
 
 

DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 

Establishment of a New Dredged Sediment Nearshore  
Placement Area for Fairport Harbor, Ohio 

Operations and Maintenance 
Fairport Harbor, Lake County Ohio 

 
NEPA Unique ID: EAXX-202-00-H5P-1742815634 

 

 

 
 

February 2026 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Buffalo District 
478 Main Street  

Buffalo, New York 14202 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
 



 

 
i 
 

DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
FAIRPORT NEARSHORE PLACEMENT AREA 
FAIRPORT HARBOR, LAKE COUNTY, OHIO 

  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Buffalo District has assessed the environmental 
impacts of the subject project in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
of 1969 and has determined a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  The attached draft 
environmental assessment (EA) dated February 2026 addresses the USACE establishment of a 
new nearshore placement area for coarse sediment dredged from the federal navigation channels 
at Fairport Harbor, Ohio.   
 
PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the attached EA is to provide sufficient information on the potential effects of the 
proposed action to determine if it constitutes a major federal action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment, thereby necessitating the development of an environmental 
impact statement (EIS).  It has been prepared by the USACE in accordance with Department of 
Defense National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures (DoD NEPA 
Procedures).  The EA assesses the anticipated environmental and socioeconomic impacts that 
may result from the establishment of a new nearshore placement area for coarse sediment 
dredged from the Fairport Harbor federal navigation channels and includes a discussion of the 
need for the action, the affected environment (existing conditions), a description of the proposed 
action and alternatives considered including the “No Action” alternative, anticipated 
environmental impacts that may result from the proposed action, and other related environmental 
compliance requirements, including a list of the agencies, interested groups, and individuals 
consulted.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Fairport Harbor is a deep-draft commercial harbor located in Lake County, Ohio (EA Figure 1).  
Construction of the harbor was authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 30 Stat. 1121.  
The harbor contains an entrance channel and outer harbor channels in Lake Erie, as well as an 
upper and lower river channel, and turning basin in the Grand River.  Authorized depths are 25 
feet in the entrance and outer harbor, 24 feet in the lower river, 21 feet in the upper river, and 18 
feet in the turning basin.  The harbor contains 2.2 miles of breakwater structures, a 360-acre 
outer harbor, and 1.5 miles of federal channel on the Grand River.  The USACE Buffalo District 
maintains the federal navigation channels at the harbor in support of commercial and recreational 
navigation (EA Figure 2). 
 
Fairport Harbor is currently on track to be dredged on an annual basis in order to maintain 
suitable depths for commercial navigation and reduce the backlog of sediment in the harbor.  As 
sediments are deposited and accumulate as shoals, they can obstruct commercial vessels in the 
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channels, thus requiring regular maintenance dredging.  Approximately 350,000 cubic yards 
(CY) of sediment are set to be dredged annually in the upcoming years to reduce the backlog of 
sediment.  Maintenance dredging of the Fairport Harbor federal navigation channels requires a 
location to place the dredged sediment.  Historically, finer-grained sediment dredged from most 
of the harbor’s channels was placed at the existing open-water placement area in Lake Erie, 
located about 3.5 miles north from the East Breakwater Light.  Finer-grained sediment is now 
placed in a newly constructed upland placement facility.  Coarse-grained sediment dredged from 
the entrance channel is typically placed for littoral nourishment at the existing authorized 
nearshore placement area located east of the harbor (EA Figure 3).  However, due to a newly 
constructed pier within the existing nearshore area, this location is now undesirable.   
 
RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
The preferred site under for the nearshore placement of dredged sediment resides approximately 
2.3 miles west of Fairport Harbor’s west breakwater (EA Figure 4).  The southern-most 
boundary of the area is located at the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM) and does not include 
any beach or upland areas.  U.S. Army Corps policy regarding shallow water depths for the 
purposes of nearshore placement specify placement anywhere between the -11-foot low water 
datum (LWD1) contour and the ordinary high-water mark as long as there are no increased costs 
to the federal government over the cost of placement at the open-lake placement area.  If 
placement in the nearshore zone at depths of less than -11 feet LWD cost significantly more than 
open-lake placement, a partner would need to pay the increased cost of nearshore placement.  
Therefore, the northern-most boundary of a recommended nearshore placement area would 
reside along the -11-foot LWD contour.   
 
The 62.78-acre area was chosen for this investigation as this site would not impact any fish 
spawning areas or structures in the vicinity of the harbor.  The site is more than 3,000 feet away 
from any known water intake.  In addition, through coordination with state agencies, and the 
public, this site was deemed the preferred location of the new nearshore placement area. 
 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
A total of three project alternatives were evaluated, including the no action alternative, and two 
sites for the proposed nearshore area.  The no action alternative is not recommended as it would 
not meet project objectives of selecting a new nearshore site for coarse material dredged from 
Fairport Harbor.  Nearshore Area Site 2 (east of the harbor) was considered and evaluated. 
However, this proposed area was not selected due to feedback from stakeholders and the public 
during the scoping process that Site 1 was preferred (Appendix A).  An assessment of the 
potential effects of the project alternatives is presented in the EA while a summary assessment of 
the potential effects of the recommended plan is listed in the table below: 
 

 
1 Low Water Datum (LWD) for Lake Erie is 569.2 feet above mean sea level at Rimouski, Quebec, Canada.  
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Public Interest 
Factor 

No Action Alternative: 
Continued use of existing 
nearshore placement area 

Preferred Alternative: 
Nearshore placement area west 

of Fairport Harbor 
Physical and Natural Environmental Considerations 

Air Quality 
Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by 
sediment offloading operation) 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by sediment 
offloading operation) 

Water Quality 
Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (due to turbidity 
caused by placement of sediment) 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (due to turbidity 
caused by placement of sediment) 

Climate No effect No effect 

Substrate and 
Benthos 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by 
smothering). 
Long-term impact on substrate 
alongside pier. 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by 
smothering) 

Fisheries Short-term: minor adverse effect 
Long-term: minor beneficial effect 

Short-term: minor adverse effect 
Long-term: minor beneficial effect 

Wildlife Temporary minor effect (caused 
by sediment offloading activity) 

Temporary minor effect (caused 
by sediment offloading activity) 

Aquatic Vegetation Minor adverse (short-term) 
No adverse effect (long-term) 

Minor adverse (short-term) 
No adverse effect (long-term) 

Wetlands No effect No effect 
Federally Listed 
Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

No effect No effect 

Socio-Economic Environmental Considerations 
Demographics No effect No effect 
Land Use and 
Development No effect No effect 

Recreation, Noise 
and Aesthetics 

Short-term: minor adverse 
(increase in noise levels during 
sediment placement) 

Short-term: minor adverse 
(increase in noise levels during 
sediment placement) 

Public 
Facilities/Water and 
Service Facilities 

No adverse effect No adverse effect 

Cultural Resources No adverse effect No adverse effect 
Note: Impacts were assessed as major adverse, minor adverse, resource unaffected (no effect), 
resource unaffected through mitigation, minor beneficial, or major beneficial impacts.  
Additionally, impacts could be temporary, permanent, or not applicable. 

 
CONSULTATION AND COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS AND REGULATIONS 
 
Project coordination was initiated with agencies and interests via the NEPA scoping process, 
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Clean Water Act Section (CWA) 404(a) public notice, and continued with the distribution of this 
EA.  A NEPA scoping document was posted for a 30-calendar day comment period on August 
28, 2024.  All scoping comments have been resolved, and no significant adverse impacts have 
been identified (Appendix A).    
 
Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, the USACE has 
determined that the recommended plan will likely have no effect on federally listed species or 
designated critical habitat.  This determination was sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife on 
November 04, 2024.  In a letter dated November 13, 2024, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) concurred with this determination (Appendix B). 
 
There are no listed historic properties or properties determined as being eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places that would be affected by this project.  Following a literature 
review and multibeam and sidescan surveys, the USACE determined that the proposed project 
would have no effect on historic properties and no further cultural resource investigation is 
recommended prior to implementation of the proposed project.  In a letter dated April 24, 2025, 
the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with this determination 
(Appendix C). 
 
Pursuant to the CWA of 1972, as amended, project coordination was initiated with agencies and 
interests including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency (OEPA) via the NEPA scoping document in 2024.  The project would result 
in a Section 404 discharge.  A CWA Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation has been drafted and can be 
located in Appendix D of the attached EA.  This evaluation will be finalized following release of 
a Section 404(a) public notice and consideration of all applicable comments related to this 
proposed discharge.  The USACE Buffalo District currently has a water quality certification 
(WQC) from the OEPA to dredge and place sediment from the authorized federal navigation 
channels of Fairport Harbor that is valid through the 2027 dredging season.  A modification to 
the existing Section 401 WQC to include the proposed nearshore placement area has been 
requested to the OEPA (Appendix D). 
 
Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, project coordination was 
initiated with the Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) via the NEPA scoping and 
CWA Section 404(a) public notice.  The proposed dredged sediment placement would be 
undertaken in a manner consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the State of Ohio 
Coastal Management Program.  A Coastal Management Program Federal Consistency 
Determination has been submitted to the ODNR documenting this determination (Appenidx E). 
 
All applicable laws, executive orders, regulations, and local government plans were considered 
in evaluation of alternatives.  Based on this report, the reviews by other federal, state, and local 
agencies, tribes, input of the public, and the review by my staff, it is my determination that the 
recommended plan would not cause significant adverse effects on the quality of the human 
environment.  Therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required.  Full 
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compliance with NEPA will be attained once the public review period concludes and no 
significant adverse impacts are identified, and the FONSI is signed.   
             
      
                                                                                      
         

 
             
ROBERT M. BURNHAM 
LTC, EN 
Commanding
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1 PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY 
 
1.1 PURPOSE  

 
The purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) is to provide sufficient information on the 
potential effects of the proposed action to determine if it may constitute a major federal action 
which could have a reasonably foreseeable significant effect on the quality of the human 
environment, thereby necessitating the development of an environmental impact statement 
(EIS).  This EA has been prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Buffalo 
District in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA) 
and Department of Defense National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures (DoD 
NEPA Procedures).    
  
This EA has been completed to assess the reasonably foreseeable environmental and 
socioeconomic impacts that may result from the proposed establishment of a new nearshore 
placement area for suitable coarse-grained sediment dredged from the federal navigation 
channels at Fairport Harbor, Ohio.  This EA includes a discussion of the purpose and need for 
the proposed action, the affected environment (existing conditions), a description of the proposed 
action, and alternatives that were considered.  Also included is the no action alternative, 
reasonably foreseeable environmental effects that may result from the proposed action and 
alternatives, and a summary of other related environmental compliance requirements, including a 
list of the agencies, interested groups, and individuals consulted.   
 
1.2 AUTHORITY 
 
Authority for the federal navigation project at Fairport Harbor comes from the River & Harbor 
Acts of 1875, 1886, 1888, 1896, 1899, 1902, 1907, 1910, 1916, 1917, 1935, 1937, 1945, 1958, 
1960 and 1962, 1976 and 1986 Water Resources Development Acts, and 1985 Supplemental 
Appropriations Act and 1988 Energy and Water Appropriations Act, which were used to initially 
construct the harbor and provides authorization to maintain depths within the harbor using 
operations and maintenance (O&M) funding. 
 

2 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION  

 
Fairport Harbor, Painesville Township, Lake County, Ohio, is located on the south shore of Lake 
Erie at the mouth of the Grand River.  The harbor is approximately 33 miles northeast of 
Cleveland, Ohio and 27 miles southwest of Ashtabula, Ohio (Figure 1).  The USACE anticipates 



 

2 
 

the need to dredge and place sediment excavated from the authorized federal navigation channels 
of Fairport Harbor in order to maintain authorized channel depths.  Fairport Harbor is scheduled 
to be dredged on an annual basis in order to maintain suitable depths for commercial navigation 
and reduce the backlog of sediment in the harbor.  As sediments are deposited and accumulate as 
shoals, they can obstruct commercial vessels in the channels, thus requiring regular maintenance 
dredging.  Approximately 350,000 cubic yards (CY) of sediment are set to be dredged annually 
in the upcoming years to reduce the backlog of sediment.  Maintenance dredging of the Fairport 
Harbor federal navigation channels requires a location to place the dredged sediment.  
Historically, finer-grained sediment dredged from most of the harbor’s channels was placed at 
the existing open-water placement area in Lake Erie, located about 3.5 miles north from the East 
Breakwater Light.  Finer-grained sediment is now placed in a newly constructed upland 
placement facility.  Coarse-grained sediment dredged from the entrance channel is typically 
placed for littoral nourishment at the existing authorized nearshore placement area located east of 
the harbor.  Keeping coarse-grained sediment within the nearshore system of Lake Erie is 
important to help minimize shoreline erosion in adjacent areas and maintain nearshore habitat.  
However, due to a newly constructed pier within the existing nearshore area, this location is now 
undesirable. 
 
 

 
Figure 1: Fairport Harbor location map. 

    
 

2.2 BACKGROUND 
 
Fairport Harbor is a deep-draft commercial harbor located in Lake County, Ohio.  Construction 
of Fairport Harbor was authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 30 Stat 1121.  The 
Fairport Harbor project contains 2.2 miles of breakwater structures, a 360-acre outer harbor, and 
1.5 miles of federal channels on the Grand River (Figure 2).  Federal navigation channels in the 
harbor include Entrance and Outer Harbor channels in Lake Erie, as well as an Upper and Lower 
River Channel, including a Turning Basin in the Grand River.  Authorized depths are 25 feet 
below low water datum (LWD) in the entrance and outer harbor, 25 feet in the lower river, 21 
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feet in the Upper River, and 18 feet in the turning basin.  The USACE Buffalo District maintains 
the federal navigation channels at the harbor in support of commercial and recreational 
navigation.  The Grand River navigable channel is located within the Red Creek Grand River 
(HUC 04110004-06-07) watershed.  
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Figure 2: Fairport Harbor navigation channels. 
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2.3 NEED FOR ACTION  
 
Several hundred million cubic yards of sediment must be dredged from United States ports, 
harbors, and waterways each year to maintain and improve the nation's navigation system for 
commercial, national defense, and recreational purposes.  Traditional dredged sediment 
placement methods discharge sediment into confined disposal facilities or the open waters of 
oceans, rivers, or lakes.  While this method is acceptable for fine-grain sediment located within a 
harbor’s interior, an alternate placement method should be employed for coarse-grained sediment 
that migrates into the maintained federal navigation channels via longshore sediment transport or 
littoral drift as this sediment is critical to coastal function and resiliency.  Nearshore placement 
returns suitable dredged sediment that has accumulated within the federal navigation channels to 
the littoral system and thereby allowing the sediment to continue to migrate in the nearshore.  
 
