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Army Corps of Engineers 

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 

PROPOSED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE DREDGING AND 

DREDGED MATERIAL PLACEMENT FOR 
MIAMI HARBOR NAVIGATION PROJECT IN 

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) has prepared an 
environmental assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), dated July 2019, for the operation and maintenance 
(O&M) dredging and dredged material placement for the Miami Harbor Navigation 
Project inner harbor cuts in Miami-Dade County, Florida. 

The first appropriation for Miami Harbor is found in the River and Harbor Act of 
March 3, 1899, which authorized a board of engineers to examine routes from Miami to 
the sea. The report of the board was submitted April 6, 1900, and was printed in House 
Document No. 662 in the 1st session of the 56th Congress.  The first project for 
improvement of Miami Harbor was authorized by Congress in the River and Harbor Act 
of June 13, 1902, and was based on the report of the board of engineers.  Additional 
improvements have been authorized and constructed over the subsequent years. 
Construction of most recent improvements was authorized by Section 1001 (17) of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 2007, Public Law 110-114, and constructed in 
2013 to 2015. 

The Corps surveyed existing conditions and considered the current maintenance 
needs, if any.  Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the inner harbor 
warrants maintenance dredging at this time, so maintenance of the inner channel is the 
Preferred Alternative.  The following maintenance event is expected to include the inner 
harbor channel cuts, and associated NEPA documentation is expected to take into 
account new available information relevant to impacts associated with dredging the 
outer channel including recent sediment tracer analyses conducted in the area. 
Because the current maintenance event only addresses the inner channel cuts, the 
scope avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel benthic habitat, minimizing 
potential adverse effects to corals and hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent 
practicable while the Corps continues to review the new information. 
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The Preferred Alternative consists of the required O&M dredging of approximately 
100,000 cubic yards of shoaled material from within the inner harbor cuts to maintain 
authorized dimensions.  Dredged material will be placed in the Miami Ocean Dredged 
Material Disposal Site (ODMDS).  Routine maintenance dredging of the federal 
navigation project may occur on both a periodic (historically every ten years) cycle or on 
an as-needed basis for the emergency removal of shoals. This 2019 EA provides 
evaluation and analysis for the next O&M dredge event in the Miami Harbor Federal 
Navigation Project’s inner harbor cuts. 

Details on the final recommendation are contained in the EA and are incorporated 
herein by reference. The Corps incorporated all practicable means to avoid and 
minimize adverse environmental effects into the recommended plan.  The Corps will 
implement the environmental commitments as detailed in the EA to minimize effects.  

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, (ESA) 
the Corps coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for the O&M dredging and the placement of dredged 
material into the existing Miami ODMDS.  For potential effects from inner harbor 
maintenance dredging to federally listed threatened and endangered species under the 
NMFS jurisdiction, the project adheres to the existing NMFS’ South Atlantic Regional 
Biological Opinion dated August 25, 1995, as amended (SARBO), which is currently 
under reinitiation of consultation.  In a letter dated October 25, 2007, NMFS instructed 
that the Corps “…is not required to suspend dredging or relocation trawling operations 
pending the conclusion of the reinitiated consultation... [so] long as the [Corps] follows 
the reasonable and prudent measures, and implementing terms and conditions outlined 
in the SARBO, and continues to ensure that its actions will not jeopardize the continued 
existence of any listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
designated critical habitat, the protective coverage of the biological opinion and the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) will not lapse.”  Additionally, the project also adheres to 
the draft Project Design Criteria (PDCs) under the new draft SARBO, which is currently 
being developed and proposed for finalization in 2019. The new SARBO will cover 
previously listed species, as well as newly listed species, and will include maintenance 
dredging using multiple dredge types. The project will comply with all terms and 
conditions of the new SARBO, once finalized, and will not be constructed until the 
completion of the new SARBO. For potential effects to federally listed threatened and 
endangered species under the USFWS jurisdiction, the Corps initiated consultation with 
the USFWS in July 2019. The Corps requested concurrence from the USFWS on the 
Corps’ “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect” (MANLAA) determinations. 
Consultation with USFWS is ongoing through review of the draft EA.  The USFWS’ final 
determination will be noted in the signed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
following review of the draft EA. Pertinent correspondence is included in Appendix A. 

The Corps has concluded that, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 
1972, as amended, (CWA), this project does not include discharges into the waters of 
the United States as defined by the CWA because the Miami ODMDS being used lies 
outside of the territorial sea. Therefore, a CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation 
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is not required. Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 
1972 regulates placement of dredged material into the ODMDS.  Concurrence that the 
dredge material is eligible for placement in the Miami ODMDS will be obtained from the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency prior to the start of construction. Because CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) does not apply, a CWA Section 401 water quality certification (WQC) 
is not required. 

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) the Corps has determined 
that the project is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable 
policies of Florida’s approved Coastal Zone Management Program.  The project scope 
avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel benthic habitats because 
dredging of the outer channel is not warranted at this time.  An exemption verification 
request was submitted to the State of Florida for this maintenance dredge cycle.  This 
project’s exempted activities are deemed to be consistent with the State of Florida’s 
Coastal Management Program under the CZMA, as verified by the State of Florida in 
written correspondence. The project will be conducted in a manner that meets state 
water quality standards per Chapter 62-302, State of Florida, Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection. If project activities in future dredge cycles require a CWA 
Section 401 WQC and/or CZMA coordination, the Corps will submit a permit application 
and/or Federal Consistency Determination to the State of Florida for review. 

Pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 
1976, as amended, the project’s Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment is integrated 
in this EA consistent with the 1999 guidance provided by the NMFS Southeast Regional 
Office to the Corps regarding coordination of EFH consultation requirements with 
NEPA. The Corps sent the EFH consultation letter, along with the draft NEPA 
document, to NMFS in July 2019. Consultation with NMFS is ongoing through review of 
the draft EA and final findings will be noted in the FONSI and EA. 

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Action, as amended, 
the Corps has determined that O&M dredging of the inner harbor cuts of the Miami 
Harbor Navigation Project and its associated dredged material placement into the Miami 
ODMDS poses no effect to historic properties eligible or potentially eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic places. This determination has been coordinated with 
the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer SHPO and appropriate federally-
recognized tribes. 

The Corps released the draft EA, proposed FONSI, and associated appendices for 
a 30-day public and agency review. A copy of the comments received, as well as a 
summary matrix of the comments and Corps’ responses, will be included in the final 
EA’s Appendix B.  

The Corps considered all applicable laws, executive orders, and regulations in the 
evaluation of the alternatives.  Based on this EA, previous reports, 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 Preferred Alternative would not significantly affect the 
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___________________________ ___________________________________ 

human environment; therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not 
required. 

Date Andrew D. Kelly, Jr. 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Commander 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE DREDGING AND 
DREDGED MATERIAL PLACEMENT FOR 

MIAMI HARBOR NAVIGATION PROJECT IN 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 
1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps), proposes to continue 
the operation and maintenance dredging (O&M) of the inner harbor features within the 
Congressionally authorized project at the Miami Harbor Navigation Project in Miami-Dade 
County, Florida with the non-federal sponsor (NFS), Miami-Dade County, consistent with 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations that define federal actions to 
include those actions “subject to federal control and responsibility” (40 C.F.R. 1508.18).  

The City of Miami is located on the west side of Biscayne Bay; the City of Miami Beach 
is located on an island on the northeast side of the bay, opposite Miami. Both cities are 
located in Miami-Dade County, Florida, and are connected by several causeways 
crossing the bay (see Figure 1). Miami Harbor is an island port facility consisting of 518 
upland acres and is located in the northern portion of Biscayne Bay in South Florida.  The 
port is the southernmost major Atlantic Coast port.  Referenced to other major South 
Atlantic Region ports, the port is located 21 nautical miles south of Port Everglades (Fort 
Lauderdale), Florida; 83 nautical miles south of Palm Beach, Florida; 173 nautical miles 
south of Port Canaveral, Florida; 306 nautical miles south of Jacksonville, the most 
northern port on Florida’s Atlantic Coast and 144 nautical miles north of Key West, the 
southernmost port in Florida (Corps 2002). 

The Corps surveyed existing conditions and considered the current maintenance needs, 
if any.  Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the inner harbor warrants 
maintenance dredging at this time, so maintenance of the inner channel is the Preferred 
Alternative.  The following maintenance event is expected to include the inner harbor cuts, 
and associated National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation is expected to 
take into account new available information relevant to impacts associated with dredging 
the outer channel, including recent sediment tracer analyses conducted in the area. 
Because the current maintenance event only addresses the inner channel cuts, the scope 
avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel benthic habitat, minimizing 
potential adverse effects to corals and hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent 
practicable while the Corps continues to review the new information. The Preferred 
Alternative consists of the required O&M dredging of approximately 100,000 cubic yards 
of shoaled material from within the inner harbor cuts to maintain authorized dimensions. 
Dredged material will be placed in the Miami Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site 
(ODMDS).  Routine maintenance dredging of the federal navigation project may occur on 
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both a periodic (historically every ten years) cycle or on an as-needed basis for the 
emergency removal of shoals.  O&M dredging and the removal of shoals via drag bar are 
proposed to remove the material and maintain the currently authorized dimensions (see 
Figure 1 for project overview map and Figure 2 for shoal locations proposed for removal 
via drag bar and O&M dredging).  Dredging is estimated to take approximately 45 days 
with the dredge operating twenty four hours per day, seven days a week.  Dredged 
material was previously evaluated for beneficial reuse options, which could include 
placement on the Federal Miami-Dade Beaches; however, current evaluation of material 
has been approved for placement in the Miami ODMDS. The Miami ODMDS is 
approximately 1 square nautical mile and its center is approximately 4 ½ miles east of 
Virginia Key, Florida (see Figure 1). Routine maintenance dredging of the federal 
navigation project may occur on both a periodic (historically every ten years) cycle or on 
an as-needed basis for the emergency removal of shoals. This 2019 Environmental 
Assessment (EA) provides evaluation and analysis for the next O&M dredge event in the 
Miami Harbor Federal Navigation Project’s inner harbor. 
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Figure 1. Miami Harbor Navigation Project and Miami ODMDS vicinity map. 
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TOTALS 
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VOLUME TO 
REQUIRED 

DEPTH (CY) 

NIA 

32,000 

10,000 

42,000 

VOLUME IN TOTAL 
ALLOWABLE VOLUME 

OVERDEPTH (CY) (CY) 

N/A N/A 

36,000 68,000 

21 ,000 31 ,000 

57,000 99,000 

Figure 2. Shoal locations proposed for removal via drag bar and O&M dredging. 
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The Miami Harbor Navigation Project consists of multiple components, which are 
described below in Table 1 and shown in Figure 3. 

