the IRT.



Q: Are farmed or other existing highly disturbed wetlands included under this Memo?

A: No, only conditions described in the Memo are being considered at this time.

Wetland Delineation -
Q: Willthe IRT still require a wetland delineation on projects under this Memo?

A: The IRT may require a wetland delineation at the Prospectus stage for proposed sites
under this Memo. Wetland delineations should follow the appropriate regional
supplement and the ‘87 manual, with specific attention to the Chapter 5 Difficult Wetland
Situations, Lands used for agriculture and silviculture, Pages 113-116.

Design -
Q: Are there any design considerations when planning a project under this Memo?
A: Yes, the following design considerations may inform the design:

1. Virginia Department of Forestry recommends that sponsors and landowners work
with a professional forester to determine appropriate conversion steps at the end of
silviculture operations, particularly if soil stability, water quality, or invasive species
concerns exist.

2. Conversion of land use may be from pine plantation to forested wetland, targeting
an appropriate wetland community type for the physiographic region and/or local
environmental conditions as indicated by a reference wetland.

3. Existing wetlands acreage onsite should be maintained or increased.

4. Vegetation - Proposed planting palettes should not include pine species.

5. Hydrology — The sponsor may restore or enhance natural wetland hydrology
conditions in accordance with a reference wetland, including but not limited to:

a. Reversing lands, bed and furrow, or other existing drainage or ditching
practices.

b. Ditch plugging or moving side cast materials back into ditches.

c. Microtopography, as appropriate based on reference wetland conditions.

d. Minimize proposal of berms or additional hydrologic alteration onsite, unless
absolutely required based on reference wetland conditions.



6. Soils - Sponsors should consider soilamendments carefully. Adjusting the soil pH
(ex. liming soils) may or may not serve as an effective treatment for discouraging
pine recruitment/colonization, and many of our native deciduous trees are adapted
to the same soil pH ranges (https://plants.sc.egov.usda.gov/).

7. Leaving tree materials onsite -

a. Woody debris not appropriate for timber harvest may be allowed to remain
onsite, to the extent that it supports the proposed design. Leaving carbon in
the form of chipped or composted woody debris may deter invasion by non-

native or invasive species (Research: https://www.mdpi.com/2223-
7747/15/3/477). Please see the Memo for various options for leaving

materials onsite.

b. Other potential design ideas include, but are not limited to the creation of
wildlife refuge or habitat onsite via flipped root balls, upended stumps,
standing dead trees, etc.

c. Design or management options involving prescribed burning may be
considered.

Crediting -
Q: What credit ratio may be applicable under this Memo?

A: “Wetland Restoration/Re-Habilitation (1:1) — Active Pine Plantation” - Due to the
perceived reduction in wetland functions and historic disturbance of wetland hydrology
and soils, pine plantations that qualify as a wetland may, in most instances, generate
Wetland Restoration (1:1) mitigation credit. Please use the above description in all
documentation for proposed sites under this Memo and called out this category separate
from other wetland mitigation categories. These sites have high potential for alternative
performance standards, monitoring requirements, and other considerations. No Net Loss
- The Memo assumes that wetland functions have been degraded and hydrology and soils
have been disturbed at active pine plantations to the extent that, even if delineated as a
wetland, these sites may still qualify as indicated above.

Q: Would additional wetland credit be awarded for creating wetlands in non-jurisdictional
areas currently planted in loblolly monoculture, or is this treated the same as restoring
existing wetlands from loblolly conditions?



A: Creating wetlands on managed pine plantations may receive the standard Wetland
Creation (1:1) or (2:1) credit ratio (one acre to two acres equals one wetland credit), in
accordance with the 2018 MBI template. Please note that the expectation continues to be
creating sustainable wetland community types in appropriate landscape positions.
Wetland creation from uplands that is overly dependent upon berms, weirs, or other
structures or is located far upland from other water resources may increase risks and may
receive less credit.

Q: Would an existing approved mitigation bank that received wetland enhancement
mitigation credit (3:1) for active pine plantation areas be eligible to propose “Wetland
Restoration/Re-Habilitation (1:1) — Active Pine Plantation?”

A: Yes, a proposed modification to an approved Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI) may
be submitted and may be reviewed based on evidence provided.

Performance Standards & Monitoring Requirements —

Q: Should I consider any changes to template performance standards or monitoring
requirements for areas proposed under this Memo?

A: Yes, please consider and propose alternative performance standards and monitoring
requirements based on the unique goals and objectives of converting an active pine
plantation to a mitigation bank. This section may be updated if USACE and DEQ notice any
trends in the proposed performance standards and monitoring requirements that may
apply to all proposed sites under this Memo.