The USACE has long had general policies offering broad support for the use of dredged 
sediment for beneficial purposes and has incorporated beneficial use projects into its Civil Works 
dredging programs.  The nearshore placement of suitable coarse-grained sediment dredged from 
the Fairport Harbor channels has multiple environmental, logistical, and social benefits.  These 
include the enhancement of nearshore profiles and/or beaches, an increase in the efficiency of 
dredging operations which reduces overall navigation maintenance costs, and a temporary 
decrease of nearshore wave heights which may reduce damage from erosive waves and storms.   
 
The existing nearshore placement area in Fairport Harbor is no longer desirable due to the 
construction of a pier on the eastern side of the placement area.  Continued use of the existing 
authorized nearshore placement area would result in dredged sediment becoming trapped 
alongside this pier as a result of littoral transport.  This would cause a disruption in the littoral 
transport of sediment downdrift of the pier.  In addition, recreational users of the pier would be 
negatively impacted due to the accumulation of sediment alongside the pier.  Due to this, the 
USACE is proposing to establish a new nearshore placement area, so the pier is not impacted 
each time sediment is placed in the nearshore.  The establishment of a new nearshore placement 
area and the nearshore placement of suitable coarse-grain sediment would allow the USACE to 
manage the dredged sediment in the most economic and environmentally acceptable way. 
 

3 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
3.1 PROPOSED ACTION  
 
The USACE anticipates the need to dredge and place sediment excavated from the authorized 
federal navigation channels of Fairport Harbor in order to maintain authorized channel depths. 
The next scheduled dredging will occur in 2026.  A contractor of the federal government will 
accomplish the project.  Sediment will be removed from the channel bottom by a mechanical or 
hydraulic dredge and placed into hoppers aboard ship or scow for transport to the upland 
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placement facility and/or nearshore placement area.  The method of excavation will be 
determined by the contractor performing the maintenance dredging.  In previous years, clamshell 
dredges have been used to complete the required work.  It is estimated that 40,000 to 65,000 
cubic yards of coarse-grained sediment is dredged from the Fairport Harbor federal navigation 
channels each dredging cycle. 
 
Based on previous sampling and analysis efforts conducted at the harbor, sediment residing 
within the Entrance Channel and the northern tip of the Outer Harbor consists primarily of fine to 
medium-grained sands with some gravel, making it suitable for nearshore placement.  In 
addition, the sediment in these reaches do not contain any contaminants of concern at any levels 
of significance and will meet CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230.11[d]) for open-
water placement.  Sediment was last sampled and analyzed in the summer of 2024 at each of the 
proposed new nearshore placement areas that are under investigation.  The following two areas 
have been identified as options for a potential new nearshore placement area for coarse-grained 
sediment dredged from Fairport Harbor (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Location of proposed new nearshore placement areas at Fairport Harbor.
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Preferred Alternative: Nearshore Area West of Fairport Harbor (Site 1) 
 
This site resides approximately 2.3 miles west of Fairport Harbor’s west breakwater (Figure 4).  
The southern-most boundary of the area is located at the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM) and 
does not include any beach or upland areas.  The USACE policy regarding shallow water depths 
for the purposes of nearshore placement specify placement anywhere between the -11-foot LWD 
contour and the ordinary high-water mark as long as there are no increased costs to the federal 
government over the cost of placement at the open-lake placement area.  If placement in the 
nearshore zone at depths of less than -11 feet LWD cost significantly more than open-lake 
placement, a partner would need to pay the increased cost of nearshore placement.  Therefore, 
the northern-most boundary of a recommended nearshore placement area would reside along the 
-11-foot LWD contour as depicted in Figure 4.   
 
The 62.78-acre area was chosen as it would not impact any fish spawning areas or structures in 
the vicinity of the harbor.  The sediment placement would have no impact to water intakes as the 
site is more than 3,000 feet away from any known water intake.  In addition, through project 
scoping coordination with state agencies, stakeholders and the public, this site was deemed the 
preferred location of the new nearshore placement area. 
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Figure 4: Proposed nearshore area site 1 (west of Fairport Harbor). 
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3.2 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

 
It is USACE policy to consider all practicable and relevant alternative measures, including the no 
action alternative.  Those alternatives considered included the following: 
 
Alternative 1: No Action  
 
A “No Action” Alternative (without project conditions) is a requirement of NEPA, and it further 
serves as a baseline for comparison for other alternatives.  With this alternative, the USACE 
would take no action to select a new nearshore area for coarse sediment dredged from Fairport 
Harbor’s federal navigation channels.  Without the selection of a new area, the existing nearshore 
area would continue to be used for coarse-grained sediment.  This would in turn, continue to 
have negative impacts on the newly constructed fishing pier within that area.  The No Action 
Alternative has not been selected as it would not meet project objectives. 
 
Alternative 2: Nearshore Area East of Fairport Harbor (Site 2) 
  
The second nearshore area under investigation resides approximately 25,000 feet (4.7 miles) east 
of Fairport Harbor’s east breakwater (Figure 5).  Just like Site 1, coarse sediment would be 
placed between the -11-foot LWD contour and the OHWM.  This nearshore placement area 
would be at minimum 3,000 feet to the east of the Bacon Road water intake facility.  By moving 
the existing nearshore site further to the east, there would be less impact to the water intake pipe 
for the Bacon Road Water Treatment Facility and the newly constructed pier within the existing 
nearshore area.  The coarse sediment placed at Site 2 would be expected to follow the littoral 
drift pattern of west to east and not transport back into Fairport Harbor.  In addition, the 132.84-
acre placement area does not reside within any known fish spawning areas.  This alternative was 
not selected due to stakeholder coordination and public feedback during the NEPA scoping 
process.  All feedback received was in favor of Site 1 (Appendix A).
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Figure 5: Proposed nearshore area site 2 (east of Fairport Harbor). 
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND IMPACTS  

To characterize the affected environment of the proposed project site and to assess the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed action, information has been obtained from existing data, 
literature and through coordination with federal, state, and local agencies.  The assessment of 
environmental and socioeconomic effects of the proposed action was based on an evaluation of 
the impacts that are reasonably foreseeable from the establishment of a new nearshore placement 
area.  The anticipated effects of the proposed project and associated activities were determined 
from project documentation, agency coordination, analysis of construction activities necessary to 
implement the project, and foreseeable effects of the proposed project. 
 
For some environmental considerations, the no action as well as the proposed action would result 
in no effect to the environmental resource under consideration and would reflect a continuation 
of existing conditions.  This is described where appropriate.  A summary of the anticipated 
effects expected to result from the no action and preferred alternative is provided below (Table 
1).   
 
Agencies, interest groups, and the public that have been contacted during preparation of this EA 
are listed in Section 6.0.  A NEPA scoping document was distributed to these individuals on 
August 28, 2024.  Several comments for the NEPA scoping document were received and 
documented in Appendix A.  This EA has been made available for a 30-day public/agency 
review.   
 
Table 1: Public interest factors. 

Public Interest 
Factor 

No Action Alternative: 
Continued use of existing 
nearshore placement area 

Preferred Alternative: 
Nearshore placement area west 

of Fairport Harbor 
Physical and Natural Environmental Considerations 

Air Quality 
Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by 
sediment offloading operation) 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by sediment 
offloading operation) 

Water Quality 
Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (due to turbidity 
caused by placement of sediment) 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (due to turbidity 
caused by placement of sediment) 

Climate No effect No effect 

Substrate and 
Benthos 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by 
smothering). 
Long-term impact on substrate 
alongside pier. 

Temporary minor short-term 
adverse effect (caused by 
smothering) 

Fisheries Short-term: minor adverse effect 
Long-term: minor beneficial effect 

Short-term: minor adverse effect 
Long-term: minor beneficial effect 

Wildlife Temporary minor effect (caused 
by sediment offloading activity) 

Temporary minor effect (caused 
by sediment offloading activity) 
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Public Interest 
Factor 

No Action Alternative: 
Continued use of existing 
nearshore placement area 

Preferred Alternative: 
Nearshore placement area west 

of Fairport Harbor 

Aquatic Vegetation Minor adverse (short-term) 
No adverse effect (long-term) 

Minor adverse (short-term) 
No adverse effect (long-term) 

Wetlands No effect No effect 
Federally Listed 
Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

No effect No effect 

Socio-Economic Environmental Considerations 
Demographics No effect No effect 
Land Use and 
Development No effect No effect 

Recreation, Noise 
and Aesthetics 

Short-term: minor adverse 
(increase in noise levels during 
sediment placement) 

Short-term: minor adverse 
(increase in noise levels during 
sediment placement) 

Public 
Facilities/Water and 
Service Facilities 

No adverse effect No adverse effect 

Cultural Resources No adverse effect No adverse effect 
Note: Impacts were assessed as major adverse, minor adverse, resource unaffected (no effect), 
resource unaffected through mitigation, minor beneficial, or major beneficial impacts.  
Additionally, impacts could be temporary, permanent, or not applicable. 

 

4.1 PHYSICAL/NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

The section below describes the existing conditions, and the potential impacts associated with the 
no action alternative and the preferred action alternative.  The other action alternative (nearshore 
area east of Fairport Harbor, Site 2) considered and discussed within Section 3.2 would be 
expected to have similar environmental impacts as the proposed plan. 
 
4.1.1 Air Quality 
 
Existing Conditions - The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has developed 
maximum allowable concentrations of pollutant discharges into the air, referred to as National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  Monitoring parameters include ozone, PM 2.5 
particulates, PM 10 particulates, SO2, carbon monoxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide.  Each state 
has developed ambient air quality pollution control standards that may either be the same, or 
more restrictive, than the USEPA standards.   
 
A review of the USEPA AIRdata database indicates that 8-hour ozone based on the 2015 
standards is found to be in “non-attainment” with the NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful 
to public health and the environment (USEPA, 2024).  All other pollutants include carbon 
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monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, lead, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide are in attainment at the 
project location.   
 
No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, there would not be a selection of a 
new nearshore placement area.  Instead, the existing nearshore placement area would continue to 
be used for coarse sediment dredged from Fairport Harbor’s commercial navigation channels.  
Due to the closer proximity of the existing nearshore area, there would be less emissions emitted 
from the transportation of sediment at the existing nearshore placement area than the proposed 
new nearshore placement area.  However, these emissions would be negligible and would not 
have a significant impact to the degradation of air quality.    
 
Preferred Alternative - The transportation of dredged sediment from Fairport Harbor to the new 
nearshore placement area would result in an increase in air emissions (e.g., suspended 
particulates, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, lead, etc.) into the local atmosphere.  The 
release of these pollutants is not expected to result in any long- or short-term exceedance 
violations of state air quality standards.  Lake County is in attainment based upon the 1997 
standard for all pollutants except ozone (USEPA, 2025).  Therefore, an emissions calculation for 
both NOx and VOCs, and a Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) was completed and can be 
located Appendix G.  General Conformity under the Clean Air Act, Section 176 has been 
evaluated for the project described above according to the requirements of 40 CFR 93, Subpart 
B.  This rule states that if the total direct and indirect emissions from this project/action are 
estimated at less than 100 tons of ozone per year and are below the conformity threshold value 
established at 40 CFR 93.153(b) of 100 tons/year of ozone, and if the project/action are not 
considered regionally significant, then the project/action are in General Conformity and a RONA 
is appropriate.  The operation of equipment associated with the placement of dredged sediment 
would result in the emission of an estimated 1.88 tons of ozone precursors per nearshore 
placement operation each year.  This is well below the 100 tons/year threshold established in 40 
CFR 93.153(b).  This calculation is based only on sediment placement operations at the preferred 
new nearshore placement area and does not include the emissions resulting from the actual 
USACE dredging action since that is part of the existing condition and No Action Alternative.  
Therefore, air quality impacts would be minor, adverse, and short-term. 
 
4.1.2 Water Quality  
 
Existing Conditions - Fairport Harbor is located along the south shore of Lake Erie.  Lake Erie is 
designated by the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) as exceptional warmwater 
habitat, superior high-quality water, public water supply, agricultural water supply, industrial 
water supply, and bathing waters (Ohio Administrative Code 3745-1-31).  
 
No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, the existing nearshore placement area 
would continue to be used for the placement of coarse sediment dredged from Fairport Harbor’s 
federal navigation channels.  Nearshore placement of dredged sediment results in the temporary 
re-suspension of sediments, increased turbidity, and a temporary decrease in dissolved oxygen 
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levels in the water column.  Water quality impacts associated with the nearshore placement of 
dredged sediment would be minor, adverse, and short-term. 
 
Preferred Alternative - Nearshore placement of dredged sediment results in the temporary re-
suspension of sediments, increased turbidity, and a temporary decrease in dissolved oxygen 
levels in the water column.  Water quality impacts associated with the nearshore placement of 
dredged sediment would be minor, adverse, and short-term.  There is no water-intake within 
3,000 feet of the proposed new nearshore placement area. 
 