Table 1. Authorized features of Miami Harbor. 

Location 

Existing Authorized Features
2004 GRR 

Constructed as of 2018 
FEDERALLY AUTHORIZED PROJECT 

Cut 1 Width = 800 feet (flare) 
Depth = 52 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) + 1 
foot allowable overdepth 

Cut 2 Width = 500 feet 
Depth = 52 feet MLLW + 1 foot allowable overdepth 
Widener added at intersection to Fisherman Island 
Turning Basin 

Cut 3 Width = 500 feet 
Depth = 50 feet MLLW + 1 foot allowable overdepth 

Fisherman’s Channel – South Channel Width = 440 feet 
Depth = 50 feet MLLW + 1 foot allowable overdepth 

Main Channel – North Channel Width = 400 feet 
Depth = 36 feet MLLW 

Fisherman Island Turning Basin Width = 1500 feet radius 
Depth = 50 feet MLLW + 1 foot allowable overdepth 

Lummus Island Turning Basin Width = 1500 feet radius 
Depth = 50 feet MLLW + 1 foot allowable overdepth 

Main Turning Basin Width = 1600 feet radius 
Depth = 36 feet MLLW 

NOT CURRENTLY FEDERALLY AUTHORIZED 
LOCAL SPONSOR OWNED AND MAINTAINED 

Dodge Island Turning Basin Width = 900 feet radius 
Depth = 34 feet MLLW 

Dodge Cut Width = 400 feet 
Depth = 34 feet MLLW 

Fisherman’s Channel Container Berths Local service facility. Shift 60 feet south into Federal 
Channel. 
Depth = 50 feet MLLW + 1 foot allowable overdepth 
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Figure 3. Existing authorized and constructed features and planned terminals in Miami Harbor. 
(SOURCE: Corps 2018) 
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1.2 PROJECT AUTHORITY 
The first appropriation for Miami Harbor is found in the River and Harbor Act of March 3, 
1899, which authorized a board of engineers to examine routes from Miami to the sea. 
The report of the board was submitted April 6, 1900, and was printed in House Document 
No. 662 in the 1st session of the 56th Congress. The first project for improvement of 
Miami Harbor was authorized by Congress in the River and Harbor Act of June 13, 1902, 
and was based on the report of the board of engineers.  Additional improvements have 
been authorized over the subsequent years, and the most recent project improvements 
were authorized by Section 1001 (17) of the Water Resources Development Act of 2007, 
Public Law 110-114, and constructed in 2013 to 2015. 

1.3 PROJECT NEED OR OPPORTUNITY 
The purpose of the O&M of the Miami Harbor Navigation Project is to maintain safe and 
efficient vessel navigation through the harbor features. The need of the project is driven 
by the accumulation of sediment, commonly referred to as shoaling. The shoaling has 
reduced depths and widths, hindering safe and efficient vessel navigation. Periodic 
dredging is required to remove accumulated sediments and thus maintain the channel at 
its federally authorized dimensions. 

This EA evaluates the O&M dredging of the inner harbor cuts of the Miami Harbor 
Navigation Project in Miami-Dade County, Florida as well as the associated dredged 
material placement in the Miami ODMDS. This EA will allow the Corps to sign a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or, alternatively, support a decision to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

1.4 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 
Related design and planning reports for the Miami Harbor navigation project includes the 
following documents: 

• 2018 Initial Appraisal Report, Miami Harbor Navigation Improvement Project, 
Miami-Dade County, Florida*; 

• 2017 South Atlantic Regional Biological Assessment (SARBA); 
• 2011 Revisions to the Miami ODMDS Site Management and Monitoring Plan 

(SMMP); 
• 2008 Miami ODMDS, SMMP; 
• 2008 SARBA; 
• 2004 Miami Harbor General Reevaluation Report (GRR) Study and Final EIS; 
• 1997 Amendment to Regional Biological Opinion on Hopper Dredging of 

Navigational Channels and Borrow Areas Along the Southeast U.S. Atlantic 
Coast (SARBO)*, as amended; 

• 1996 Miami Harbor Channel 10140 GRR; 
• 1995 Final EIS for an ODMDS offshore Miami, Florida; 
• 1995 SARBO*, as amended 
• 1989 Navigation Study for Miami Harbor Channel Feasibility Report and EIS. 
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Additionally, the following documents are currently being reviewed by the Corps to 
inform the proposed maintenance dredging of the inner harbor, future maintenance and 
potential future construction: 

• Task 1 of the Miami Harbor Sediment Transport, Dispersal and Deposition Study 
– Outer Entrance Channel of Miami Harbor – Lessons Learned from the recent 
construction of the Miami Harbor Navigation Project* 

• Task 2 of the Miami Harbor Sediment Transport, Dispersal and Deposition Study 
– Outer Entrance Channel of Miami Harbor – Miami Harbor Sediment Tracer 
Study (2018)* 

• Recent relevant peer-reviewed literature on the effects of sedimentation on 
corals 

Documents denoted with an asterisk are available on the Corps’ environmental website, 
under “Dade County”, at the following link: 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

(On that page, click on the “+” next to “Dade” and scroll down to the project name.)  Other 
documents listed here are available by request. 

The 2019 EA evaluates the effects of O&M dredging of the inner harbor cuts of the Miami 
Harbor Navigation Project on the human environment and completes coordination for 
potential effects to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and threatened and endangered (T&E) 
species. The 2019 EA adopts the analysis conducted in the 2004 EIS where the 
information is valid and applicable to this evaluation.  

1.5 DECISIONS TO BE MADE 
This document evaluates whether the O&M dredging of the inner harbor cuts of the Miami 
Harbor Navigation Project will result in significant effects on the human environment.  The 
need for mitigation measures or best management practices (BMPs) to reduce any 
potentially adverse effects, particularly in regards to associated activities, will be 
determined based upon the analysis contained within this EA.  The Corps will make the 
decision to sign the FONSI and move forward with the Preferred Alternative if no 
significant effects on the human environment are identified.  If significant effects are 
identified, the Corps will choose to implement mitigation measures to reduce the effects 
to a lower-than-significant threshold, proceed with the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS, 
or not implement the Preferred Alternative. 

1.6 SCOPING AND ISSUES 
1.6.1 SCOPING OF RELEVANT ISSUES 
The Corps identified the following issues as relevant to the Preferred Alternative and 
appropriate for further evaluation: T&E species, fish and other wildlife resources, EFH, 
seagrasses, hardbottom communities, water quality, sediment characteristics, 
hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste (HTRW), air quality, noise, parks and protected 
areas, aesthetic resources, recreation resources, socioeconomic resources, navigation, 
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human health and life safety, Native American resources, cultural resources, unavoidable 
adverse environmental effects, and cumulative effects.  The Corps analyzed many of 
these issues in the 2004 GRR/EIS for the recent construction of the Miami Harbor 
Navigation Project as well as the associated dredged material placement in the existing 
Miami ODMDS. Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the inner harbor 
warrants maintenance dredging at this time, so maintenance of the inner channel is the 
Preferred Alternative. Because the current maintenance event only addresses the inner 
channel cuts, the scope avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel benthic 
habitat, minimizing potential adverse effects to corals and hardbottom habitats to the 
maximum extent practicable while the Corps continues to review the new information. 
This 2019 EA provides analysis on T&E species listed since the completion of the 2004 
EIS and adopts by reference the 2004 EIS’s analysis where the information is valid and 
applicable to this evaluation. 

1.6.2 ISSUES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 
No issues were identified for elimination. 

1.7 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT 
(CZMA) FEDERAL CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION (FCD) CONCURRENCE 

The Corps has concluded that, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972, 
as amended, (CWA), this project does not include discharges into the waters of the United 
States as defined by the CWA because the Miami ODMDS being used lies outside of the 
territorial sea. Therefore, a CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation is not required. 
Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 
§1431, et. seq. and 33 U.S.C. § 1401, et. seq.) (MPRSA) regulates placement of dredged 
material into the ODMDS.  Concurrence that the dredge material is eligible for placement 
in the Miami ODMDS will be obtained from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
prior to the start of construction. Because CWA Section 404(b)(1) does not apply, a CWA 
Section 401 water quality certification (WQC) is not required. 

