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“SASCO BEACH ENGINEERED BEACH DESIGN SASCO POINT FAIRF.....D, CT” on five sheets, and
dated “3/22/2017.”

“JENNINGS BEACH ENC .. EERED BEACH DESIGN SOUTH BENSON ROAD FAIRFIELD, CT,” on five
sheets, and dated “3/22/2017.”

The applicant stated the proposed project is the least environmentally damage alternative to meet project goals.
A number of beach profiles and grain size distributions were analyzed in order to determine the optimal profile
design for each site. Variations in the beach profile shape. backshore/berm and dune geometry, sand grain size
distribution, and required volume of fill were investigated. chosen profile for each site was the profile that
behaved best under the storm events while minimizing the amount of material necessary to complete the
project. The gradation of the proposed import material was designed to match existing beach material as to not
s* uficantly alter the site.

Other alternatives to retain the beach such as hard erosion control structures including but not limited to
offshore breakwaters, nearshore sills and seawalls were deemed inappropriate as they would significantly alter
the character of the site in which the primary purpose is public recreation such as swimming and sun-bathing.
While hard structures such as seawalls can be utilized to protect the upland, they often lead to erosion of the
beach in front of them and reduce the recreational area available to the public. As such these harden structures
were not considered. The “no action™ alternative was not considered as it would leave the beaches vulnerable to
wind and wave action during storm events. The applicant believes that the proposed re-grading and minor
nourishment is the least environmentally damage and practicable solution to: maintain the beaches, reduce
erosion, maintain existing public recreation activities, and provide protection to infrastructure by reducing flood
and wave impacts on the upland.

. u.€ applicant has proposed to sequence the project to take place in the Sp * 3 of each year to limit possible
adverse impacts to aquatic resources and migrat. , birds. The following s :ial condition will be incorporated
in to the permit:

v

“No work shall be completed from April 1 to September | of each year.”

Additionally, the applicant has proposed to perform the work in the dry at low tides to minimize turbidity
impacts.

AU. JORITY
Permits are required pursuant to:
_ ¥ Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
___>ection 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act.

The decision whether to issue a permit will be based on an evaluation of the probable impact of the proposed
activity on the public interest. That decision will reflect the national concern for both protection and utilization
of important resources. The benefit which may reasonably accrue from the proposal must be balanced against
its reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors which may be relevant to the proposal will be considered,
including the cumulative effects thereof; among those are: conservation, economics, aesthetics, general
environmental concerns, wetlands, cultural value, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, flood plain value, land
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use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, water quality,
energy needs, safety, food production and, in general, the needs and welfare of the people.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District (Corps), is soliciting comments from the public;
Federal, state, and local agencies and officials; Indian Tribes; and other interested parties in order to consider
and evaluate the impacts of this proposed activity. The Corps will consider all comments received to determine
whether to issue, modify, condition or deny a permit for this proposal. To make this decision, comments are
used to assess impacts on endangered species, historic properties, water quality, general environmental effects,
and the other public interest factors listed above. Comments are used in the preparation of an Environmental
Assessment and/or an Environmental Impact Statement pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act.

Cor  ents are also used to determine the need for a public hearing and to determine the overall public interest
of the proposed activity.

Where the activity involves the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States or the
transportation of dredged material for the purpose of disposing it in ocean waters, the evaluation of the impact
of the activity in the public interest will also include application of the guidelines promulgated by the
Administrator, U.S Environmental Protection Agency, under authority of Section 404(b) of the Clean Water
Act, and/or Section 103 of the Marine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended.

ESSET. ..AL FISH HAB. . AT

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267), requires all federal a; 1cies to consult with the National Marine Fisheries
Service on all actions, or proposed actions, permitted, funded, or undertaken by the agency, that may adversely
affect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). Essential Fish Habitat describes waters and substrate necessary for fish for
spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity.

This project will impact 6.96 acres of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). This habitat consists of sand and cobble
substrate. Loss of this habitat may adversely affect species that use these waters and substrate. However, the
District Engineer has made a preliminary determination that the site-specific adverse effect will not be
substantial. Further consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service regarding EFH conservation
recommendations is being conducted and will be concluded prior to the final decision.

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERV/4...ON ACT

Based on his initial review, the District Engineer has determined that little likelihood exists for the propo |
work to impinge upon properties with cultural or Native American significance, or listed in, or el” "ble for
listing in, the National Register of Historic Places. Therefore, no further consideration of the requirements of
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, is necessary. This determination is
based upon one or more of the following:

a. The permit area has been extensively modified by previous work.

b. The permit area has been recently created.

c. The proposed activity is of limited nature and scope.

d. Review of the latest published version of the National Register shows that no presence of registered
properties listed as being eligible for inclusion therein are in the permit area or general vicinity.

e. Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer and/or Tribal Historic Preservation
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