In 2024, sampling and testing of sediments and water was conducted to evaluate sediment 
quality within the federal navigation channels of Fairport Harbor, Ohio.  Sediments within 
maintained areas of the harbor navigation channels are periodically sampled, tested and 
evaluated to complete the CWA Section 404 evaluation and contaminant determination (40 CFR 
230.11[d]), that placement of dredged sediments at the specified site in Lake Erie would not 
cause unacceptable, adverse, contaminant-related impacts.  In 2025, a sediment evaluation was 
completed for the 2024 sediment sampling event (Appendix F). 
 
Discrete and composite surface grab sediment samples were subjected to bulk physical and 
chemical analyses, biological testing and standard elutriate testing.  Data generated through these 
investigations, in tandem with previous information, were used to evaluate whether sediments 
dredged from Fairport Harbor federal navigation channels meet CWA Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines at 40 CFR 230.11(d) for discharge at designated open-water placement sites, 
including an authorized deep open-water placement site offshore of Fairport and the two 
proposed nearshore placement sites. 
 
The 2025 sediment evaluation indicated that open-water placement of most of the Fairport 
Harbor dredged sediments would meet applicable state Water Quality Standards (WQSs) that are 
protective of aquatic life.  Only two sites sampled in the river channel did not meet the state 
WQSs due to the presence of sodium salts.  However, this would not impact nearshore 
placement, as the coarse-grained sediments that would be placed in the new nearshore area are 
located in the entrance and outer harbor channel. 
 
4.1.3 Climate 
 
Existing Condition - The warm season in Painesville, Ohio lasts approximately 3.7 months from 
the end of May to the middle of September, with an average daily temperature of 71 degrees 
Fahrenheit.  Summer months are generally characterized as warm with significant sunshine.  The 
cold season in Painesville, Ohio typically lasts approximately 3.2 months from the beginning of 
December to mid-March with an average daily high temperature below 43 degrees Fahrenheit.  
The winter months are generally characterized as freezing and windy.  Cloud cover and 
precipitation are variable over the course of the year.  The humidity in Painesville also varies 
based on season.  The growing season in Painesville typically lasts seven months from April to 
November (Weather Spark, 2024). 
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No Action and Preferred Alternative - The nearshore placement of dredged sediment at the 
existing and proposed new nearshore placement site would have no effect on climate 
 
4.1.4 Substrate and Benthos 
 
Existing Conditions - In 2024, the USACE sampled and tested sediment from the proposed 
nearshore placement areas and federal navigation channels in Fairport Harbor.  Field 
observations while sediment sampling the proposed nearshore placement areas revealed that the 
substrate at Site 1 (west of the harbor), was composed of a sandy/silty bottom, while the 
substrate at Site 2 (east of the harbor) was composed of more cobble and coarser material. 
Fairport Harbor consists of a lake approach channel and outer harbor channels in Lake Erie, and 
a river channel in the Grand River.  Overall, the predominant source of sediment in these 
channels is runoff of surficial fine-grained soils within the agricultural upper watershed of the 
Grand River and to a lesser extent from creek tributaries through erosion and runoff from nearby 
industrial areas.  In addition, some predominantly coarse-grain sediment from the lake may 
deposit in the entrance channel (USACE, 2023). 
 
In 2025, a sediment evaluation was completed for the 2024 sediment sampling event (USACE, 
2025).  This evaluation found that sediments within the river channel and outer harbor were 
primarily fine grained, consisting of 63 to 97 percent silt and clay and 3 to 37 percent sand and 
gravel.  Sediment within the entrance channel consisted of silty sand, with 62 percent sand and 
gravel and 38 percent silt and clay.  The open-water reference and placement areas were also 
mainly fine grained, consisting of 54 to 97 percent silt and clay and 3 to 46 percent sand and 
gravel.  The nearshore placement area sediments consisted of sand with 0.1 to 2 percent silt and 
clay (Appendix F). 
 
The benthic habitats in Lake Erie nearshore waters are complex and diverse.  Extensive surveys 
and assessments of benthic invertebrate communities within the nearshore zone of the Great 
Lakes have been rather limited over the past several decades.  However, most recent surveys that 
have compared past and present communities have shown that dramatic changes in community 
structure have occurred over broad areas in the nearshore zone.  Lake Erie nearshore water 
benthic communities are generally dominated by a few species: Pisisdium casertanum, 
Diaporeia hoyi, Procladius spp., Chironomus spp., and Dreissenia polymorpha.  Changes to the 
benthic community over the past few decades have been attributed to changes in water quality 
and in sediment quality resulting from a decrease in nutrient and pollution loading.  Diversity has 
increased along with the abundance of species considered to be pollution sensitive.  The benthic 
community structure has seen a dramatic shift due to the large numbers of zebra mussels now 
present in the nearshore zone. 
 
No Action Alternative - Under the no action alternative, the existing nearshore placement area 
would continue to be used for the placement of coarse sediment dredged from Fairport Harbor’s 
federal navigation channels.  Nearshore placement of dredged sediment could initially smother 
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some benthic organisms in the vicinity of the project area.  Recolonization of these areas by 
benthos from the surrounding bottom substrate typically occurs rapidly following placement of 
sediment.  This impact would be minor, adverse, and short-term.   In addition, the sediment 
placed at the existing nearshore location could accumulate alongside the fishing pier and lead to 
changes in the substrate.  This may lead to a long-term adverse impact on users of the fishing 
pier. 
 
Preferred Alternative - The placement of dredged sediment at the proposed nearshore area may 
impact the resident macroinvertebrate community through smothering, which would result in the 
temporary localized loss of benthic organisms.  The existing substrate within the proposed 
nearshore placement area consists of hard bottom and sand.  The results from the sediment 
sampling testing revealed that the samples from the proposed nearshore placement areas 
consisted of at least 98 percent total sand and gravel (Table 2).  The sand placed into the 
nearshore area is expected to either dissipate over time through wave action or be recolonized by 
benthic organisms residing in the dredged sediment and the surrounding lake bottom.  Nearshore 
coarse-grain sediment has been shown to disperse and thin within a matter of months, exposing 
underlying substrate in high energy environments (Guy and Liebenthal, 2002).  Due to the 
expected relatively quick dispersal of the placed sediment, significant long-term changes in the 
benthic community resulting from the placement of this new sediment are unlikely.  Impacts to 
benthic organisms would be minor, adverse, and short-term. 
 
Table 2: Fairport Harbor grain size results from the 2024 sediment sampling (USACE, 2025). 

 
  
4.1.5 Fisheries 
 
Existing Conditions - Lake Erie supports an important commercial and sport fishery.  Important 
sport fish, in terms of the number of fish harvested include yellow perch (Perca flavescens), 
walleye (Stizostedion vitreum), white bass (Morone chrysops), white perch (Morone americana), 
channel catfish (I. punctatus), freshwater drum (Aplodinotus grunniens), smallmouth bass 
(Micropterus dolomieu), steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), and to a lesser extent 
largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), rock bass (Ambloplites rupestris), bluegill (Lepomis 
macrochirus), chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), white crappie (Pomoxis annularis), 
and round goby (Neogobius melanostomus).   
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Common fish found within the commercial harbors of central Lake Erie are smallmouth bass, 
walleye, steelhead (rainbow) trout, rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax), brown bullhead 
(Ameriurus nebulosus), channel catfish, freshwater drum, trout perch (Percopsis omiscomaycus), 
spottail shiner (Hudsonius hudsonius), white sucker (Catostomus commersonii), yellow perch, 
white bass, goldfish (Carassius auratus), pumpkinseed (Cucurbita pepo), white crappie, emerald 
shiner (Notropis atherinoides), carp (Cyprinus carpio), and gizzard shad (Dorosoma 
cepedianum).   
 
Lake Erie harbors often provide nursery and spawning grounds for the local fish community.  
Harbor breakwalls and associated sand/gravel bars provide spawning grounds for rainbow smelt, 
carp, spottail shiner, logperch (Percina caprodes), walleye, and freshwater drum.  Outer harbor 
breakwalls provide spawning sites for alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), gizzard shad, 
smallmouth bass, rainbow smelt, brown bullhead, and Johnny darter (Etheostoma nigrum).  
Species composition is typical of the warmwater fish community in Lake Erie river mouths.   
 
The nearshore placement sites under consideration are situated along exposed lake shoreline 
reaches, and aquatic habitat consists primarily of warm water habitat, with hardbottom benthic 
substrate and overlying water column.  The benthic communities at these sites may be limited, 
and existing information suggests that the hard substrate is rock/bedrock with some sand based 
on field observations.  Exposed stone and interstitial cavities in such substrate may provide 
valuable habitat for a variety of microfauna, macrozoobenthos, and fish.  For fish in particular, 
this nearshore substrate may provide foraging, refuge, spawning, and nursery habitat.  The water 
column at these sites is used by most fish, nekton and plankton for migration, foraging, or 
spawning activities. 
 
No Action Alternative - Under the no action alternative, the existing nearshore placement area 
would continue to be used for the placement of coarse sediment dredged from Fairport Harbor’s 
federal navigation channels.  Nearshore placement of dredged sediment could initially deter fish 
in the vicinity of the project area.  However, due to the intermittent nature of the placement 
operations, the result would be localized and only have a minor short-term impact to some fish.   
 
Preferred Alternative - Fish behavior relative to the open water placement (including nearshore) 
of dredged sediment depends on the species being affected.  They may avoid the area, feed on 
benthic macroinvertebrates suspended in the water column or swim through the turbidity plume.  
A study examining 16 species of warmwater fish in laboratory aquaria did not observe any 
behavioral reactions to turbidity until total suspended solid (TSS) concentrations approached 
20,000 mg/L (Wallen, 1951).  Regarding sublethal responses in adult warmwater fish sensitive to 
suspended sediments, the minimum dose of TSS that elicited a sublethal effect in white perch 
was 650 mg/L after 5 days (Sherk et al., 1974).  As a comparison, a dredged sediment placement 
plume investigation of fine-grain sediment was conducted at Toledo Harbor in Ohio.  This study 
showed maximum measured TSS levels of 1,100 mg/L (within 10 meters of the actual discharge) 
which decayed to background within a few hours (USAERDC, 2009).  Since the sediment that 
would be placed in the proposed nearshore area would be coarse-grained, the TSS level and 
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residence time of TSS would be significantly lower.  Therefore, it is not expected that 
intermittent, short term increased turbidity generated by dredged sediment placement at the 
proposed nearshore placement area would have a significant adverse effect on fish. 
 
In addition, research suggests that sediment placed in the nearshore zone will dissipate quickly, 
and within a matter of months, the bottom substrate composition will normalize to that of the 
pre-placement conditions (Guy and Liebenthal, 2002).  This, in combination with the protective 
in-water work restriction period and the short-term, intermittent nature of the placement 
operations, would result in only localized minor, adverse short-term impacts to some fish. 
 
4.1.6 Wildlife 
 
Existing Conditions - The Grand River watershed includes species that utilize farmland, 
woodland, riverine, and wetland habitats.  White-tailed deer, wild turkeys, upland wildlife, and 
waterfowl are the principal game species.  Cottontail rabbits, fox squirrels, ring-necked 
pheasants, and most of Ohio’s furbearers are also common.  Raccoons are especially plentiful, 
and woodcock and snipe frequent the area (ODNR, 2024). 
 
In addition, Fairport Harbor is located on both the Atlantic and the Mississippi flyways, with 
over three million ducks and geese using this corridor.  Many migratory bird species nest on the 
outer breakwalls of Fairport Harbor and in nearby Mentor Marsh.  These bird species include 
osprey, wood duck, Canada goose, common merganser, great blue heron, cliff swallow, tree 
swallow, Caspian tern, Forster's tern, common tern, mallard, black duck, lesser scaup, bald eagle 
and kingfisher.  Numerous additional species of migratory neotropical songbirds inhabit the area 
seasonally.  A variety of reptile and amphibian species are also likely present in the vicinity of 
Fairport Harbor. 
 
No Action and Preferred Alternative - Any bird species that are in the vicinity would temporarily 
avoid the area during placement operations, whether at the existing or proposed nearshore area, 
but would return quickly after activities cease.  However, some bird species, such as gulls, may 
be attracted to dredging and dredged sediment placement activities while foraging.  Any such 
impacts would be minor, adverse, and short-term.  As a standard practice, the contractor would 
be required to keep their activities under surveillance, management, and control to minimize 
interference with, disturbance to, and damage of local fish and wildlife. 
 
4.1.7 Aquatic Vegetation 
 
Existing Conditions - Water depths at the evaluated nearshore placement sites range from the 
ordinary high-water mark to 11 feet below LWD.  These sites are situated along exposed lake 
shoreline reaches and aquatic habitat consists primarily of warm water habitat with hardbottom 
benthic substrate and overlying water column.  Herdendorf (1987) indicated that the open waters 
of Lake Erie are mostly limited to submergent macrophytes such as curly pondweed, wild celery, 
sago pond-weed, water milfoil, and water stargrass, whereas in bay areas of the lake, the main 
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species of aquatic submergents are Richardson's pondweed, waterweed, and coontail.  However, 
given the high energy nature of the nearshore area it is unlikely that aquatic vegetation is present 
in significant quantities.   
 
No Action and Preferred Alternative - The placement of dredged sediment at both the existing 
nearshore area and the proposed nearshore area would have impacts to aquatic vegetation 
through smothering and result in a temporary localized loss.  However, this is unlikely given the 
existing conditions of the evaluated nearshore sites.  The placement of nearshore coarse-grain 
sediment has been shown to disperse and thin within a matter of months to expose underlying 
substrate in high energy environments (Guy and Liebenthal, 2002).  Due to the expected 
relatively quick dispersal of placed sediment, significant long-term changes in the minimal 
vegetative community are unlikely.  Impacted aquatic vegetation would recolonize where 
suitable growing conditions exist.  Impacts to aquatic vegetation would be minor, adverse and 
short-term. 
 