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) the Corps has determined that 
the project is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies 
of Florida’s approved Coastal Zone Management Program. The project scope avoids 
dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel benthic habitats because dredging of the 
outer channel is not warranted at this time.  An exemption verification request was 
submitted to the State of Florida for this maintenance dredge cycle.  This project’s 
exempted activities are deemed to be consistent with the State of Florida’s Coastal 
Management Program under the CZMA, as verified by the State of Florida in written 
correspondence. The project will be conducted in a manner that meets state water quality 
standards per Chapter 62-302, State of Florida, Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection. If project activities in future dredge cycles require a CWA Section 401 WQC 
and/or CZMA coordination, the Corps will submit a permit application and/or Federal 
Consistency Determination (FCD) to the State of Florida for review. 

1.8 PUBLIC INTEREST FACTORS 
While the Corps does not process and issue permits for its own activities, pursuant to 33 
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C.F.R. 336.1, the Corps authorizes its own discharges of dredged or fill material by 
applying all applicable substantive legal requirements, including public notice, and 
opportunity for public hearing.  As part of its review, the Corps evaluates the probable 
impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity and its intended use on 
the public interest.  All factors which may be relevant to the proposal must be considered 
including the cumulative effects thereof. These factors may include: 

• Economics; 
• Aesthetics; 
• General Environmental Concerns; 
• Historic Properties; 
• Fish and Wildlife Values; 
• Navigation; 
• Recreation; 
• Water Quality; 
• Energy Needs; 
• Mineral Needs; 
• Safety; 
• Consideration of Property Ownership; 
• Needs and Welfare of the People. 

The following factors were considered, but were determined to be not applicable to this 
project: 

• Conservation; 
• Wetlands; 
• Flood Hazards; 
• Flood Plain Values; 
• Land Use; 
• Shore Erosion and Accretion; 
• Water Supply and Conservation; 
• Food and Fiber Production; 

Based on the analysis provided in Section 4 of this EA, the Corps concludes that the 
proposed activity is clearly in the public interest. 
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2 ALTERNATIVES 
The alternatives section describes the No Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative, 
and other reasonable alternatives that were evaluated. Section 4 (Environmental Effects) 
compares the alternatives and placement options in more detail, providing a clear basis 
for choice to the decision maker and the public.  The project’s Preferred Alternative best 
meets the project objectives and constraints, has the least environmental concerns, and 
is economically justified. 

2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
NEPA regulations refer to the No Action Alternative as the continuation of existing 
conditions of the affected environment without implementation of, or in the absence of, 
the Preferred Alternative.  40 C.F.R. §6.205 requires an agency to assess the No Action 
Alternative in an EA. Under this alternative, the Miami Harbor inner harbor channels and 
turning basin would not be subject to periodic O&M dredging events.  These areas would 
likely continue to experience shoaling and result in continued reduction of operational 
depths. The channel would eventually reach hydrodynamic equilibrium, eliminating the 
benefits of the waterway, as it would be expected that shoaling would create a hazard to 
safe navigation and cause a potential human health and safety issue. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) – O&M DREDGING OF THE 
INNER HARBOR CUTS WITH PLACEMENT OF DREDGED MATERIAL IN 
MIAMI OCEAN DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITE (ODMDS)

One component of the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 1, is to conduct maintenance 
dredging of approximately 100,000 CY of shoaled material from the inner harbor cuts of 
the Miami Harbor Navigation Project. As the Corps does not dictate contractor methods 
to perform the required dredging, the Corps has evaluated a wide range of potential 
hydraulic or mechanical dredge techniques within the project’s 2004 EIS. This analysis 
is incorporated by reference to this EA. In addition to these methods, the use of a drag 
bar may also be employed to smooth down high spots and fill in low spots.  Although drag 
bars are generally used as a finishing technique, this method may also be effective to 
remove high spots in the vicinity of sensitive resources, such as corals. Additional, more 
detailed descriptions of types of dredging equipment, bed-levelers, and the associated 
characteristics can be found in the Corps’ Engineer Manual (EM) 1110-2-5025 
“Engineering and Design - Dredging and Dredged Material Disposal”, which is available 
at the following link: 
https://www.publications.usace.army.mil/portals/76/publications/engineermanuals/em_1 
110-2-5025.pdf. 

The second component of the Preferred Alternative includes the placement of dredged 
material in the Miami ODMDS, which was also used during recent construction of the 
Miami Harbor Navigation Project. The Miami ODMDS is approximately one square 
nautical mile and its center is approximately 4 ½ miles east of Virginia Key, Florida. 
Depths range from approximately 427 feet to as much as 785 feet, with the center being 
approximately 625 feet.  Sediments within the ODMDS are fine sands and coarse silts, 
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consistent with the characteristics of the O&M dredged material proposed for placement 
here. Additional information on the Miami ODMDS can be found in the site’s final EIS, 
which was prepared in 1995 by the U.S Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 

The Corps does not process and issue permits for its own activities (33 C.F.R. 336.1). 
Pursuant to the MPRSA, usage of the site must be coordinated with USEPA. USEPA is 
responsible for evaluating environmental effects of disposal of dredged material and for 
reviewing and concurring on dredged material suitability determinations. The Corps is 
responsible for evaluating dredged material suitability, issuing MPRSA Section 103 
permits, regulating site use and developing and implementing disposal monitoring 
programs. This dual agency coordinated effort ensures the best use of the area while 
minimizing potential effects to the environment. The Miami ODMDS’ SMMP management 
objectives are: protection of the marine environment; documentation of disposal activities 
and compliance; and maintenance of a long term disposal alternative for dredged material 
generated in the Miami, Florida vicinity.  The SMMP can be viewed at the following 
link:https://www.epa.gov/ocean-dumping/site-management-and-monitoring-plan-smmp-
miami-ocean-dredged-material-disposal-site-fl. The Corps has agreed to impose these 
conditions on the O&M project’s placement of material within the ODMDS. The current 
SMMP expires in September 2021.  At that time, the USEPA and Corps will revisit the 
coordination efforts to best utilize the area (i.e. make adjustments to placement 
operations, review monitoring requirements, etc.). The Corps conducts pre and post 
placement surveys to ensure material is not mounding and remains within the site 
boundaries. Bathymetric surveys of the ODMDS site were last conducted in September 
2015, following completion of the recent construction of the Miami Harbor Navigation 
Project. A pre-disposal survey will also be completed prior to future ODMDS material 
placement. Pursuant to Section 103 of MPRSA, the Corps consulted with USEPA to 
confirm that the placement of an additional 100,000 CY of material will comply with all 
ODMDS disposal requirements. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVE 2: O&M DREDGING OF THE FULL PROJECT WITH 
PLACEMENT OF DREDGED MATERIAL IN MIAMI ODMDS 

This alternative consists of the maintenance dredging of all of the Miami Harbor 
Navigation Project.  Under this alternative, dredged material would be placed in the Miami 
ODMDS. The Corps surveyed existing conditions and considered the current 
maintenance needs, if any.  Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the 
inner harbor warrants maintenance dredging at this time. The following maintenance 
event is expected to include the inner harbor channel cuts, and associated NEPA 
documentation is expected to take into account new available information relevant to 
impacts associated with dredging the outer channel, including recent sediment tracer 
analyses conducted in the area. 

2.4 PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED PLACEMENT OPTIONS 
Other placement alternatives considered for the project included beach and upland 
placement. Per the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s (FDEP) “Sand 
Rule” (62B-41.007 FAC), beach placement is not a viable option for the project as the 
dredged material contains too high percentage of fines for compatible beach placement. 
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The previously used upland dredged material management area at Virginia Key is no 
longer viable due to the city of Miami rehabilitating the site for recreational use. 

2.5 ISSUES AND BASIS FOR CHOICE 
Table 2 lists the potentially affected factors considered in this EA and provides a brief 
comparison of alternatives. Table 4 in Section 4 provides the analysis of the major 
features and consequences of the No Action Alternative in comparison to other 
considered alternatives. 

The No Action Alternative is carried forward as a basis of comparison to the Preferred 
Alternative for NEPA purposes. It is noted, however, that the No Action Alternative would 
not allow the Corps to continue to meet the navigation mission. 

Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the inner harbor cuts warrant 
maintenance dredging at this time; therefore, Alternative 2 (O&M dredging of the full 
project with placement of dredged material in Miami ODMDS) was not carried forward for 
further analysis. Alternative 1, (O&M dredging of the inner harbor cuts with placement of 
O&M dredged material in Miami ODMDS) meets the navigation mission and current need 
for dredging.  Additionally, the scope of Alternative 1 avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of 
the outer channel benthic habitat, minimizing potential adverse effects to corals and 
hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent practicable while the Corps continues to 
review the new information. Alternative 1 is the least cost, environmentally acceptable 
alternative.  In consideration of applicable factors listed in 33 C.F.R. section 336.1 (as 
discussed in this EA’s Section 1.8), the Corps has determined this proposed plan is not 
contrary to public interest and is therefore carried forward as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Table 2. Comparison of project alternatives' environmental effects. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Alternative 1: 
O&M Dredging of the

Inner Harbor Cuts with 
Dredged Material Placement in Miami

ODMDS 

Alternative 2 
O&M Dredging of the

Full Project with
Dredged Material Placement in Miami

ODMDS 
Mobile Threatened and 
Endangered (T&E) Species: 
Sea turtles (green, 
hawksbill, leatherback, 
loggerhead, and Kemp’s 
ridley) 
American crocodile 
Florida manatee 
Whales (blue, fin, North 
Atlantic right whale, sei, and 
sperm) 
Fish (Nassau grouper, 
smalltooth sawfish) 
Elasmobranch (oceanic 
whitetip shark and giant 
manta ray) 

Shoaling may result in 
increased seagrasses, 
which could be foraging 
habitat for some T&E 
species. Reduction in water 
depth may result in 
increased risk of vessel 
strikes to T&E species. 

O&M dredging and dredged material 
transportation and placement of dredged 
material in the ODMDS may affect, but 
is not likely to adversely affect, 
(MANLAA) sea turtles (green, hawksbill, 
leatherback, loggerhead, and Kemp’s 
ridley), Florida manatee, whales (sperm 
whale and North Atlantic right whale), 
fish (Nassau grouper and smalltooth 
sawfish), and elasmobranchs (oceanic 
whitetip shark and giant manta ray). 

No effect to American crocodile, blue, 
fin, and sei whales. 

Potential incidental take of sea turtles 
may occur if a hopper dredge and/or 
capture trawling is used. 

See Section 4 of the EA and pertinent 
correspondence in Appendix A for 
detailed analysis. 

See Section 6 of the EA for 
environmental commitments and details 
on compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973. 

Same as Alternative 1. 
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Table 2. Comparison of project alternatives’ environmental effects. 
Non-mobile T&E Species: 
Johnson’s seagrass 
Corals (pillar coral, rough 
cactus coral, lobed star 
coral, mountainous star 
coral, boulder star coral, 
elkhorn coral, and staghorn 
coral) 

Shoaling may result in 
increased area available for 
seagrass to colonize and 
grow. Reduced water 
depths may result in 
adverse effects if vessels 
collide or run aground 
benthic communities.  Coral 
disease may continue to 
spread across the Florida 
reef tract. Natural and 
anthropogenic 
sedimentation and/or 
turbidity effects, should they 
occur, may exacerbate the 
effects of coral disease. 

O&M dredging may affect but is not 
likely to adversely affect Johnson’s 
seagrass. Although Johnson’s seagrass 
Designated Critical Habitat (DCH) 
surrounds the federal navigation project, 
the channel and port are excluded from 
the designation. 

O&M dredging and placement in the 
ODMDS may affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect listed corals (pillar coral, 
rough cactus coral, lobed star coral, 
mountainous star coral, boulder star 
coral, elkhorn coral, and staghorn coral). 
Coral disease may continue to spread 
across the Florida reef tract.  Natural 
and anthropogenic sedimentation and/or 
turbidity effects, should they occur, may 
exacerbate the effects of coral disease. 

See Section 4 of the EA and pertinent 
correspondence in Appendix A for 
detailed analysis. 

See Section 6 of the EA for 
environmental commitments and details 
on compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (ESA). 

Same as Alternative 1 for O&M dredging 
of the inner harbor cuts and placement 
in the ODMDS. 

O&M dredging in the outer portions of 
the project may affect listed corals. 
Surveys to determine presence and 
baseline conditions would be required 
prior to maintenance dredging of the 
project.  Biological monitoring of corals 
would be required under the Project 
Design Criteria (PDCs) of the new 
SARBO. 

15 



  

 
 

 
  

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
  

 
 

   
 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 
   

 
 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Table 2. Comparison of project alternatives’ environmental effects. 
Fish and Wildlife Resources Shoaling may result in Dredging may result in temporary Same as Alternative 1. 
(other than T&E Species) increased area available for 

macroinfaunal species to 
grow. 

increases in turbidity and sedimentation, 
removal, smothering and/or burial of 
benthic species (i.e. worms, clams, etc.) 
within the dredging footprint, and 
displacement of fish and other mobile 
species. 

Placement of material may result in 
temporary increases in turbidity and 
sedimentation, smothering and/or burial 
of benthic species within the ODMDS 
area, and displacement of fish and other 
mobile species. 

Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH): 
Seagrasses 

Shoaling may result in 
increased area available for 
submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAV) to grow. 
Eventual reduction in 
operational depths in the 
federal channel may result 
in adverse effects if vessels 
collide or run aground into 
seagrasses. 

Seagrasses adjacent to or near the 
project’s dredging may experience 
localized smothering, burial and/or 
reduced light penetration. 

No effect is anticipated from the 
placement of dredged material in the 
ODMDS. 

Same as Alternative 1. 
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Table 2. Comparison of project alternatives’ environmental effects. 
EFH: 
Hardbottom habitats and 
coral reefs 

Shoaling will result in 
increased area available for 
benthic species to colonize 
and grow. Reduced water 
depths may result in 
adverse effects if vessels 
collide or run aground 
benthic communities.  Coral 
disease may continue to 
spread across the Florida 
reef tract. Natural and 
anthropogenic 
sedimentation and/or 
turbidity effects, should they 
occur, may exacerbate the 
effects of coral disease. 

Direct effects to corals are not 
anticipated since the species are not 
known to colonize on unconsolidated 
sediments, which is what would be 
removed through O&M dredging. 

O&M dredging and placement in the 
ODMDS may result in temporary 
increases in turbidity and sedimentation, 
which may indirectly affect hardbottom 
habitats and corals in the project vicinity, 
but based on the sediment tracer 
analyses, recent spillage analysis, and 
expected short project duration, these 
effects are likely to be minimal. The 
project will include restrictions 
prohibiting overflow within a specific 
distance from hardbottom areas; 
therefore, no effects during 
transportation are anticipated. 

Coral disease may continue to spread 
across the Florida reef tract.  Natural 
and anthropogenic sedimentation and/or 
turbidity effects, should they occur, may 
exacerbate the effects of coral disease. 

See Section 4 of the EA and pertinent 
correspondence in Appendix A for 
detailed analysis. 

See Section 6 of the EA for 
environmental commitments and details 
on compliance with the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act of 1976. 

Same as Alternative 1 for O&M dredging 
of the inner harbor cuts and placement 
in the ODMDS. 

O&M dredging in the outer portions of 
the project may affect corals and 
hardbottom habitats.  Surveys to 
determine presence and baseline 
conditions of listed corals would be 
required prior to maintenance dredging 
of the project.  Biological monitoring of 
the listed corals would be required under 
the PDCs of the new SARBO. 
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Table 2. Comparison of project alternatives’ environmental effects. 
Water Quality Shoaling will result in 

shallow channel depths. 
Vessel transit may stir up 
shoaled sediments in the 
channel, resulting in 
increased turbidity. 

Minor increases in turbidity and/or 
sedimentation at the dredge site and 
nearby areas may occur. 

Short-term increases in turbidity may 
occur within the ODMDS site during 
placement activities. 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Sediment Characteristics No effect. Same as No Action. Same as No Action. 
Hazardous Toxic and 
Radioactive Waste (HTRW) 

No effect. Same as No Action. Same as No Action. 

Air Quality No effect. Minor, temporary degradation of air 
quality will occur due to emissions from 
dredging operations and heavy 
equipment. 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Noise No effect. Increased noise in the underwater 
environment may temporarily cause 
marine species to avoid the area. 
Temporary increase in the noise level in 
the project area would occur during 
dredging operations. 

Minor, temporary increases in the noise 
level may occur during placement 
operations. 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Parks and Other Protected 
Areas 

No effect. Same as No Action. Same as Alternative 1. 

Aesthetic Resources No effect. Equipment used during dredging 
operations will be visible during 
construction. 

No effect is anticipated from the 
placement of dredged material in the 
ODMDS. 

Same as Alternative 1. 
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Table 2. Comparison of project alternatives’ environmental effects. 
Recreation Resources No effect. Minor, temporary restrictions and 

interruptions in boat traffic during 
dredging operations. 

No effect is anticipated from the 
placement of dredged material in the 
ODMDS. 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Socioeconomic Resources Reduction of operational 
depths may result in a loss 
of revenue due to 
decreased use of the port. 

O&M dredging and placement of 
dredged material into the ODMDS 
maintains port operations and 
recreational boating opportunities. 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Safety Reduction of operational 
depths would result in 
decreased safe use of the 
channels due to increased 
risk of groundings. 

Maintains safe vessel navigation. Same as Alternative 1. 

Navigation Reduction of safe 
navigation may decrease 
port efficiency. 

Maintains safe vessel navigation. 
Dredging operations may temporarily 
restrict vessel access/transit. 

No effect is anticipated from the 
placement of dredged material in the 
ODMDS. 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Native Americans No effect on Native 
American groups. 

Same as No Action. Same as No Action. 

Cultural Resources No effect on cultural 
resources. 

Same as No Action. Same as No Action. 
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3 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 
The existing environment section describes the existing environmental resources of the 
areas that would be affected if any of the alternatives were implemented. This section 
describes only those environmental resources that are relevant to the decision to be 
made.  It does not describe the entire existing environment, but only those environmental 
resources that will affect or that will be affected by the alternatives if they were 
implemented.  This section, in conjunction with the description of the “No Action 
Alternative,” forms the baseline conditions for determining the environmental effects of 
the reasonable alternatives. 

A brief summary of existing conditions is included in this section; however, a full detailed 
analysis is provided within the 2004 EIS and is hereby incorporated by reference within 
this EA.  (The 2004 EIS is included in Appendix D “Other Reports and Related 
Documents”, which is available on the Corps’ environmental website, under Dade 
County.) 