4.1.8 Wetlands 
 
Existing Conditions - The project area is located in the open-waters of Lake Erie.  No regulated 
wetlands exist within the footprint of the proposed nearshore area.  Additionally, there are no 
regulated state or federally designated freshwater wetlands found directly adjacent to the project 
area (National Wetlands Inventory, 2024). 
 
No Action & Preferred Alternative - Since no wetlands are present within the project area, no 
effect would occur. 
 
4.1.9 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species  
 
Existing Conditions - Review of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for 
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) online database indicates that the endangered Indiana Bat 
(Myotis sodalis), endangered piping plover (Charadruis melodus), threatened rufa red knot 
(Calidris canutus), and proposed threatened monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) are listed as 
being present in the proposed project area.   
 

• Indiana bat – Threatened.  The Indiana bat annual cycle includes four major phases: 1) 
winter hibernation; 2) spring migration; 3) summer maternity period; and 4) fall 
migration/swarming.  In general, this species hibernates from October through April, 
depending upon local weather conditions.  They form large, single-layer clusters on cave 
ceilings in densities ranging from 300-500 bats/square foot.  
 
After hibernation ends in late March or early April, they migrate to summer roosts.  
Summering bats typically day roost under exfoliating bark of trees in riparian, 
bottomland, and upland forests.  Roost trees are most often snags, however, live shag-
bark trees such as hickory, ash, oak, elm, pine, hemlock, and others, are also used.  It 
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appears that roost trees are chosen based on structure, rather than species.  
 
Females give birth to a single young between mid-June and early July.  Traditional 
summer sites are essential to the reproductive success of local populations.  It is not 
known how long or how far female bats would search to find new roosting habitat if their 
traditional roost area is lost or degraded.  
 
The bats forage in forested stream corridors, upland and bottomland forests, and over 
impounded bodies of water.  They tend to avoid vast open spaces, so wooded corridors 
linking roosting sites with foraging areas are important in areas where forests are 
fragmented.  Indiana bats generally do not show preference to particular tree species, but 
rather prefer to roost 

 
• Piping plover – Endangered.  The piping plover critical habitat encompasses wide, flat, 

open sandy beaches along Lake Erie with very little grass or other vegetation. 
 

• Rufa red knot – Threatened.  This species depends on suitable habitat, food, and weather 
conditions at far-flung sites across the Western Hemisphere.  Suitable habitat consists of 
dry tundra areas with sparsely vegetated hillsides for breeding, and intertidal, marine 
habitats, especially near coastal inlets, estuaries, and bays.  Further, red knots need to 
encounter these favorable habitat, food, and weather conditions within narrow seasonal 
windows. 

 
• Monarch butterfly – Proposed Threatened.  The monarch butterfly inhabits a diverse 

range of terrestrial habitats that contain milkweed and other flowering plants.   
 

No Action Alternative - Due to the existing nearshore area consisting of open-water habitat, 
there would be no clearing of trees or other impacts to habitat used by the Indiana bat, or rufa red 
knot.  Additionally, the monarch butterfly may inhabit the area but is reliant on their obligate 
milkweed host plant for feeding and breeding, which are not present at the project site.  Thus, the 
continued use of the existing nearshore placement area project would have no effect on the 
monarch butterfly or any other listed or eligible threatened or endangered species.   
 
Preferred Alternative - The purpose of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 is to provide a means 
whereby the ecosystems upon which threatened and endangered (T&E) species depend may be 
conserved or protected, and to provide a program for the conservation of such T&E species.  The 
proposed projects lie within the range of the federal T&E species listed below.  Following each 
species is the USACE determination of effect describing anticipated impacts (if any) to each. 
 

• Indiana bat – USACE Effects Determination:  As suitable habitat does not exist within 
the proposed nearshore area and tree removal would not be required to initiate sediment 
placement operations, there would be no disturbance to potential Indiana bat habitat as a 
result of the proposed action. 
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• Piping plover – USACE Effects Determination:  The nearshore placement area is not 

located in the vicinity of any suitable habitat or designated critical habitat for this species.  
Therefore, the proposed action would have no effect on the piping plover or its 
designated critical habitat. 

 
• Rufa Red knot – USACE Effects Determination:  The nearshore placement area does not 

contain suitable habitat for this species.  Therefore, the proposed action would have no 
effect on the red knot. 

 
• Monarch butterfly – USACE Effects Determination:  The nearshore placement is located 

in the open waters of Lake Erie and does not contain suitable habitat for this species.  
 

A letter was sent to the USFWS Ohio Ecological Services Field office on November 04, 2024, 
documenting the effects determination.  In a letter dated November 13, 2024, the USFWS 
concurred with this determination (Appendix B). 
  
4.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 
 
4.2.1 Demographics   
 
Existing Conditions - As of the 2020 U.S. Census, there were 3,109 people, 1,427 households, 
and 764 families residing in the village of Fairport Harbor. The population density was about 
3,018.4 inhabitants per square mile, and there were 1,677 housing units at an average density of 
1,628.2 per square mile. The racial makeup of the village was 94.7 percent white, 2.1 percent 
African American, 0.2 percent Native American, 0.3 percent Asian, 0.6 percent from other races, 
and 2.1 percent from two or more races.  The median income for a household in the village was 
$35,205, and the median income for a family was $45,142 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2024). 
 
No Action and Preferred Alternative - The nearshore placement of dredged sediment at the 
existing and proposed new nearshore placement sites would have no impact on the surrounding 
demographics of the project location. 
 
4.2.2 Land Use and Development 
 
Existing Conditions - The existing condition of the proposed nearshore site is open-water.  The 
nearshore area is located just under one mile northeast of the Mentor Lagoons Nature Preserve 
and Marina.  The current land-use around Fairport Harbor consists of mixed urban uses, 
including residential, recreational, commercial, and industrial areas.   
 
No Action and Preferred Alternative - Dredged sediment nearshore placement would have no 
impact to the surrounding land use and developments of the project location.  The existing and 
proposed new nearshore placement sites reside entirely in the open waters of Lake Erie. 
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4.2.3 Recreation, Noise, and Aesthetics  
 
Existing Conditions - Water-related recreational development and activities in the vicinity of 
Fairport Harbor include those associated with parks, fishing, recreational boating, and paddle 
sports.  Small powerboats travel the harbor and mouth of the Grand River for recreational 
boating purposes.  The Fairport Harbor Lakefront Park is a public bathing beach that also offers 
a beachfront park with an accessible boardwalk, picnic areas, changing rooms, and a dog 
swimming area.  The Fairport Harbor Lakefront Park also offers a boat launch and a dedicated 
jet ski launch area. 
 
Other parks and recreation areas near the project area include the Headland Dunes State Nature 
Preserve, located just to the west of Fairport Harbor, which offers a public beach, an open marsh, 
natural sand dunes, and a boardwalk to the beach. Located to the west of Fairport Harbor, 
Mentor Marsh offers hiking, birdwatching, and guided nature tours. 
 
No significant noise problems or sources are in the immediate project area.  Existing noise and 
aesthetics in the harbor area are associated with the various harbor area developments such as 
navigation facilities, shipping/receiving facilities, recreational facilities (primarily parks and 
marinas), and some nearby residential developments.  The primary sources of noise generation 
include motorized vehicles such as boats, autos, trucks, trains, and planes.  Areas of higher 
aesthetic value likely include shoreline areas with a view to or from the lake, park, marinas, and 
some residential or commercial areas. 
 
No Action and Preferred Alternative - Sediment placement equipment would be observed in the 
existing (no action) and proposed placement sites.  Activities would result in a short-term 
increase in local noise levels.  Noise generated by the placement operation would not exceed 
ambient noise levels in the harbor area nor would it be expected to affect any sensitive noise 
receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals).  Organic matter contained in the dredged sediment could 
result in the liberation of short-term, localized malodors impacting the harbor aesthetic appeal. 
Such impacts would be minor, adverse, and short-term. 
  
In addition, dredged sediment placement operations may temporarily disrupt some commercial 
and recreational vessel traffic due to restrictions within the vicinity.  All equipment would be 
adequately marked and lighted to avoid any potential navigation hazards with recreational 
boating. 
 
4.2.4 Public Facilities/Water and Service Facilities  
 
Existing Conditions - Within the surrounding area, the project vicinity is serviced with water, 
sewer, gas, electric, telephone, police, fire, emergency (rescue) medical, transportation, and 
sanitation developments.  The Painesville Water Treatment Plant is located just west of Fairport 
Harbor on the Lake Erie shoreline.  This treatment plant was established in 1896 and pumps over 
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four million gallons of water a day.  All of the various utility agencies and companies that serve 
the vicinity have facilities in, provide service to, or are tied to the harbor in some way. 
 
No Action Alternative - The no action alternative would have no impacts to public facilities and 
services or water and service facilities. 
 
Preferred Alternative - During the mapping and selection of the proposed nearshore areas, one 
screening criteria used was to stay 3,000 feet away from any water intake.  This is shown on 
Figure 3.  Therefore, the proposed action would have no impact to public facilities and services 
or water and service facilities. 
 
4.2.5 Cultural Resources  
 
Existing Conditions - In broad terms, “cultural resources” include historic buildings and 
structures, historic districts, archaeological sites, Native American traditional places, and 
traditional ways of life.  Cultural resources also include “historic properties,” which, as defined 
by the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), include any prehistoric or historic district, 
site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR 800.16).  
 
Direct Area of Potential Effect 
 
Potential effects to historic resources are evaluated based on an undertaking’s defined area of 
potential effect (APE).  The APE is defined as the geographic area within which an undertaking 
may directly or indirectly result in changes to the character or use of historic properties if any 
such properties exist.  The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may 
be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking (36 CFR 800.16).  The APE 
for direct impacts is limited to the footprint of the proposed project area(s).  For the proposed 
nearshore area, the direct APE has been defined the boundary of the proposed nearshore 
placement area (Figure 3).   
 
Indirect Area of Potential Effect 
 
The APE for indirect impacts (e.g., visual or auditory effects, etc.) extends beyond the proposed 
project footprint to encompass buildings and structures, etc. adjacent to the proposed project.    
Since historic properties may also be subject to visual and/or other potential indirect effects, the 
APE has been delineated to also include those areas within the viewshed of the project location.  
The indirect APE for the proposed nearshore placement area would extend to include the open 
waters of Lake Erie within reasonable sight of the dredged sediment placement operation.  The 
eastern edge of the APE would extend to Fairport Harbor while the western extent of the 
boundary would extend to Mentor Harbor.  The trees and vegetation along the shoreline would 
limit the APE to the south (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6: Fairport Nearshore Placement Area Indirect APE.  
 
No Action Alternative - Under the no action alternative, the existing nearshore placement area 
would continue to be used.  Given the project type, scope, and location, the no action alternative 
would not result in any impact to cultural resources.   
 
Preferred Alternative - The USACE has reviewed the NRHP as well as the Ohio History 
Connection webpage to identify known historic properties and archaeologically sensitive areas 
within the APE.  Based on this review, there are no properties located within the APE that are 
listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.   
 
Consultation with the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), historical societies, and 
tribal interests was initiated via the NEPA public scoping process and was continued through a 
request for comments on this EA.  An Ohio SHPO Project Summary Form was also submitted.  
A response was received from the SHPO requesting a maritime archaeological survey due to the 
absence of any surveys in the vicinity of the proposed nearshore area.  After further coordination 
with the SHPO, an agreement to conduct multibeam and sidescan surveys using USACE 
personnel and equipment was determined to satisfy the request of a survey.  The sidescan and 
multibeam surveys did not reveal the presence of any shipwreck or other archaeological artifacts.  
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The results of the survey were coordinated with the SHPO.  In a letter dated April 24, 2025, the 
SHPO concurred with the Corps’ determination of no effect (Appendix C). 
 
4.2.6 Cumulative Impacts 
 
A cumulative impact is defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
future action regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions” (40 CFR Part 1508.7).  Such impacts can result from individually minor, but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.  Evaluations of cumulative 
impacts include consideration of the proposed action with known past and present actions, as 
well as reasonably foreseeable future actions.  In assessing cumulative effects, the key 
determinant of importance or significance is whether the incremental effect of the proposed 
action will alter the sustainability of resources when added to other present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. 
  
Cumulative environmental effects for the proposed project were assessed in accordance with 
guidance provided by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (USEPA,  
1999).  This guidance provides an eleven-step process for identifying and evaluating cumulative 
effects in NEPA analyses.  The overall cumulative impact of the proposed project is considered 
to be environmentally, socially, and economically beneficial.  In general, cumulative impacts 
resulting from implementation of the proposed alternative are expected to be beneficial as coarse 
sediment would be added to the littoral zone. 
 
4.3 SUMMARY  
 
The proposed action being evaluated addresses the selection of a new nearshore placement area 
for sediment dredged from Fairport Harbor, Ohio.  The selection of a new nearshore area would 
designate a new area for coarse-grained sediment to be placed in the nearshore littoral zone.  
This would allow for the littoral transport of this sediment and also contribute to the continued 
unrestricted navigation associated with the commercial and recreational uses of Fairport Harbor.  
The ability to properly manage dredged sediment is enhanced by the availability of viable 
alternative placement locations, which enables the continued maintenance of the federal channels 
and the associated community facilities and activities that it benefits in an environmentally 
sustainable manner.  An additional beneficial effect is the potential enhancement of nearshore 
profiles and/or beaches which may reduce damage from erosive wave action and storms. 
 
This EA has been completed to assess the reasonably foreseeable environmental and 
socioeconomic effects that may result from the placement of coarse material in the proposed 
nearshore area, in accordance with all environmental protection statutes, and EOs.  Based on this 
EA analysis, the proposed action would not result in any significant negative effect on the quality 
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of the human environment.  The placement of coarse-grained dredged sediment at the proposed 
nearshore placement area may have limited construction-related, minor, adverse short-term 
effects.  However, the long-term beneficial effects of the beneficial use of dredged sediment 
would substantially outweigh these temporary and localized adverse effects.  This alternative is 
acceptable to the public, stakeholders, local, state, and federal agencies.   
 

5 COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
REQUIREMENTS 

 
The following is a list of the applicable, relevant, and appropriate federal statutes, executive 
orders, and memorandum that were considered for the proposed project, and a description of the 
project’s compliance with each.   
 
5.1 Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 (43 USC 2101 – 2106); Archaeological and 
Historical Preservation Act of 1979 (16 USC 470 et seq.); National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 (54 USC 300101 et seq.); Executive Order 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the 
Cultural Environment), May 13, 1971 – The proposed project’s impact on cultural resources has 
been evaluated by USACE in accordance with ER 1105-2-50 and 36 CFR 800.  Tribes, local 
governments, and adjacent property owners, etc. were notified by mail of the opportunity to 
review and provide comments on the NEPA scoping package, which was available on the 
USACE Buffalo District website from August 28, 2024, through September 30, 2024 (Appendix 
A).   
 
Consultation with the Ohio SHPO, historical societies, and tribal interests was initiated via the 
NEPA public scoping process and continued through a request for comments on this EA.  An 
Ohio SHPO Project Summary Form was also submitted.  A response was received from the 
SHPO requesting a maritime archaeological survey due to the absence of any surveys in the 
vicinity of the proposed nearshore area.  After further coordination with the SHPO, an agreement 
to conduct multibeam and sidescan surveys using USACE personnel and equipment was 
determined to satisfy the request of a survey.  The sidescan and multibeam surveys did not reveal 
the presence of any shipwreck or other archaeological artifacts (Appendix C).   
 
In a letter dated April 24, 2025, the SHPO concurred with the USACE determination of no effect 
(Appendix C). 
 
5.2 American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 USC 1996); Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (25 USC 3001 et seq.) – Coordination with multiple Tribal 
nations with expressed interest in Lake County, Ohio was initiated via the NEPA scoping 
process.  No sacred sites or objects were identified through Tribal coordination.  Therefore, it is 
not expected that any adverse effect would be incurred to religious rights as a result of the 
proposed project.  No Native American grave sites or other sensitive sites are expected to be 
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affected by the current project.  This EA has been submitted to all Tribal nations who have 
expressed interest in Lake County, Ohio for final review and comment on this determination.   
 
5.3 Clean Air Act, as Amended, (42 USC 7401 – 7671g) – Project coordination was initiated 
with the USEPA via the NEPA scoping process was continued through a request for comments 
on this EA.  No comments were received from USEPA.  The proposed project is not expected to 
violate any air quality standards.  Only de minimis emissions are expected during the sediment 
placement activities.  Therefore, the proposed project is in compliance with this Act.   
 
Lake County is in attainment based upon the 1997 standard for all pollutants except ozone 
(USEPA, 2025).  Therefore, an emissions calculation for both NOx and VOCs, and a Record of 
Non-Applicability (RONA) was completed (Appendix G).  The operation of equipment 
associated with the placement of dredged sediment would result in the emission of an estimated 
1.88 tons of ozone precursors per nearshore placement operation each year.  This is well below 
the 100 tons/year threshold established in 40 CFR 93.153(b). 
 
5.4 Clean Water Act, as Amended (Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972); (33 USC 1251 et seq.) – Project coordination was initiated with agencies and interests 
including the OEPA and ODNR via the scoping information document.  The project would result 
in a CWA Section 404 discharge.  The USACE Buffalo District currently has a water quality 
certification (WQC) from the OEPA to place dredged sediment from the authorized federal 
navigation channels of Fairport Harbor that is valid through the 2027 dredging season.  A request 
for modification of this existing WQC has been submitted to OEPA to include the new nearshore 
placement area. 
 
A draft Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation has been prepared for the project with a finding of 
compliance pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA (Appendix D).  A Section 404(a) Public Notice 
has been circulated for additional review and comment.  Once all comments have been received 
and sufficiently addressed, the currently draft Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation will be finalized. 
 
5.5 Coastal Barrier Resources Act (16 U.S.C. § 3504) – This statute and its amendments 
prohibit most new federal expenditures that would otherwise encourage development or 
modification of coastal barriers.  The laws only apply to areas that are within the defined John H. 
Chafee Coastal Barrier Resource System (CBRS).  The "CBRS Validation Tool" is an automated 
on-line mapping tool administered by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service that indicates whether a 
location is within or outside of the CBRS.  Based on a review using this tool, the proposed 
project area is not located within or near any designated CBRS.  
 
5.6 Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as Amended, 16 USC 1451 et seq. – Project 
coordination was conducted with the ODNR via the project scoping.  A Coastal Management 
Program consistency determination has been prepared and forwarded to the ODNR for the 
proposed establishment of the nearshore placement area.  In accordance with Coastal Zone 
Management Regulations at 15 CFR, Part 930.34(a), the USACE federal consistency 
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determination determined that the proposed action would be undertaken in a manner which is 
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the State of Ohio Coastal Management 
Program.   
 
5.7 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabilities Act (CERCLA), 
as Amended; (42 USC 9601-9675) – Project coordination was initiated with agencies and 
interests including the OEPA via the scoping process and continued with the request for 
comments on this EA.  No comments have been received in this regard to date.  The nearshore 
site will not impact CERCLA designated sites or sites that are part of the National Priorities List 
(NPL). 
 
5.8 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended; (16 USC 1531 et seq.) – Coordination 
with the USFWS Ohio Ecological Services Field Office regarding threatened and endangered 
species was initiated via the NEPA scoping document on August 28, 2024, with an email 
following on November 04, 2024.  The proposed project location does not provide suitable 
habitat for any federally listed endangered or threatened species protected under the Endangered 
Species Act.  Additionally, there is no federally designated or proposed critical habitat within the 
project area.  Therefore, the proposed action would result in no effect to any federally listed 
endangered or threatened species or critical habitat.  A signed concurrence letter of this 
determination was received from the USFWS dated November 13, 2024.  Therefore, the 
currently proposed project is in compliance with this Act. 
 
5.9 Farmland Protection Policy Act (Subtitle I of Title XV of the Agriculture and Food Act 
of 1981), 7 USC 4201 et seq.; Executive Memorandum – Analysis of Prime and Unique 
Farmlands, CEQ Memorandum, August 30, 1976, January 4, 1979 – Coordination was initiated 
with the U.S. Department of Agriculture – Farm Service Agency and National Resource 
Conservation Service via the scoping process and continued with the request for comments on 
this EA.  No comments were received in this regard to date.  Since the proposed project in within 
Lake Erie, it would not affect prime and unique farmlands in any manner.  Therefore, the 
recommended action is in compliance with this act. 
 
5.10 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (Fish and Wildlife Conservation and Water Resource 
Developments-Coordination), (16 USC 661 et seq.) – Coordination with the USFWS and ODNR 
was initiated via the NEPA scoping document on August 28, 2024, with an email following on 
November 04, 2024.  The USFWS did not have any comments pursuant to FWCA.  A signed 
concurrence letter that this project will result in no effect to any federally designated threatened 
or endangered species was received from the USFWS dated November 13, 2024.  Therefore, the 
currently proposed project is in compliance with this Act. 
 
5.11  Flood Control Act of 1944, 16 USC 460d et seq., 33 USC 701 et seq. – In planning the 
proposed project, full consideration has been given to opportunities afforded by the project for 
outdoor recreation.  Coordination was initiated with agencies and interests including the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Natural 
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Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), and the ODNR.  No comments have been received 
from any of these agencies in regard to this Act.  The proposed action would have no effect on 
any resources associated within this Act. 
 
5.12 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965; 16 USC 460l-4 et seq. – Project 
coordination was initiated with agencies and interests including the U.S. Department of the 
Interior via the scoping process in August 2024 and continued with the request for comments on 
this EA.  No comments have been received in regard to this Act.  Property that was acquired or 
developed with assistance from this fund is not present in the project area or would be affected 
by the project. 
 
5.13 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended; (42 USC 4321 – 4347) – 
Project coordination was initiated with agencies and interests via the scoping process.  A scoping 
document was posted for a 30-calendar day comment period on August 28, 2024.  This 
EA/FONSI has been prepared in accordance with DoD NEPA Procedures.  All scoping 
comments have been resolved, and no significant adverse impacts have been identified.  Full 
compliance will be attained once the public review period concludes on this EA/FONSI, no 
significant adverse impacts are identified, and the FONSI is signed.  
 
5.14 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, (42 USC 6901 et seq.) – Project 
coordination was initiated with agencies and interests including the USEPA via the scoping 
process and continued with the request for comments on this EA.  No comments have been 
received in this regard.  No hazardous waste would be used or generated during sediment 
placement activities, and no potentially hazardous waste sites have been identified that would be 
impacted by the project.   
 
5.15 River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-611) – USACE planning 
actions have fulfilled the requirements of the Act.  All 17 points identified in Section 122 of the 
Act (P.L. 91-611) have been evaluated in this EA. 
 
5.16 Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, (16 USC 1001, et seq.) – Project 
coordination was conducted among numerous agencies and individuals with interest in 
watershed protection and flood prevention.  No concerns were expressed in this regard.  Given 
the nature and location of the undertaking, no significant impacts to watershed protection or 
flood prevention would be expected as a result of the currently proposed project. 
 
5.17 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended; 16 USC 1271, et seq. – Not applicable.  The 
proposed project is not located within a wild and scenic river. 
 
5.18 Executive Order 11988, Flood Plain Management, May 24, 1977 – The USACE has 
concluded that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed action, which would occur 
within the base (100-year) flood plain of Lake Erie, and that the recommended action is in 
compliance with the Order. 
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5.19 Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, May 24, 1977 – Not applicable.  The 
proposed project would not result in any effects to wetlands. 
 
5.20 Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, 
January 11, 2001 – Coordination was initiated with the USFWS and the ODNR through the 
NEPA scoping process.  The proposed project is not expected to incur any significant adverse 
effects to migratory birds.  As addressed in section 4.1.7, any adverse effects that may occur to 
these species during construction would be mitigated by adhering to the environmental exclusion 
windows coordinated with the ODNR.  
 

6 AGENCIES / PUBLIC CONTACTED 
 
Coordination - Notification of the posting of this EA for public/agency review and comment has 
been sent to the following agencies and individuals. 
 
Federal 
 

- Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
 National Center for Environmental Health 

- Federal Aviation Administration 
- Federal Emergency Management Administration 

Region 5 
- Federal Highway Administration  
- Federal Maritime Commission  

Office of Energy & Environment  
- Federal Railroad Administration 

 Region 5 
- International Joint Commission  

Great Lakes Regional Office 
- National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  
- National Park Service 

 Midwest Region 
- U.S. Coast Guard 

Ninth Coast Guard District 
- U.S. Department of Agriculture 

  Forest Service 
  Natural Resource Conservation Service 
  Wildlife Services 

- U.S. Department of Energy 
 Office of Environmental Guidance 

- U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development 
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 Region 5 
- U.S. Department of State OES/ENV 
- U.S Department of the Interior 

 Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 Region 5 
- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

Columbus Field Office 
 
Tribal Nations 
 

- Delaware Nation 
- Delaware Tribe of Indians 
- Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
- Peoria Tribe of Oklahoma 
- Seneca-Cayuga Nation 
- Seneca Nation of Indians 
- Tonawanda Seneca Nation 

 
State 
 

- Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Office of Coastal Management 

- Ohio Department of Health 
- Ohio Department of Transportation  

Environmental Services 
- Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
- Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
- Ohio State University 

Ohio Sea Grant 
 
Regional/Local 
 

- Fairport Port Authority 
- Lake County Engineers Office 
- Lake County Health District 
- Lake County Planning Commission  
- Lake County Soil and Water Conservation District 
- Lake County Utilities 
- Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency 
- Village of Fairport 

Water Works 
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Individuals/Organizations 
 

- Audubon Society of Greater Cleveland 
- Black Brook Audubon Society 
- Clerk of Courts 
- Ducks Unlimited 
- Earth Day Coalition 
- Fairport Harbor Yacht Club 
- Grand River Marine Company  
- Great Lakes Fishery Commission  
- Great Lakes Historical Society 
- Heritage Ohio 
- Lake Carriers Association  
- League of Ohio Sportsmen 
- Lower Lakes Marine Historical Society 
- Sierra Club 

 Ohio Chapter Office 
- The Joyce Foundation 
- Trout Unlimited 
- River Street Marina 
- Rutherford’s Landing 
- The News Herald 
- Western Reserve Historical Society 
- Western Reserve Land Conservancy 
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Figure 2: Fairport Harbor Federal navigation channel and existing federal structures. 
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Fairport Harbor generally requires maintenance dredging every two years in order to maintain 
suitable depths for commercial navigation.  As sediments are deposited and accumulate as 
shoals, they can obstruct commercial vessels in the channels, thus requiring regular maintenance 
dredging.  Approximately 180,000 cubic yards (CY) of sediment are dredged in an average 
cycle.  The next maintenance dredging of the federal navigation channels is scheduled for 2025. 
 