3.1 NATURAL SETTING 
Miami Harbor lies in the north side of Biscayne Bay, a shallow subtropical lagoon that 
extends from the City of North Miami (Miami-Dade County, Florida) south to the northern 
end of Key Largo (at the juncture of Miami-Dade and Monroe Counties).  Biscayne Bay 
is a long, narrow, water body approximately thirty-eight miles long, and three to nine miles 
wide.  Average depth is six to ten feet (Corps 1989). Biscayne Bay is bordered on the 
west by the mainland of peninsular Florida and on the east by both the Atlantic Ocean 
and a series of barrier islands consisting of sand and carbonate deposits over limestone 
bedrock (Hoffmeister 1974). A thin layer of sediment (typically less than six inches in 
depth) characterizes the bay bottom over most of its area.  Sediment thickness is 
increased up to forty inches in the northern part of Biscayne Bay near Miami Beach. Two 
major natural communities inhabit the bay bottom: seagrass communities and hardbottom 
communities.  Some of these habitats have been designated as EFH or as critical habitats 
for federally listed species. In addition, fish and other wildlife are present in the project 
area, including migratory birds, marine mammals, invertebrates, demersal fishes, and 
infaunal and epifaunal species. The project’s dredging and placement footprints are fully 
submerged, and no wetlands exist in the project. 

3.1.1 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED (T&E) SPECIES 
Federally listed T&E species that may be present in or around the Miami Harbor project 
area are listed below in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Federally listed threatened and endangered species that may occur in the 
project area. (Species listed after the 2004 EIS are highlighted in bold.) 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status 
Green sea turtle1 Chelonia mydas Threatened 
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered 
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered 
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened 
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii Endangered 
Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus Endangered 
Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered 
North Atlantic right whaleD Eubalaena glacialis Endangered 
Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered 
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered 
American crocodile Crocodylus acutus Threatened 
Florida manateeD Trichechus manatus latirostris Threatened 
Smalltooth sawfishD Pristis pectinata Endangered 
Nassau grouper Epinephelus striatus Threatened 
Oceanic whitetip shark Carcharhinus longimanus Threatened 
Giant manta ray Manta birostris Threatened 
Johnson’s seagrassD Halophila johnsonii Threatened 
Pillar coral Dendrogyra cylindrus Threatened 
Rough cactus coral Mycetophyllia ferox Threatened 
Lobed star coral Orbicella annularis Threatened 
Mountainous star coral Orbicella faveolata Threatened 
Boulder star coral Orbicella franksi Threatened 
Elkhorn coralD Acropora palmata Threatened 
Staghorn coralD Acropora cervicornis Threatened 

1 North Atlantic distinct population segment (DPS); 2 South Atlantic DPS; D DCH; *Species listed after the 
completion of the 2004 EIS 

Details on the presence and biology of the above listed species under NMFS jurisdiction 
can be found in the 2004 EIS, 2008 SARBA, 2017 SARBA, and the existing SARBO.  
Critical habitat has been designated by NMFS for Johnson’s seagrass (65 FR 17786) 
(see Figure 4) and Acropora (elkhorn and staghorn) corals (73 FR 72236) (see Figures 
5 and 6); however, the final rulings state that Miami Harbor is not included in the critical 
habitat designation as all waters identified as existing (already constructed) federally 
authorized channels or harbors are not included in critical habitat. Information on 
presence and biology of species under USFWS jurisdiction, can be found in the 2004 EIS 
and this project’s consultation documents.  Details on this EA’s coordination efforts with 
the agencies are included in Section 4. 
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Figure 4. Johnson's seagrass DCH. 
(SOURCE:https://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/protected_resources/johnsons_seagrass/ 
documents/criticalhabitatdesignation.pdf) 
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Elkhorn and Staghorn Coral Critical Habitat - Florida Unit 
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Figure 5. Acropora (elkhorn and staghorn) corals DCH in southeast Florida. 
(SOURCE: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/map/acropora-elkhorn-and-
staghorn-coral-critical-habitat-map-and-gis-data) 

Figure 6. Acropora DCH in the project vicinity. 
(SOURCE: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/map/acropora-elkhorn-and-
staghorn-coral-critical-habitat-map-and-gis-data) 
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3.1.2 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT (EFH) 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended by the 
Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-297), requires federal agencies to 
consult with NMFS on activities that may adversely affect EFH.  The South Atlantic Fish 
Management Council (SAFMC) defines EFH as “those waters and substrate necessary 
to fish for spawning, breeding, or growth to maturity” (SAFMC 1998). 

The SAFMC designated seagrasses, corals, coral reefs, hardbottom, and unconsolidated 
sediments as EFH.  Hardbottom habitats are EFH for coral, red grouper (Epinephelus 
morio), gag grouper (Mycteroperca microlepis), gray snapper (Lutjanus griseus), mutton 
snapper (L. analis), white grunt (Haemulon plumieri), and spiny lobster (Panulirus argus). 
Unconsolidated habitats are EFH for cobia (Rachycentron canadum), black seabass 
(Centropristis striata), king mackerel (Scomberomorus cavalla), Spanish mackerel (S. 
maculates), spiny lobster, and pink shrimp (Farfantepenaeus duorarum).  All demersal 
fish species under SAFMC management that associate with coral habitats are contained 
within the fishery management plan for snapper-grouper species and include some of the 
more commercially and recreationally valuable fish of the region. All of these species 
show an association with coral or hardbottom habitat during their life history.  In groupers, 
the demersal life history of almost all Epinephelus species, several Mycteroperca species, 
and all Centropristis species, takes place in association with coral habitat (SAFMC 2009). 
Coral, coral reef and hardbottom habitats benefit fishery resources by providing food or 
shelter (SAFMC 1983). SAFMC also designated corals, coral reefs, hardbottom and 
seagrass as Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs). HAPCs are a subset of EFH 
that are either rare, particularly susceptible to human-induced degradation, important 
ecologically, or located in an environmentally stressed area. In light of their designation 
as EFH-HAPC’s and Executive Order (E.O.) 13089 (Coral Reef Protection), NMFS 
applies greater scrutiny to projects affecting corals, coral reefs, hardbottom, and seagrass 
to ensure practicable measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to these habitats 
are fully explored. 

3.1.2.1 SEAGRASSES 
The seagrass distribution and occurrence within the study area was surveyed most 
recently on 2016 as part of the one year post-construction seagrass monitoring for the 
Miami Harbor Phase III Federal Channel Expansion. Surveyed area included seagrass 
beds within 200 m from the edge of Fisherman's Channel, Fisher Island Turning Basin, 
Lummus Island Turning Basin, Dodge Island Cut, and Dodge Island Turning Basin (see 
Figure 7). The primary purpose of this survey was to quantify any seagrass habitat loss 
which may have been a result of the dredging and subsequent sloughing due to Project 
equilibration. 

Marine seagrass species observed within the 2016 surveyed area include manatee grass 
(Syringodium filiforme), shoal grass (Halodule wrightii), turtle grass (Thalassia 
testudinum), and paddle grass (Halophila decipiens). Seagrass species distribution 
adjacent to Fisherman’s Channel was patchy and variable. Seagrasses were typically 
recorded in water of 0 - 4.6 m (0 - 15 feet), and varied based on the species spatial and 
depth distribution along transects. In general, H. decipiens predominated in deeper areas 
compared to T. testudinum and S. filiforme, which were abundant in shallow water. 

Review of historic aerial photography over an approximate ten-year period (1989 to 1998) 
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shows that major seagrass coverage patterns have essentially remained the same in the 
port and Bill Sadowski Critical Wildlife Area (BSCWA).  Site-specific coverage patterns 
along Fisherman’s Channel revealed that the “colonizing” species, especially H. wrightii 
and H. decipiens tended to occur along the turning basins and nearshore areas in softer 
sediments with higher chronic turbidity.  During seagrass surveys, some H. decipiens 
beds near the turning basins were covered with heavy silt loads. These colonizing 
species may predominate closer to shore because they can better withstand daily 
fluctuations in water quality.  Mixed beds of the more climactic species, T. testudinum and 
S. filiforme, were predominant in silty sand substrate along Fisherman’s Channel.  This 
area may experience more flushing by high tides and a more stable substrate with less 
chronic resuspension.  All seagrass beds were patchy and interspersed with bare 
substrate and the density of individual beds decreased from east to west. The seagrass 
communities located directly along the channel edge were of moderate quality when 
compared to the seagrasses in the surrounding area, especially to the south.  Daily water 
quality perturbations from runoff, river flushing, shipping activities and propeller dredging 
by recreational boaters create a less stable, less diverse habitat although nutrient loads 
are probably exploited by some marine species at times. 

Figure 7. Miami Harbor Phase III Federal Channel Expansion one year post-
construction seagrass monitoring locations. 
(SOURCE: CSI 2016) 

3.1.2.2 CORALS, CORAL REEFS, AND HARDBOTTOM HABITATS 
The coral reef communities present in southeast Florida are tropical to subtropical and 
have a similar species composition to the Florida Keys and wider Caribbean (NOAA 
2011). HAPCs for corals, coral reefs and hardbottom habitats of central east Florida 
include 1) worm reefs in nearshore waters; 2) nearshore hardbottom in water depths 0 to 
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4 meters; 3) offshore hardbottom habitats in water depths 5 to 30 meters, and 4) Oculina 
banks from Fort Pierce to Cape Canaveral in water depths > 30 meters. 

When the 2004 EIS was released there were no federally listed coral species. Elkhorn 
and staghorn coral (Acropora palmata and A. cervicornis) were both listed in 2006 and 
critical habitat was designated in 2008 as “all waters in the depths of 98 feet (30 meters) 
and shallower to the 6 feet (1.8 meters) contour from Boynton Inlet, Palm Beach County, 
to Government Cut, Miami-Dade County; and the mean low water line from Government 
Cut south to 82° west longitude in Monroe Counties.” Within these specific areas, the 
essential features consist of natural consolidated hard substrate or dead coral skeleton 
that are free from fleshy or turf macroalgae cover and sediment cover. In 2009, NMFS 
was petitioned by the Center for Biological Diversity to list 83 species of reef-building 
corals under the ESA. Substantial information was provided to warrant possible listing for 
82 of the 83 species, and a Biological Review Team was assembled to develop a peer-
reviewed Status Review Report providing the most up-to-date scientific information for 
each species (Brainard et al. 2011). On November 30, 2012, NMFS proposed listing 66 
coral species, seven of which were then listed as threatened in 2014 in the Caribbean 
(see Table 3). The entrance channel runs perpendicular to the nearshore hardbottom 
community, middle reef, and outer reef.  Coral and hardbottom habitats are located 
adjacent to the project’s entrance channel (see Figure 9). 