Maintenance dredging of the Fairport Harbor federal navigation channels requires a location to 
place the dredged sediment.  Historically, finer-grained sediment dredged from most of the 
harbor’s channels was placed at the existing open-water placement area in Lake Erie, located 
about 3.5 miles north from the East Breakwater Light.  Finer-grained sediment is now placed in a 
newly constructed upland placement facility.  Coarse-grained sediment dredged from the 
entrance channel is typically placed for littoral nourishment at the existing authorized nearshore 
placement area located east of the harbor (Error! Reference source not found.).  However, due 
to a newly constructed pier within this area, nearshore placement is now undesirable.  This 
scoping document initiates the process to establish a new nearshore placement area for coarse-
grained sediment dredged from the Fairport Harbor federal navigation channels. 
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Figure 3: Fairport Harbor historic dredged sediment placement locations. 
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3. Need for Action 
 
Several hundred million cubic yards of sediment must be dredged from United States ports, 
harbors, and waterways each year to maintain and improve the nation's navigation system for 
commercial, national defense, and recreational purposes.  Traditional dredged sediment 
placement methods discharge sediment into confined disposal facilities or the open waters of 
oceans, rivers, or lakes.  While this method is acceptable for fine-grain sediment located within a 
harbor’s interior, an alternate placement method should be employed for coarse-grain sediment 
that migrates into the maintained federal navigation channels via longshore sediment transport or 
littoral drift as this sediment is critical to coastal function and resiliency.  Nearshore placement 
would return suitable dredged sediment that has accumulated within the federal navigation 
channels to the littoral system, and thereby allowing the sediment to continue to migrate in the 
nearshore.  
 
The USACE has long had general policies offering broad support for the use of dredged 
sediment for beneficial purposes and has incorporated beneficial use projects into its Civil Works 
dredging programs.  The nearshore placement of suitable coarse-grain sediment dredged from 
the Fairport Harbor channels has multiple environmental, logistical, and social benefits.  These 
include the enhancement of nearshore profiles and/or beaches, an increase in the efficiency of 
dredging operations which reduces overall navigation maintenance costs, and a temporary 
decrease of nearshore wave heights which may reduce damage from erosive waves and storms.   
 
The existing nearshore placement area in Fairport Harbor is no longer usable due to the 
construction of a pier on the eastern side of the placement area.  Continued use of the existing 
authorized nearshore placement area would result in placed dredged sediment becoming trapped 
alongside this pier as a result of littoral transport.  Due to this, the USACE is proposing to 
establish a new nearshore placement area so that the pier is not impacted each time sediment is 
placed in the nearshore.  The authorization of a new nearshore placement area and the nearshore 
placement of suitable coarse-grain sediment would allow the USACE to manage the dredged 
sediment in the most economic and environmentally acceptable way. 
 
4. Proposed Action 
 
The USACE anticipates the need to dredge and place sediment excavated from the authorized 
federal navigation channels of Fairport Harbor, in order to maintain authorized channel depths. 
The next scheduled dredging will occur in 2025 and intermittently thereafter.  A contractor of the 
federal government will accomplish the project.  Sediment will be removed from the channel 
bottom by a mechanical or hydraulic dredge and placed into hoppers aboard ship or scow for 
transport to the upland placement facility and/or nearshore placement area.  The method of 
excavation will be determined by the contractor performing the maintenance dredging.  In 
previous years, clamshell dredges have been used to complete the required work.  
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Based on past sampling and analysis efforts conducted at the harbor, sediment residing within 
the Lake Approach Channel and the northern tip of the Outer Harbor consists primarily of fine to 
medium-grained sands with some gravel, making it suitable for nearshore placement.  In 
addition, the sediment tested has not contained any contaminants of concern at any levels of 
significance and will meet CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230.11[d]) for open-
water placement.  At each of the proposed new nearshore placement areas that are under 
investigation, sediment will be sampled and analyzed in the summer of 2024.  The following two 
areas have been identified as options for a potential new nearshore placement area for coarse-
grained sediment dredged from Fairport Harbor (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Fairport Harbor proposed nearshore areas. 
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Area 1: West of the Harbor 
 
This site under consideration for the nearshore placement of dredged sediment resides 
approximately 15,000 feet (2.8 miles) west of Fairport Harbor’s west breakwater (Figure 5).  The 
southern-most boundary of the area is located at the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM) and 
does not include any beach or upland areas.  U.S. Army Corps policy regarding shallow water 
depths for the purposes of nearshore placement specify placement anywhere between the -11-
foot low water datum (LWD1) contour and the ordinary high-water mark as long as there are no 
increased costs to the federal government over the cost of placement at the open-lake placement 
area.  If placement in the nearshore zone at depths of less than -11 feet LWD cost significantly 
more than open-lake placement, a partner would need to pay the increased cost of nearshore 
placement.  Therefore, the northern-most boundary of a recommended nearshore placement area 
would reside along the -11-foot LWD contour as depicted in Figure 5.   
 
The 61.32-acre area was chosen for this investigation as this site would not impact any fish 
spawning areas or structures in the vicinity of the harbor.  The site is more than 3,000 feet away 
from any known water intake.  In addition, through coordination with state agencies, this site was 
deemed the preferred location of the new nearshore placement area. 

 
1 Low Water Datum (LWD) for Lake Erie is 569.2 feet above mean sea level at Rimouski, Quebec, Canada.  
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Figure 5: Proposed nearshore area west of Fairport Harbor. 
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Area 2: East of the Harbor 
 
The second nearshore area under investigation resides approximately 25,000 feet (4.7 miles) east 
of Fairport Harbor’s east breakwater (Figure 6).  Just like Area 1, coarse sediment would be 
placed between the -11-foot LWD contour and the OHWM.  This nearshore placement area 
would be at minimum 3,000 feet to the east of the Bacon Road water intake facility.  By moving 
the existing nearshore site further to the east, there would be less impact to the water intake pipe 
for the Bacon Road Water Treatment Facility and the newly constructed pier within the existing 
nearshore area.  The coarse material placed at Area 2 would be expected to follow the littoral 
drift pattern of west to east, and not transport back into Fairport Harbor.  In addition, the 132.84-
acre placement area does not reside within any known fish spawning areas.
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Figure 6: Proposed nearshore area east of Fairport Harbor. 
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The environmental effects of the Fairport Harbor operation and maintenance dredging operation 
and the existing nearshore placement area have been previously evaluated and are documented in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Operation and Maintenance, Fairport Harbor, Lake 
County, OH (1974) and Supplemental Information Report and 404(b)(1) Evaluation, Operation 
and Maintenance, Fairport Harbor, Lake County, OH (1983).  These documents, and 
supplemental documentation, have been submitted to USEPA and copies are available for 
examination at the Buffalo District office.  The environmental effects of the authorization of a 
dredged sediment nearshore placement area will additionally be evaluated in accordance with the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s “Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of 
the NEPA of 1969” (40 CFR 1500-1508) and Engineer Regulation 200-2-2 (Procedures for 
Implementing NEPA). 
 
5. Environmental Impacts 
 
Anticipated future conditions and potential effects of the proposed action, including the no action 
alternative, will be assessed for several social, economic, and environmental categories.  These 
include but are not limited to: 
 

• Biological Resources 
• Recreation 
• Cultural Resources 
• Socioeconomics 
• Transportation 
• Geology & Sediment 
• Water Resources 
• Contaminated Materials 
• Air Quality 
• Noise 
• Aesthetics 
• Health and Safety 
• Environmental Justice 

 
6. Public Participation and Interagency Coordination 
 
Throughout the scoping process, stakeholders and interested parties are invited to provide 
comments on the proposed action that will be evaluated as part of the establishment of a new 
nearshore placement area for Fairport Harbor.  An environmental assessment will be completed 
to document the evaluation of any potential social, economic and environmental benefits and 
potential adverse impacts that may result from the proposed action. 
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7. Compliance with Environmental Protection Statutes 
 
The proposed establishment of a new nearshore placement area will be evaluated for compliance 
with all other applicable environmental protection statutes, executive orders, etc. including:  
 
Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 (43 USC 2101 et seq.); Archaeological and Historical 
Preservation Act of 1979 (16 USC 470 et seq.); National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (54 
USC 300101 et seq.); Executive Order 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural 
Environment), May 13, 1971.  The distribution of this scoping information initiates USACE 
consultation with the National Park Service, the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
interested Tribal nations, historic preservation organizations and others likely to have knowledge 
of, or concern with, historic properties that may be present within the area of potential effect.  
There are no listed historic properties or properties determined as being eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places that would be affected by this project.  Pursuant to Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, the USACE has determined 
that the establishment of a new nearshore placement area will have no effect on historic 
properties.  Coordination with the SHPO will be initiated with this scoping document and 
continued with a submission into the Ohio History Connection system with a request for 
concurrence on this determination. 
 
Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.).  The establishment of a new nearshore 
placement area would not involve any emissions.  
 
Clean Water Act, as amended (Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972) (33 
USC 1251 et seq.).  The use of a new nearshore placement area involves the discharge of 
dredged sediment into waters of the U.S.  Therefore, this project will be evaluated in accordance 
with the guidelines promulgated by the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency in conjunction with the Secretary of the Army under the authority of Section 404(b)(1) 
of the Act.   
 
A Section 404(a) Public Notice will be issued and any party that may be significantly impacted 
by the project will be afforded the opportunity to request a public hearing.  Under Section 401 of 
the Act, the USACE, Buffalo District will request certification from the Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency (OEPA) that the proposed discharge is in compliance with established water 
quality standards. 
  
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended (16 USC 1451 et seq.).  The Act requires 
that federal actions reasonably likely to affect any land or water use or natural resource of the 
coastal zone, regardless of location, be consistent with approved state coastal management 
programs.  A federal consistency determination will be submitted by USACE to the Ohio 
Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) - Office of Coastal Management for their concurrence 
for the new nearshore placement area that will be recommended to be implemented within the 
designated state coastal zone.   
 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.); Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 USC 661 et seq.).  In accordance with Section 7 of this Act, 
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USACE is requesting information from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on any 
listed or proposed species or designated or proposed critical habitat that may be present in the 
project area.  If this consultation with USFWS identifies any such species or critical habitat, then 
USACE would conduct a biological assessment to determine the proposed project’s effect on 
these species or critical habitat. 
 
The USFWS web sites and Information for Planning Consultation (IPaC) have been reviewed to 
generate the following list of federally threatened and endangered species that are/or may be 
present at the project location: 
 

- Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) 
- Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) 
- Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) 
- Rufa red knot (Calidris canutus rufa) 
- Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) 

 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  In accordance with the Council on Environmental 
Quality’s “National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Regulations” (40 CFR 1500-1508) 
and Engineer Regulation 200-2-2 (Procedures for Implementing NEPA), the USACE will assess 
the potential environmental effects of the proposed action on the quality of the human 
environment.  Using a systematic and interdisciplinary approach, an assessment will be made of 
the potential environmental impacts for the proposed action as judged by comparing the with-
project and without-project conditions.  The impact assessment process will determine if an 
Environmental Impact Statement is required, or if an Environmental Assessment and Finding of 
No Significant Impact is appropriate.  This scoping document constitutes an initial request for 
public and agency input into this NEPA review process. 
 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, February 11, 1994. A review of the Climate and 
Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST) indicated that the proposed placement areas, along 
with Fairport Harbor, are not located within a disadvantaged community census tract.  Therefore, 
the nearshore placement area would not result in any disproportionately high or adverse human 
health or environmental effects on any minority or low-income populations.  
 
Other Coordination Requirements.  In addition to the aforementioned federal statutes, the 
proposed project must also comply with other applicable or relevant and appropriate federal 
laws.  Section 9 presents a comprehensive list of environmental protection statutes, executive 
orders, etc.  Therefore, an additional intent of this scoping document is to disseminate pertinent 
project information to meet the applicable coordination/consultation requirements required under 
their provisions. 
 
8. Request for Comments 
 
The purpose of the scoping process is to provide an opportunity for the public and governmental 
agencies to provide input to help identify issues and alternatives, or provide information related 
to the proposed alternatives that may be considered in the development of the environmental 
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assessment.  If, after this evaluation, it is concluded that the proposed action would have no 
significant environmental impacts and an environmental impact statement is not required, the 
USACE will sign a Finding of No Significant Impact. 
 
Interested parties are encouraged to contact the USACE with their comments and 
recommendations regarding the establishment of a new nearshore placement area for Fairport 
Harbor.  Please review the project information and send your comments or recommendations in 
writing within 30 days to the following e-mail address: 
 

FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil 
 

or via mail to: 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Buffalo District  
ATTN: Environmental Analysis Team – Fairport Nearshore Area  
478 Main Street – 5th Floor 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

 
 
9. Federal Environmental Protection Laws, Executive Orders, and Policies 
 
1. PUBLIC LAWS 
 
(a)  American Folklife Preservation Act, P.L. 94-201; 20 U.S.C. 2101, et seq. 
(b)  Anadromous Fish Conservation Act, P.L. 89-304; 16 U.S.C. 757, et seq. 
(c)  Antiquities Act of 1906, P.L. 59-209; 16 U.S.C. 431, et seq. 
(d)  Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, P.L. 93-291; 16 U.S.C. 469, et seq. (Also 
known as the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960, as amended; P.L. 93-291, as amended; the Moss-
Bennett Act; and the Preservation of Historic and Archaeological Data Act of 1974.) 
(e)  Bald Eagle Act; 16 U.S.C. 668. 
(f)  Clean Air Act, as amended; P.L. 91-604; 42 U.S.C. 1857h-7, et seq. 
(g)  Clean Water Act, P.L. 92-500; 33 U.S.C. 1251, et seq. (Also known as the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act; and P.L. 92-500, as amended.) 
(h)  Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982, 16 U.S.C. § 3501 et seq.; 12 U.S.C. § 1441 et seq. 
(i)  Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, P.L. 92-583; 16 U.S.C. 1451, et seq. 
(j)  Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, P.L. 93-205; 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq. 
(k)  Estuary Protection Act, P.L. 90-454; 16 U.S.C. 1221, et seq. 
(l)  Federal Environmental Pesticide Control Act, P.L. 92-516; 7 U.S.C. 136. 
(m)  Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended, P.L. 89-72; 16 U.S.C. 460-1(12), et 
seq. 
(n)  Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended, P.L. 85-624; 16 U.S.C. 661, et 
seq.   
(o)  Historic Sites Act of 1935, as amended, P.L. 74-292; 16 U.S.C. 461, et seq. 
(p)  Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, P.L. 88-578; 16 U.S.C. 460/-460/-11, et seq. 
(q)  Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1928; 16 U.S.C. 715. 
(r)  Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918; 16 U.S.C. 703, et seq. 

mailto:FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil
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(s)  National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, P.L. 91-190; 42 U.S.C. 4321, et 
seq. 
(t)  National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, P.L. 89-655; 16 U.S.C. 470a, et 
seq. 
(u)  Native American Religious Freedom Act, P.L. 95-341; 42 U.S.C. 1996, et seq. 
(v)  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, P.L. 94-580; 7 U.S.C. 1010, et seq. 
(w)  River and Harbor Act of 1899, 33 U.S.C. 403, et seq.  (Also known as the Refuse Act of 
1899.) 
(x)  Submerged Lands Act of 1953, P.L. 82-3167; 43 U.S.C. 1301, et seq. 
(y)  Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1977, P.L. 95-89; 30 U.S.C. 1201, et seq. 
(z)  Toxic Substances Control Act, P.L. 94-469; 15 U.S.C. 2601, et seq. 
(aa) Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended, P.L. 83-566; 16 U.S.C. 
1001, et seq. 
(bb) Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended, P.L. 90-542; 16 U.S.C. 1271, et seq. 
 