FLORIDA’S CORAL DISEASE OUTBREAK 
Florida’s coral reefs are currently experiencing a multi-year outbreak of coral disease. 
While disease outbreaks are not unprecedented, the current outbreak is unique due to 
the high number of coral species affected across a large portion of the Florida Reef Tract. 
As of right now, 23 of the 45 coral species present in Florida are thought to be affected. 
A key factor is that this disease exhibits high rates of transmission and mortality once a 
coral is infected (full colony mortality observed within weeks to months). This disease was 
first reported in the fall 2014 near Key Biscayne, Miami-Dade County (Precht et al. 2016), 
and by fall of 2015 widespread disease had been confirmed across approximately 55 
miles of reef, including locations as far north as Pompano Beach (Broward County) and 
as far south as Biscayne National Park. Disease continued to spread into the Florida Keys 
throughout 2016, and by summer of 2017 reports of widespread disease were confirmed 
as far north as St. Lucie Inlet (Martin County) and to the southern boundary of the upper 
Keys. By 2018 the disease had reached Looe Key in the lower Keys (see Figure 8). For 
more information, refer to FDEP’s coral disease website, which is available at the 
following link: https://floridadep.gov/rcp/coral/content/florida-reef-tract-coral-disease-
outbreak. 
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Figure 8. Extent of coral disease outbreak across the Florida reef tract, which 
includes Dade County, where the project is located. 
(SOURCE: https://floridakeys.noaa.gov/coral-disease/) 

RECENT SURVEYS 
Corals and hardbottom habitats within the middle and outer reef areas of the project were 
surveyed most recently in 2015-2017 as part of the post-construction monitoring, analysis 
and effect assessment for the recent construction of the Miami Harbor Navigation Project. 
The primary purpose of the 2015 quantitative post-construction report was to characterize 
the benthic communities within the channel-side and control site areas of the middle and 
outer reefs. These areas were monitored in compliance with the FDEP project permit 
(see Figure 9), and used to compare pre- and post-construction results to detect effects 
of dredging on adjacent benthic resources. In addition, a one year post construction effect 
assessment was also performed at stations throughout the middle and outer reefs. 

27 

https://floridakeys.noaa.gov/coral-disease


 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
      

 
   
     

    
   

 
    

  
    
  

  
  

  
  

 
  

   
   

  
  

• 1.uami Hartxir r,c,utQnnQ, saa11un centar a +oo:flJ) 

l.hmi Harbar lloorkinnv staiiun t «.tioo (O~201 l ) 

EriKtrtgC h...,., o-1 Limit~ 

Cad; County Habib~ (Final SEPT09} 
Type 

- Mifa:111 

C0h:1ni~d PaNemenl 

U!Will Ree1 

... ·-

Figure 9. Hardbottom, middle, and outer reef monitoring stations used in the 2015 
post-construction survey for the Miami Harbor Phase III Federal Channel 
Expansion.
(SOURCE: DCA 2015) 

Twenty scleractinian (stony) coral species were documented in the middle and outer reef 
monitoring sites, respectively, during the 2015 post-construction survey. The 5 most 
abundant species were: Montastraea cavernosa, Porites astreoides, Siderastraea sp., 
Solenastrea bournoni, and Stephanocoenia intersepta. ESA-listed coral species 
documented at middle reef sites in the 2015 post-construction survey included A. 
cervicornis, Mycetophyllia ferox, Orbicella faveolata and Orbicella franksi, whereas only 
M. ferox and O. faveolata were documented in the outer reef sites. 

Six to 10 octocoral genera were documented in middle reef sites, whereas 5-9 genera 
were documented in outer reef sites during the 2015 post-construction survey. Sponges 
were widespread across middle and outer reef sites, ranging from 7-8 morphotypes. The 
zoanthid Palythoa caribaeorum was the only occurring zoanthid documented in high 
densities across middle and outer reef sites. More recently, the 2017 post-construction 
effect assessment revealed that octocorals were the dominant benthic invertebrate 
documented in the post-construction surveys (8.6-10%), followed by sponges (3.7-5.0%) 
and scleractinian corals (0.9-1%) (DCA 2017). 

EFFECTS OF THE RECENT CONSTRUCTION OF THE MIAMI HARBOR NAVIGATION 
PROJECT - STILL UNDER REVIEW 
The Corps continues to review and consider new information regarding the effects of the 
recent construction of the Miami Harbor Navigation Project for lessons learned and 
application to future construction. Additionally, the Corps is reviewing recent literature on 
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the effects of sedimentation on corals (e.g., Erftemeijer et al. 2012; Jones et al. 2016; 
Jones et al. 2019), as well as recently published work on corals within the project area 
(Precht et al. 2016; Miller et al. 2016; Cunning et al. 2019) to assess potential 
sedimentation effects following dredging. A review of these reports highlights how difficult 
it is to quantify project-related effects on corals in the presence of other regional 
disturbances or co-occurring stressors (e.g., bleaching, disease). It also highlights the 
need for dredging projects to require monitoring methods capable of distinguishing 
project-related and unrelated effects. The Corps is currently working with partner 
agencies to review the available data and recent published reports. 

The Corps also commissioned an independent examination of the recent construction of 
the Miami Harbor Navigation Project’s data and reports to further capture all lessons 
learned, potential improvements, and application to future projects (see Appendix D for 
the full report). Provided below is a summary of the lessons learned, along with Corps’ 
responses, that are applicable to this proposed O&M event: 

LESSON LEARNED: 
Team should include internal and external experts, with international dredging 
experience, and from multiple disciplines 

CORPS’ RESPONSE: 
1. The Corps hired the independent review of the recent construction of the Miami 

Harbor Navigation Project to identify lessons learned for future dredging projects 
in southeast Florida (see Appendix D for a copy of the independent review). 

2. The Corps conducted a literature review of relevant scientific articles and 
included experienced contractors for the 2017-2018 Sediment Tracer analysis 
and for the upcoming Sediment Morphodynamics Study (2019-2021). The Corps 
contracted these studies and the independent review and continues to conduct a 
literature review of scientific articles with the intent to consider potential 
application to this project and future construction. 

3. The Corps intends to incorporate a diverse project delivery team in future 
actions. 

4. The project’s dredging contract will be separate from the environmental 
monitoring contract. 

LESSON LEARNED: 
A Corps representative should be on-site or available at all times during construction. 

CORPS’ RESPONSE: 
1. The Corps will implement a clear communication process to address 

environmental issues. The process will include timely reporting and coordination 
with partnering agencies. 

LESSON LEARNED: 
A multidisciplinary approach should be used to help understand sediment transport 
dynamics and the physical environment of the project area. 
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CORPS’ RESPONSE: 
1. Specific instrumentation was deployed at Miami Harbor for a period of 6 months 

during the 2017-2018 Miami Sediment Tracer Study. Results of this study were 
considered in the development of this EA and are discussed in Section 3.2.2.1. 

2. The Corps is planning to continue to collect additional physical data to bolster 
existing understanding for considerations for dredging in southeast Florida.  Work 
completed under the upcoming Sediment Morphodynamics contract (2019-2021) 
will study regional hydrodynamics and sediment transport in southeast Florida. 

3. Although the SARBO reinitiation of consultation is ongoing, the new SARBO’s 
PDCs for biological monitoring will not be applicable to the upcoming O&M event 
due to the limited extent of dredging. 

4. Additional grab samples were collected for the O&M event and evaluated for 
grain size and density to determine propensity for transport and settlement. 
Although the SARBO reinitiation of consultation is ongoing, the new SARBO’s 
PDCs include restrictions on overflow within a specific distance from hardbottom 
areas. These PDCs were evaluated, considered, and will be applied to the next 
O&M event as appropriate. 

LESSON LEARNED: 
There must be a clear understanding of the dredging, transport, and disposal 
techniques the contractor is allowed to use to avoid unanticipated impacts. 

CORPS' RESPONSE: 
1. A sediment tracer study was conducted in Miami Harbor in 2017-2018 and the 

results of the study were considered in development of this EA (further detailed in 
Section 3.2.2.1). The Corps intends to collect additional physical data by 
conducting sediment transport modeling at Miami Harbor under the upcoming 
Sediment Morphodynamics contract (2019-2021). Work completed under the 
contract will study regional hydrodynamics and sediment transport in southeast 
Florida. 

2. The historic information for Miami O&M events suggest reduced impacts of very 
short dredging durations. The removal of the 100,000 CY of material scoped for 
this event will take approximately 45 days with the dredge operating twenty four 
hours per day, seven days a week. The short duration and grain size of material 
lowers the risk for sediment to be transported onto adjacent reefs. 

3. Although the SARBO reinitiation of consultation is ongoing, the new SARBO’s 
PDCs include restrictions on overflow within a specific distance from hardbottom 
areas.  These PDCs were evaluated, considered, and will be applied to the next 
O&M event as appropriate. 

4. The Corps conducted a sediment transport model (“spillage analysis”) to 
determine potential excursion and deposition for the O&M material (further 
detailed in Section 3.2.2.2 of this EA). 

LESSON LEARNED: 
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A literature search, including recent applicable science, should be completed as near as 
possible to the start of construction. 

CORPS’ RESPONSE: 
1. The Corps will continue to review and consider the application of relevant 

scientific literature to evaluate current and future considerations for O&M events.  
The evaluation in this EA considered recent, relevant scientific articles. 

LESSON LEARNED: 
The means and methods for collection and analysis of turbidity must be standardized 
and quality controlled to ensure low subjectivity and efficient reporting. 

CORPS’ RESPONSE: 
1. The Corps is working on more standardized ways to collect turbidity compliance 

data per FDEP regulations, as well as employing alternative technologies to 
ensure accuracy and efficiency.  These will be defined in the project’s plans and 
specifications. 

2. The Corps is exploring the possibility of collecting additional turbidity 
measurements at the bottom of the water column where the water depth is 
greater than 25 feet. The data collected will be used for comparison purposes 
only and will not be part of the monitoring compliance. 

3. The Corps will require that discrete water samples and turbidity compliance 
measurements are collected at the same time. The samples will be analyzed for 
total suspended solids afterwards. 

4. The Corps, in consultation with FDEP, will ensure that O&M dredging will adhere 
to the water quality conditions of the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve. 

5. The Corps is working on refining the contract specification monitoring 
requirements with appropriate reinforcement measures (e.g. dredge shutdown, 
addition of BMPs, restricted overflow, etc.). These measures will be 
implemented during this O&M dredging event. 

6. The project’s dredging contract will be separate from the environmental 
monitoring contract. 

LESSON LEARNED: 
There needs to be clear adaptive management techniques in the contract. 

CORPS’ RESPONSE: 
1. The Corps will implement contract requirements so that the raw data collected 

from the turbidity monitoring is provided in an Excel or text file format to make 
timely decisions based on results of environmental monitoring in coordination 
with partnering agencies. 

2. The Corps will implement a clear communication process to address 
environmental issues. The process will include timely reporting and coordination 
with partnering agencies. 

3. The project’s dredging contract will be separate from the environmental 
monitoring contract. 
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3.2 PHYSICAL SETTING 
The study area itself is significantly altered from its original natural state. Extensive fill 
activities on Miami Beach, Fisher Island, Virginia Key and the mainland resulted in the 
loss of seagrass and mangrove shorelines and restricted flushing to Government Cut and 
Norris Cut.  Much of the remaining bay bottom was channelized, and the port island was 
created from spoil islands left from earlier dredging. The highly urbanized setting of the 
study area results in the production of noise from commercial sources (e.g. port 
operations, the Miami International Airport) as well as general anthropogenic and natural 
sources from the surrounding physical and biological environment. Dade County is 
considered as being in attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

3.2.1 WATER QUALITY 
The Biscayne Bay area, including Miami Harbor, is located within State of Florida Class 
III waters, which are suitable for recreation as well as propagation and maintenance of a 
healthy and well-balanced population of fish and wildlife. Commercial/recreational 
boating, recreational fishing, kayaking, and other recreational uses are common in this 
area. Class III is the standard designation covering most open marine waters of the state. 

Turbidity is measured in Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU), which is a measure of light-
scatter by particulates within the water. This measurement does not address the 
characteristics of suspended material that creates turbid conditions.  The Florida State 
Water Quality Standard for turbidity is less than 29 NTU above background levels outside 
the turbidity-mixing zone. Biscayne Bay is classified as Outstanding Florida Waters 
(OFW) under Section 62-302.700 of the Florida Administrative Code (FAC).  The OFW 
designation carries with it the requirement that ambient water quality cannot be degraded 
below its existing level (0 NTU above background levels).  Authorized channels within the 
port are excluded from the aquatic preserve due to their status as federal navigation 
channels (258.40(2), F.S.), meaning the channel itself has a limit of 29 NTU above 
background levels and the mixing zone outside of the Federal channel has a limit of 0 
NTU above background levels. Overall, Biscayne Bay has good water quality probably 
due primarily to its configuration as an open system that readily flushes out pollutants. 
Some localized water quality problems are present, primarily in the northern Biscayne 
Bay where circulation is more restricted and where previous dredge and fill activity has 
resulted in the loss of most natural submerged and shoreline habitat. 

The main sources of water quality degradation in the area today include stormwater 
discharges and runoff, particularly from the Miami River, and developed upland areas. 
Sediments within the study area are frequently suspended by tides, currents, and wind, 
as well as by vessel transits in and adjacent to the channel by a variety of recreational 
and commercial watercraft.  Due to the high volume of water moving through the deep-
water channels on each tidal cycle, the area remains well flushed; however, other 
contributing sources of sediment, including stormwater discharge and extensive shallow 
flats to the south, provide continuous material for suspension in the water column. 

3.2.2 SEDIMENT CHARACTERISTICS 
The particle size characteristics of the sediments released into the water column will 
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depend on the material in the area to be dredged and the size and characteristics of 
particles generated when that material is subject to dredging (Kemps and Masini 2017). 
In general, settling velocities of finer sediments (e.g., silts) are lower than coarser 
sediments (e.g., sands) and as a result they are more likely to be transported away from 
dredge sites onto nearby habitats (Jones et al. 2016). Vibracore borings collected in 
October 2018 encountered sand, sand with silt, and gravel-sized limestone as well as 
various shell content (M&A 2018).  Project sediments are typically deemed “non-beach 
quality” since they contain higher levels of clay and silt material (fines) than the State of 
Florida’s beach placement criteria (62B41.005(15) FAC) allow. 

3.2.2.1 SEDIMENT TRACER ANALYSES 
In 2017 to 2018 the Corps contracted a Sediment Tracing Analysis (reference Appendix 
D for the Miami Sediment Tracer Report) to gain a better understanding of the 
hydrodynamics and sediment transport in the vicinity of the federal navigation channel 
including Middle and Outer Reefs. This improved understanding of sediment dynamics 
within the study area was intended to inform the likely transport, fate, and potential effect 
of dredge-related suspended sediment on Middle and Outer Reefs and associated coral 
communities. In order to understand overall sediment transport in the study area and 
replicate the dispersal and deposition of fine sediment from dredging, five different 
colored environmentally inert fluorescent silt and sand tracers were released and tracked 
over time. Tracers were manufactured to mimic the physical characteristics of 
background sediment from the study area and dredging prism. Tracers were released 
and tracked over a 5.5-month period by hand-collecting seabed sediment samples 
approximately 6 weeks, 3 months, and 5.5 months post-release. Metocean (meteorology 
and physical oceanography) and/or turbidity data were collected on Middle and Outer 
Reefs concurrently with the sediment tracer monitoring to provide complementary lines 
of information and to interpret results. A conceptual model was produced in order to 
visualize the dynamics of the area. Figures of the conceptual models are included in 
Figures 10 and 11. 
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Figure 10. Conceptual model of ebb tide flow used in Miami sediment tracer study. 
(SOURCE: 2018 Miami Sediment Tracer Study) 
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Figure 11. Conceptual model of Spring tide flow used in Miami sediment tracer 
study.
(SOURCE: 2018 Miami Sediment Tracer Study) 

Results of the analysis and conceptual models suggest that the ebb flow from 
Government Cut dominates the hydrodynamic conditions and circulation in the study 
area, particularly in terms of the surface and to a lesser degree mid-water column flows. 
On the Middle Reef, by comparison, current velocities in the lower water-column/near-
bed were very weak, often below the accuracy limits of the current measurement 
instruments, resulting in no (accurate) data on flow direction and no net residual flow other 
than during higher energy events such as prolonged wind-wave activity and hurricanes. 
This suggests that suspended sediment emerging from Biscayne Bay via Government 
Cut, whether due to rainfall and flooding, wind-driven circulation and waves and/or port 
activities including cruise ships, or maintenance dredging, would be expected to have an 
influence on the Middle Reef area, with lesser extent on Outer Reef due to the naturally 
higher near bed current velocities which prevent much settlement of suspended 
sediments. The Outer Reef is a much more dynamic and higher energy location, with 
higher velocity currents running predominantly north and south, likely to be directly (or 
possibly) indirectly associated with the Florida Current. Despite the distance from 
Biscayne Bay, it appears that relatively dominant and well-defined spring ebb tidal flows 
exiting Biscayne Bay via Government Cut pass over Middle Reef, as far as the offshore 
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(eastern) side of Outer Reef. The conceptual models derived from the field monitoring 
data show that circulation within the project area is complex and highly variable with semi-
diurnal, diurnal/multiple-day and possibly even seasonal processes driving currents. 
Despite upper and mid-water column flows over Middle Reef being dominated by an ebb 
tidal flow exiting Biscayne Bay via Government Cut, especially during spring tides, near-
bed currents were mostly negligible throughout the area. It is logical to conclude therefore 
that this is an area where fine sediment (both natural and dredge-related) settles out, 
given the typical calm sea conditions. It is likely the flora and fauna on Middle Reef are 
adapted to these conditions and potentially acute sedimentation (i.e. during a natural 
event such as hurricane) with significant sediment being transported when higher energy 
events occur. 

For the purposes of evaluating upcoming the potential effect of future maintenance 
dredging, the blue silt tracer is the most relevant comparison since it was released inside 
the jetties and into the water column to simulate release in suspension and it was a silt 
tracer. Blue silt tracer particles were mixed with seawater and pumped into the strong 
ebb tide flow exiting Biscayne Bay via Government Cut, therefore the tracer did not need 
to be eroded and resuspended prior to transport. The blue silt tracer results are shown 
in the Miami Sediment Tracer Study, Appendix D, Figures D-1, D-2 and D-3. The results 
showed the blue silt tracer had a wide dispersal and deposition detected throughout 
Middle Reef and Outer Reef after Round 1 sampling. For Round 2 data, Hurricane Irma 
had come through the site,  and showed an overall decrease in measured tracer 
concentrations as tracer particles were diluted and/or buried, and/or suggesting dispersal 
and transport out of the sampling area. By the final Round 3 sampling event, the blue silt 
tracer had disappeared from the entire sampling area. 