2.  EXECUTIVE ORDERS 
 
(a)  Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment.  May 
13, 1979 (36 FR 8921; May 15, 1971). 
(b)  Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management.  May 24, 1977 (42 FR 26951; May 25, 
1977). 
(c)  Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands.  May 24, 1977 (42 FR 26961; May 25, 
1977). 
(d)  Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, March 5, 
1970, as amended by Executive Order, 11991, May 24, 1977. 
(e)  Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards, October 
13, 1978. 
(f)  Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, July 14, 1982. 
(g)  Executive Order 12856, Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution 
Prevention Requirements, August 3, 1993. 
(h)  Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, February 11, 1994. 
 
3.  OTHER FEDERAL POLICIES 
 
(a)  Council on Environmental Quality Memorandum of August 11, 1980:  Analysis of 
Impacts on Prime or Unique Agricultural Lands in Implementing the National Environmental 
Policy Act. 
(b)  Council on Environmental Quality Memorandum of August 10, 1980:  Interagency 
Consultation to Avoid or Mitigate Adverse Effects on Rivers in the National Inventory. 
(c)  Migratory Bird Treaties and other international agreements listed in the Endangered 



From: Paul Palagyi
To: FairportNearshoreArea
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments regarding new proposed near shore deposit location -- Fairport Harbor
Date: Thursday, August 29, 2024 12:51:38 PM

On behalf of Lake Metroparks, the following are the agency’s formal comments on the proposed near
shore placement area for dredge material removed from outside of Fairport Harbor.
 
We first want to thank the Army Corps for undertaking a review of new deposition areas given the
negative impact of the current disposal area which is in proximity to the public pier at Painesville Twp
Park.
 
If the cost of transporting the material to the deposit site was not an issue, we would support location
#2 which is located offshore of our Lake Erie Bluffs Park where erosion is an ongoing issue.  Since
Lake Erie Bluffs is over 10,000 ft further from the dredging site compared to the preferred option, we
understand that option #1 provides a more economical location.   Therefore, Lake Metroparks
supports option #1 as the most reasonable of the two alternatives.
 
Paul Palagyi
Executive Director
Lake Metroparks

mailto:ppalagyi@lakemetroparks.com
mailto:FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil


From: Swiger, Dave
To: FairportNearshoreArea
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Mentor Lagoons Nature Preserve Shoreline Master Plan
Date: Monday, September 9, 2024 2:13:20 PM
Attachments: image001.png

The City of Mentor would like to request a meeting with the USACE that would include members of
our coastal consulting team - SmithGroup.
 
We would like to learn more about the proposed nearshore disposal plan and how it might impact the
City’s future plans along the nature preserve shoreline. 
 
Please contact me to possibly coordinate a meeting.
 
Thank you very much.
 

Dave
David A. Swiger, P.E.
City Engineer
Department of Engineering & Building
 

City of Mentor | 8500 Civic Center Boulevard | Mentor, OH 44060

(440) 255-1100 Ext. 1301 | Direct (440) 974-5783 | Fax (440) 974-5708 | Cell (440) 231-8511
swiger@cityofmentor.com | www.cityofmentor.com
 

 
 

mailto:Swiger@cityofmentor.com
mailto:FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil
mailto:swiger@cityofmentor.com
blockedhttp://www.cityofmentor.com/






From: Ann.Gorman@dnr.ohio.gov
To: Gmerek, Ryan L CIV USARMY CELRB (USA)
Cc: Czaplicki, Erica; Patrick Bush - Fairport Harbor (pbush@fairportharbor.org); McMonigle, Orin; Asquith, Michael D

CIV USARMY CELRB (USA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Fairport Nearshore NEPA Scoping Document
Date: Wednesday, September 11, 2024 5:54:01 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png

Ryan,
 
I forwarded the Scoping email to our local water intake superintendents and am including the
responses that I received with their permission. They are also CC’d.

 
1)        Subject: RE: Fairport Nearshore NEPA Scoping Document
 
Hello Ann Marie,
Thank you, the proposed near shore areas appear well outside our intake influence.
Sincerely,
Orin
 
ORIN MCMONIGLE
Water Superintendent
Painesville Purification Plant            Water Distribution
9565 Headlands Rd.                                            428 N Saint Clair St.
Mentor, Ohio 44060                                             Painesville, Ohio 44077
 

2) Subject: RE: Fairport Nearshore NEPA Scoping Document
 
Hi Ann,
 
We do not see any issues with the proposed area.
 
Thank you,
 
Erica Czaplicki
Director of Water
Lake County Department of Utilities
Phone – 440-350-2155
 
 
3) Subject: Re: FW: Fairport Nearshore NEPA Scoping Document
 
Hello,

mailto:Ann.Gorman@dnr.ohio.gov
mailto:Ryan.L.Gmerek@usace.army.mil
mailto:Erica.Czaplicki@lakecountyohio.gov
mailto:pbush@fairportharbor.org
mailto:OMcMonigle@painesville.com
mailto:Michael.Asquith@usace.army.mil
mailto:Michael.Asquith@usace.army.mil












 

       
 

    
          

In reply refer to: 
2024-LAK-62208 

September 24, 2024 
 
Ryan Gmerek 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Buffalo District 
ATTN: Environmental Analysis Team-Fairport Nearshore Area 
478 Main Street, 5th Floor 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
Email: FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil 
 
RE: Section 106 Review – Establishment of a New Dredged Sediment Nearshore Placement Area for Fairport 

Harbor, Lake County, Ohio 
 
Dear Mr. Gmerek: 
 
This letter is in response to the correspondence received on August 26, 2024, regarding the above-referenced project 
in Lake County, Ohio. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. The comments of the Ohio State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) are submitted in accordance with the provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. 306108 [36 CFR 800]). The United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, Buffalo District (Corps) is the lead federal agency for the undertaking. 
 
According to the information submitted, the Corps is initiating consultation with the SHPO in regard to the 
establishment of a new nearshore placement area for dredged sediment from the navigation channel at Fairport 
Harbor. Two locations are under consideration and include a 61.32-acre parcel (Area 1-West of the harbor) and a 
132.84-acre parcel (Area 2-East of the harbor). Both parcels, which are defined as the direct Area of Potential 
Effect (APE), are situated just offshore of the mainland. 
 
A check of our records indicates no previously documented historic properties, districts, previously recorded 
archaeological sites, or previous cultural resource surveys within the direct APE. However, our records indicate 
several documented shipwrecks in the vicinity of both APEs. After careful review, since the direct APEs have 
never been systematically surveyed for cultural resources, including submerged resources (e.g., shipwreck), the 
SHPO recommends a Phase I maritime archaeological survey. The survey should include a literature review 
and a remote sensing survey (magnetometer, side-scan sonar, and sub-bottom profiler) to help determine whether 
any undocumented shipwreck is present within the direct APEs. The results of the survey will allow for a more 
informed decision regarding the presence of potential historic properties within the direct APEs. The survey must 
be conducted by a qualified consultant in maritime archaeology. The results of the survey should be submitted to 
our office in a report format following our submission guidelines. Our office looks forward to continued 
coordination regarding this undertaking. If you have any questions concerning this review, please contact me via 
email at sbiehl@ohiohistory.org. Thank you for your cooperation. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Stephen M. Biehl, Project Reviews Manager-Archaeology 
Resource Protection and Review, State Historic Preservation Office      RPR Serial No. 1104587 
 

"Please be advised that this is a Section 106 decision. This review decision may not extend to other SHPO programs." 

mailto:sbiehl@ohiohistory.org
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     No issues here.
 
 Pat Bush, Distribution Superintendent Fairport Harbor

 
 
I believe we (ODNR) will be submitting a combined response through Mike Pettegrew’s office. I have
submitted my fisheries-specific comments to his group.
 
 
Thanks,
Ann Marie
 
Ann Marie Gorman
Fisheries Biology Supervisor
Fairport Fisheries Research Station || 1190 High St., Fairport Harbor, OH 44077
Ann.Gorman@dnr.state.oh.us || Office: 440.210.3807 || Work Cell: 614.205.4140

 
From: Gmerek, Ryan L CIV USARMY CELRB (USA) <Ryan.L.Gmerek@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2024 9:38 AM
To: Fath, James <James.Fath@epa.ohio.gov>; Blake, Daniel <Daniel.Blake@dnr.ohio.gov>; Gorman,
Ann <Ann.Gorman@dnr.ohio.gov>; Parsons, Heather <Parsons.Heather@epa.gov>
Cc: Asquith, Michael D CIV USARMY CELRB (USA) <Michael.Asquith@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Fairport Nearshore NEPA Scoping Document
Importance: High
 
Good morning all,
 
Please see the attached NEPA scoping document for the proposed new nearshore placement area
for Fairport Harbor. Please review by the end of the 30-day review period ending 25 September if
possible. This was posted last week for public review but wanted to ensure everyone that was on our
last call received this. You can respond to this email or the project’s email
(FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil) if you have any questions or comments.
 
Thank you.
 
Respectfully,
Ryan Gmerek
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Biologist, Environmental Analysis Section
478 Main Street
Buffalo, New York 14202
(716) 291-6969
 

mailto:Ann.Gorman@dnr.state.oh.us
mailto:FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil


CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please
do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the
Phish Alert Button if available. 
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Endangered Species Act 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



  Updated 29 SEP 2023 
 

 DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 BUFFALO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
 478 MAIN STREET 
 BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
 
 

      

      

 
To: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ohio Ecological Services Field Office   FAX:  614-416-8994 
         Email:  ohio@fws.gov 
Request for review pursuant to:  

 Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 

 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) 
 

Date: 11/04/24 DA. No.:  

Project Name: 
Establishment of a New Nearshore Placement 
Area, Fairport Harbor, Ohio 

Project 
Code:  

County: Lake County 
Project 
Lat./Long. 

Latitude:   
Longitude:  

Corps Contact Name,  
Address, Fax No.: 

 
Ryan Gmerek, 716-291-6969 
478 Main St, Bufalo NY 14202 

 
Listed/candidate species and/or designated critical habitat with potential to occur in proposed project area: 
E- Endangered T- Threatened PE- Proposed Endangered   PT -Proposed Threatened 
 

 Clubshell mussel – E  Northern monkshood – T 
 Copperbelly watersnake – T  Northern riffleshell mussel – E 
 Eastern massasauga rattlesnake - T X Piping plover - E 
 Eastern Prairie fringed orchid – T  Piping plover - Critical Habitat 

X Indiana bat - E  Rabbitsfoot mussel – T 
 Karner blue butterfly - E   Rabbitsfoot mussel – Critical Habitat  
 Lakeside daisy - T  Rayed bean mussel – E 
 Mitchell’s satyr butterfly - E X Rufa red knot - T 
 Northern long-eared bat – E  Snuffbox – E 

 
Round Hickorynut – T  
Round Hickorynut – Critical Habitat 

 

 White cat’s paw pearly mussel - E 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has determined the proposed project:  

X will result in no effect to Any federally designated threatened or endangered species. 

 may affect       

 may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect  

      

 is likely to adversely affect       
 
See attached for the rationale for the above-listed determination(s), project description and applicable permit conditions including any 
conservation measures that are part of the proposal. 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s requests:  

 USFWS concurrence with our determination  Additional assistance to make our determination 

Date USFWS response due: (for LOPs – 15 calendar days; for SPs – length of PN; for NWP – 14 calendar days).   
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  
 

 Requests additional time for review  Has no comments pursuant to FWCA 

 Concurs with your determination and has no further ESA 
comments 

 Will provide FWCA comments separately 

 Considered potential impacts to Candidate Species and has 
no further comments 

 No concurrence needed 

 
USFWS Contact(s):       Date:       

mailto:Melanie_Cheng@fws.gov


 

 

 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

National Historic Preservation Act  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

       
 

    
          

In reply refer to: 
2024-LAK-62208 

April 24, 2025 
 
Ryan Gmerek 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Buffalo District 
ATTN: Environmental Analysis Team-Fairport Nearshore Area 
478 Main Street, 5th Floor 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
Email: FairportNearshoreArea@usace.army.mil 
 
RE: Section 106 Review – Establishment of a New Dredged Sediment Nearshore Placement Area for Fairport 

Harbor, Lake County, Ohio 
 
Dear Mr. Gmerek: 
 
This letter is in response to the correspondence received on March 26, 2025, regarding the above-referenced project 
in Lake County, Ohio. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. The comments of the Ohio State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) are submitted in accordance with the provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. 306108 [36 CFR 800]). The United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, Buffalo District (Corps) is the lead federal agency for the undertaking. 
 
According to the information submitted, the Corps is initiating consultation with the SHPO in regard to the 
establishment of a new nearshore placement area for dredged sediment from the navigation channel at Fairport 
Harbor. The Corps conducted a maritime survey of the proposed nearshore Area of Potential (APE) and included 
the results of the survey along with survey data from the Ohio Department of Natural Resources. Based on these 
results, it does not appear that an undocumented shipwreck is located within or adjacent to the APE. Therefore, it 
is the SHPO’s opinion that as proposed, the project will have no effect on historic properties. No further 
coordination is required unless the scope of the project changes, or there is an inadvertent discovery of cultural 
resources. In such a situation, this office should be contacted as required by 36 CFR § 800.13. If you have any 
questions concerning this review, please contact me via email at sbiehl@ohiohistory.org. Thank you for your 
cooperation.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Stephen M. Biehl, Project Reviews Manager-Archaeology 
Resource Protection and Review 
State Historic Preservation Office          RPR Serial No. 1108154 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

"Please be advised that this is a Section 106 decision. This review decision may not extend to other SHPO programs." 

mailto:sbiehl@ohiohistory.org
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OHIO HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE:  
RESOURCE PROTECTION AND REVIEW  

Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form  

For projects requiring a license from the Federal Communications Commission, please use 
FCC Forms 620 or 621.  DO NOT USE THIS FORM.  
 

  
SECTION 1:  GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION  

All contact information provided must include the name, address and phone number of 
the person listed. Email addresses should also be included, if available.  Please refer 
to the Instructions or contact an OHPO reviewer (mailto:Section106@ohiohistory.org) if 
you need help completing this Form.  Unless otherwise requested, we will contact the 
person submitting this Form with questions or comments about this project. 

 

A. Project Info: 
 

1.  This Form provides information about:  
New Project Submittal:   

  YES  
 

Additional information relating to previously submitted project:  
  NO  
 

OHPO/RPR Serial Number from previous submission: N/A 
      
 

2.  Project Name (if applicable): Establishment of a New Dredged Sediment 
Nearshore Placement Area for Fairport Harbor, Ohio  

      
 

3.  Internal tracking or reference number used by Federal Agency, consultant, 
and/or applicant to identify this project (if applicable):  N/A 

      
 

  

 
Date: 8/26/2024     
 
Name/Affiliation of person submitting form: Ryan Gmerek, USACE Buffalo District    
 
Mailing Address: 478 Main St, Buffalo New York,14202      
 
Phone/Fax/Email: 716-291-6969     

http://wireless.fcc.gov/siting/npa.html
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B. Project Address or vicinity: Fairport Harbor 
      

 
C. City/Township: Fairport 

  
 

D. County: Lake County 
      

 
E. Federal Agency and Agency Contact.  If you do not know the federal agency 

involved in your project, please contact the party asking you to apply for Section 
106 Review, not OHPO, for this information. HUD Entitlement Communities acting 
under delegated environmental review authority should list their own contact 
information.  

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Buffalo District 
Ryan Gmerek, Biologist 

      
 

F. Type of Federal Assistance.  List all known federal sources of federal funding, 
approvals, and permits to avoid repeated reviews. 

      
 

G. State Agency and Contact Person (if applicable): 
      
 

H. Type of State Assistance:  
      
 

I. Is this project being submitted at the direction of a state agency solely under Ohio 
Revised Code 149.53 or at the direction of a State Agency? Answering yes to this 
question means that you are sure that no federal funding, permits or approvals will 
be used for any part of your project, and that you are seeking comments only 
under ORC 149.53.   

  
  NO  
 

J. Public Involvement- Describe how the public has been/will be informed about this 
project and its potential to affect historic properties. Please summarize how they 
will have an opportunity to provide comments about any effects to historic 
properties. (This step is required for all projects under 36 CFR § 800.2):  

 
- A NEPA scoping document will be made available to the public for 30 days. In addition, 

tribes in the vicinity of the project area will be contacted individually via transmittal 
letters. 

- Once the EA/FONSI is drafted, the document will be made available to the public for 
comment for 30 days as well. 

      
 

K. Please list other consulting parties that you have contacted/will contact about this 
project, such as Indian Tribes, Certified Local Governments, local officials, property 
owners, or preservation groups. (See 36 CFR § 800.2 for more information about 
involving other consulting parties). Please summarize how they will have an 
opportunity to provide comments:  

- Tribes, Ohio SHPO, USFWS, OEPA, ODNR 
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- Please see response to Question J for public involvement.  
      
 

SECTION 2:  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS (APE)  
Provide a description of your project, its site, and geographical information. You will also 
describe your project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE).  Please refer to the Instructions or 
contact an OHPO reviewer if you need help with developing the APE or completing this form.  
 

- Please reference the attached NEPA scoping document for a description of the project. The 
document details a description of the project and has figures that document the boundary of 
the proposed placement areas. 
 

- The APE would include the boundary of the proposed placement area. Due to the sediment 
being placed in the open waters of Lake Erie, there would be no additional/extended visual or 
indirect boundary. 
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For challenging projects, provide as much information as possible in all sections, and then 
check the box in Section 5.A. to ask OHPO to offer preliminary comments or make 
recommendations about how to proceed with your project consultation.  This is recommended 
if your project involves effects to significant historic properties or if there may be challenging 
procedural issues related to your project.  Please note that providing information to complete 
all Sections will still be required and that asking OHPO for preliminary comments may tend to 
delay completion of the review process for some projects.  

 
A.  Does this project involve any Ground-Disturbing activity:   NO – this project is 
just the selection of a nearshore placement area. 
 

(If Yes, you must complete all of Section 2.A. If No, proceed directly to Section 2. B.) 
 
1. General description of width, length and depth of proposed ground disturbing 

activity:   
      
 

2. Narrative description of previous land use and past ground disturbances, if known: 
      
 

3. Narrative description of current land use and conditions: 
      
 

4. Does the landowner know of any archaeological resources found on the property?    
  YES  NO   If yes, please describe:     

      
 

B. Submit the exact project site location on a USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle map 
for all projects. Map sections, photocopies of map sections, and online versions of USGS 
maps are acceptable as long as the location is clearly marked.  Show the project's Area of 
Potential Effects (APE). It should be clearly distinguished from other features shown on the 
map: 

1. USGS Quad Map Name: OMS mapping system down. Please reference Scoping 
Document for project maps and figures. 
      

2. Township/City/Village Name: Fairport, Ohio 
      
 

C. Provide a street-level map indicating the location of the project site; road names must be 
identified and legible. Your map must show the exact location of the boundaries for the 
project site. Show the project's Area of Potential Effects (APE). It should be clearly 
distinguished from other features shown on the map:  

- Please reference Scoping Document for additional information 
 
D. Provide a verbal description of the APE, including a discussion of how the APE will include 

areas with the potential for direct and indirect effects from the project. Explain the steps 
taken to identify the project’s APE, and your justification for the specific boundaries 
chosen:  

- The APE would include the boundary of the proposed placement area. Due to the sediment 
being placed in the open waters of Lake Erie, there would be no additional/extended visual or 
indirect boundary. 

      
E. Provide a detailed description of the project. This is a critical part of your submission. Your 

description should be prepared for a cold reader who may not be an expert in this type of 
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project. The information provided must help support your analysis of effects to historic 
properties, not other types of project impacts. Do not simply include copies of 
environmental documents or other types of specialized project reports. If there are multiple 
project alternatives, you should include information about all alternatives that are still under 
active consideration:  

- Please reference Scoping Document for additional information 
      

 
SECTION 3:   IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES  

Describe whether there are historic properties located within your project APE. To make that 
determination, use information generated from your own Background Research and Field 
Survey.  Then choose one of the following options to report your findings. Please refer to the 
Instructions and/or contact an OHPO reviewer if you are unsure about how to identify historic 
properties for your project.   
   
If you read the Instructions and you're still confused as to which reporting option best fits your 
project, or you are not sure if your project needs a survey, you may choose to skip this 
section, but provide as much supporting documentation as possible in all other Sections, then 
check the box in Section 5.A. to request preliminary comments from OHPO. After reviewing 
the information provided, OHPO will then offer comments as to which reporting option is best 
suited to document historic properties for your project.  Please note that providing information 
to complete this Section will still be required and that asking OHPO for preliminary comments 
may tend to delay completion of the review process for some projects.  
 

- After online review, there are no potential impact to historic places. The closest Historic Place 
to the project is the Fairport Harbor West Breakwater Light which will not be impacted. Please 
reference the scoping document for additional information. 
 
Recording the Results of Background Research and Field Survey: 
 
A. Summary of discussions and/or consultation with OHPO about this project that 

demonstrates how the Agency Official and OHPO have agreed that no Field Survey was 
necessary for this project (typically due to extreme ground disturbance or other special 
circumstances).  Please attach copies of emails/correspondence that document this 
agreement. You must explain how the project’s potential to affect both archaeological and 
historic resources were considered.  

 
B. A table that includes the minimum information listed in the OHPO Section 106 

Documentation Table (which is generally equivalent to the information found on an 
inventory form).  This information must be printed and mailed with the Project Summary 
Form.  To provide sufficient information to complete this Section, you must also include 
summary observations from your field survey, background research and eligibility 
determinations for each property that was evaluated in the project APE.  

 
C. OHI (Ohio Historic Inventory) or OAI (Ohio Archaeological Inventory) forms- New or 

updated inventory forms may be prepared using the OHI pdf form with data population 
capabilities, the Internet IForm, or typed on archival quality inventory forms.  To provide 
sufficient information to complete this Section, you must include summary observations 
from your field survey and background research. You must also include eligibility 
determinations for each property that was evaluated in the project APE 

 
 
D. A historic or archaeological survey report prepared by a qualified consultant that meets 

professional standards. The survey report should meet the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards and Guidelines for Identification and OHPO Archaeological Guidelines. You 
may also include new inventory forms with your survey, or update previous inventory 
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forms. To complete this section, your survey report must include summary observations 
from your field survey, background research and eligibility determinations for each 
property that was evaluated within the APE.  
 

E. Project Findings.  Based on the conclusions you reached in completing Section 3, please 
choose one finding for your project. There are (mark one):  

 Historic Properties Present in the APE:  
 No Historic Properties Present in the APE: X 
 

 
 
SECTION 4:  SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION  

This information must be provided for all projects.   
 

- Please reference the scoping document for additional information. 
 
A. Photographs must be keyed to a street-level map, and should be included as 

attachments to this application.  Please label all forms, tables and CDs with the 
date of your submission and project name, as identified in Section 1.  You must 
present enough documentation to clearly show existing conditions at your project 
site and convey details about the buildings, structures or sites that are described in 
your submission.  Faxed or photocopied photographs are not acceptable. See 
Instructions for more info about photo submissions or 36 CFR § 800.11 for federal 
documentation standards. 

1. Provide photos of the entire project site and take photos to/from historic 
properties from/towards your project site to support your determination of 
effect in Section 5. 

2. Provide current photos of all buildings/structures/sites described. 
B. Project plan, specifications, site drawings and any other media presentation that 

conveys detailed information about your project and its potential to affect historic 
properties.  

C. Copies or summaries of any comments provided by consulting parties or the 
public.  

 
SECTION 5:  DETERMINATION OF EFFECT  

A. Request Preliminary Comments.  For challenging projects, provide as much 
information as possible in previous sections and ask OHPO to offer preliminary 
comments or make recommendations about how to proceed with your project 
consultation.  This is recommended if your project involves effects to significant 
historic properties, if the public has concerns about your project’s potential to affect 
historic properties, or if there may be challenging procedural issues related to your 
project. Please be aware that providing information in all Sections will still be 
required and that asking OHPO for preliminary comments may tend to delay 
completion of the review process for some projects. 

 
1.   We request preliminary comments from OHPO about this project:  

  YES  NO x 
 
2. Please specify as clearly as possible the particular issues that you would 

like OHPO to examine for your project (for example- help with developing 
an APE, addressing the concerns of consulting parties, survey 
methodology, etc.): 
      
 

B. Determination of Effect.  If you believe that you have gathered enough 
information to conclude the Section 106 process, you may be ready to make a 
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determination of effect and ask OHPO for concurrence, while considering public 
comments. Please select and mark one of the following determinations, then 
explain the basis for your decision on an attached sheet of paper:  

  
 No historic properties will be affected based on 36 CFR § 800.4(d) (1). 

Please explain how you made this determination: X 
 

- No historic properties have been identified within the boundary (or 
adjacent) to the proposed nearshore placement areas. 

 
 No Adverse Effect [36 CFR § 800.5(b)] on historic properties. This finding 

cannot be used if there are no historic properties present in your project 
APE. Please explain why the Criteria of Adverse Effect, [36 CFR Part 
800.5(a) (1)], were found not to be applicable for your project: 
      

 
 
 Adverse Effect [36 CFR § 800.5(d) (2)] on historic properties. Please explain 

why the criteria of adverse effect, [36 CFR Part 800.5(a) (1)], were found to 
be applicable to your project. You may also include an explanation of how 
these adverse effects might be avoided, reduced or mitigated: 
      

 
 

Please send completed form and supporting documentation to our office through the 
section106@ohiohistory.org e-mail address. Note that file size is limited to 30 MB. The Ohio SHPO 
has a federally mandated review time of 30 calendar day. To check your submission was received 

and logged in for our review, please visit https://www.ohiohistory.org/preserve/state-historic-
preservation-office/hpreviews/section-106-project-status.  

   

mailto:section106@ohiohistory.org
https://www.ohiohistory.org/preserve/state-historic-preservation-office/hpreviews/section-106-project-status
https://www.ohiohistory.org/preserve/state-historic-preservation-office/hpreviews/section-106-project-status
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Clean Water Act 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









































































 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix E 
 

Coastal Zone Management Act 



















 

 

 
 
 

Appendix F 
 

Sediment Evaluation 
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Record of Non-Applicability 
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