The blue tracer results suggest a decrease in the percentage accounted for with 
increased distance east from the release site/source in Government Cut. Given that the 
location of the proposed maintenance dredging is entirely in the inner channel (west of 
Cut 1 and Cut 2), the majority of environmental concerns related to silts and the potential 
for these sediments to be transported and deposited onto Middle or Outer Reef benthic 
environments is very low. Sands, on the other hand, tend to settle relatively quickly, and 
thus have a small sediment transport potential. The blue silt tracer results discussed 
suggests that it dispersed widely at the time of release and a small proportion (3-4%) was 
advected to and deposited on Middle Reef and Outer Reef, which decreased significantly 
post Hurricane- Irma, and completely at the 5.5 months sampling timeframe. 

The results of the blue tracer analysis indicate that inner harbor maintenance dredging 
and potential low concentration of silt released into suspension as a byproduct of dredging 
operations will not pose a chronic sedimentation concern for the benthic environment, 
and that only 3 to 4 % of the proportion of silt in the 100kcy of material slated for immediate 
removal has the potential for transport and deposition. However, there is a sediment 
transport pathway from the inner harbor to the Middle and Outer Reef environment, and 
lessons learned have led to implementation of additional safe guards (e.g. dredge 
shutdown, addition of BMPs, restricted overflow, etc.) to ensure no effects to the benthic 
environment. 
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3.2.2.2 SPILLAGE ANALYSIS 
The Corps conducted a spillage analysis (included in Appendix D) applying a simple 
transport model to estimate the areal extent that spilled dredge material will be 
transported in the water column at Miami Harbor for the upcoming O&M dredging event.  
The model is based on representative sediment sizes and associated fall velocities, 
measured current data, current volume estimates and project description, assumed 
dredge equipment, and estimated spillage rates. The amount of spillage in the model 
was based on the estimated dredge quantities for each segment, sediment samples to 
estimate the percentage fines of the total volume for that segment, and a literature review 
and conservative estimate of spillage volume as a percentage of fines dredged. This 
spilled volume was transported by representative current fields taken directly from the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) recorded current data for each 
segment. The amount of fines is very limited in the coastal waters and the currents are 
strong, leading to long particle excursion distances and negligible sediment deposition 
thicknesses. Fisherman’s Channel and Cut-4 have small amounts of percent fines in the 
geotechnical analysis and the water currents are relatively strong leading to long 
excursion distances and negligible sediment thicknesses. Taken together, this means that 
very low concentrations would be expected to deposit on Middle and Outer Reef. For the 
Dodge Island Turning Basin, Dodge Island, and Lummus Island dredge areas, the percent 
fines increases but water current magnitude decreases, leading to thicker sediment 
deposits that are confined close to the source, meaning silts from this area may never 
reach the Middle and Outer reef areas. 

3.2.3 HTRW 
There are no HTRWs located within the port study area. The sediments within the port 
channels and turning basins have been extensively tested and analyzed by federal 
agencies. After each testing event, the Corps has determined, and the USEPA has 
concurred, that sediments were free of objectionable levels of contaminants and bioassay 
results were completely satisfactory.  The testing criteria used by these two agencies is 
as rigorous and conservative, surpassing criteria for upland disposal of sediments. 

Sediment The tests have included chemical analysis of sediment and sediment elutriates, 
liquid phase bioassays for three organisms and solid phase bioassays for two organisms 
and bioaccumulation effects for two additional organisms. Channels and turning basins 
at the port have been specifically tested for contaminants on four occasions in the last 
eight years.  Results of all four testing events were reviewed by environmental experts at 
the USEPA and the Corps, as follows: 

• In 1992 the Corps conducted a chemical analysis of sediment, elutriates of 
sediments, bioassays, and bioaccumulation studies for 12 stations in the port.  The 
Corps determined, and the USEPA concurred, that samples were found to be "free 
of objectionable levels of contaminants and bioassay results were completely 
satisfactory" (Corps 1997). 

• In 1998 the Corps tested eight additional locations in the port (PPB 1998). The 
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Corps determined, with USEPA concurrence, that materials in and adjacent to the 
port remained uncontaminated. The testing found almost no difference between 
the quality of the port's sediments compared to a clean "reference sample".  In fact, 
survivorship of organisms in elutriate bioassays was found to be same as, or better 
than, survivorship of organisms in the control sediment in many of the tests. 

• In 1998 the port, in conjunction with the Corps, tested three additional locations in 
non-federal portions of the channel. The Corps and USEPA analyzed the results 
and determined that the materials were uncontaminated. 

• In 2002, the Corps tested 14 locations in the port channels. The Corps determined 
that materials were uncontaminated. USEPA is the process of completing their 
review of the Corps’ determination, but all indications are that USEPA will concur 
that the sediments are suitable for ocean disposal. 

All sediments in port channels are approved by the USEPA and the Corps for disposal at 
the Miami ODMDS. This approval is based on a study of all-available sediment testing, 
including data from 1995 testing throughout Biscayne Bay conducted by NOAA).  The 
NOAA data (NOAA 1999), which examined a smaller set of sediment quality parameters 
(for example only one bioassay was conducted instead of the three in the port's sampling), 
found that approximately 70 percent of port sediments had "no" or "slight" toxicity, and 
less than 6 percent had elevated, or "high" levels of toxicity.  Because measurements of 
toxicity are relative (i.e. compared to reference samples, not set standards), even the few 
"high" toxicity measurements in the NOAA study do not demonstrate any environmentally 
significant contamination. Further, the NOAA study specifically states that it is "…not 
intended to focus upon any potential discharger or other source of toxicants, or to provide 
evidence to be used to identify or regulate any source of pollution." 

The port's channels are "Clean" for the following reasons: 

• Port channels, when deepened, require minimal maintenance dredging due to the 
fact that fine sediments (which are generally associated with contaminants) tend 
not to settle in the channels due to the strong hydraulic currents in the channels. 

• The port has a low potential for on-site contamination: the port handles primarily 
containerized cargo and has no facilities for large-scale storage or handling of 
hazardous or toxic materials. 

• The port's channels have been regularly deepened into environmentally unimpacted 
rock. Previous deepening projects removed all surface sediments (where 
contaminants might accumulate) and any potential historic contamination that 
might have accumulated in channel bottoms. 

3.2.4 PARKS AND OTHER PROTECTED AREAS 
Three areas of interest are located in the project’s vicinity: 

• BSCWA; 
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• Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve; 
• Biscayne National Park. 

The BSCWA was established in 1990 by the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish. 
Located south of the port and approximately 700 acres in size, this area was designated 
to protect the shallow submerged seagrass and hardbottom habitats, intertidal mudflats, 
and coastal mangrove wetlands in the Biscayne Bay area west of Virginia Key. When 
first established, the area was protected primarily as a refuge for shorebirds and wading 
birds, but the boundary was later expanded to include important manatee habitat 
including calving grounds. Buoys mark the BSCWA boundary on-site and the area is 
closed to boating year-round. 

The port is located within the Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve, which includes all of the 
waters of Biscayne Bay and is bordered to the south by the Biscayne National Park, which 
is approximately 7 miles south of the port. The preserve was established in 1980 under 
Chapter 18-18, FAC and is considered to be state-owned submerged land under the 
jurisdictional authority of FDEP. As mentioned in Section 3.2.1, all aquatic preserves in 
Florida are designated OFW; however, authorized channels within the port are excluded 
from the aquatic preserve due to their status as federal navigation channels (258.40(2), 
F.S.).  New construction or other marine activities cannot result in a degradation of water 
quality outside of specially designated mixing zones (Miami-Dade County 1999), meaning 
the channel itself has a limit of 29 NTU above background levels and the mixing zone 
outside of the Federal channel has a limit of 0 NTU above background levels. 

3.3 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 
Miami Harbor became a federal project in 1902 and has since grown in navigation needs, 
expanding over the subsequent years with most recent improvements completed 
between 2013-2015.  Recreational boating and other water-dependent activities are 
commonly seen in Biscayne Bay and surrounding water; however, the port conducts 
operations on a twenty-four hour basis and has not been designed to accommodate 
recreational opportunities for the general public because of attendant safety and security 
consideration, particularly for cargo operations. Visual aesthetic resources are not of 
significant value; however, commercial activities, such as cruise ship calls and the imports 
and export of goods, provide significant value to the economics and navigation in and 
around the port area. Primary imports tend to be consumer goods and include furniture, 
clothing, fruits & vegetables, and beverages.  Primary exports include recyclables, 
machinery, textiles, and vehicles. The 2018 Initial Appraisal Report includes more 
detailed information on the existing and projected demand for port operations. 

3.5  NATIVE AMERICANS 
The Port of Miami Harbor area of potential effects (APE) are not located within or adjacent 
to known Native American-owned lands, reservation lands, or Traditional Cultural 
Properties. However, Native American groups have lived throughout the region in the 
past, and their descendants continue to live within the State of Florida and throughout the 
United States. Prior consultation with the Seminole Tribe of Florida on the project has not 
indicated any historic use of the project area. 
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3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The Port of Miami Harbor maintenance dredging, includes the Entrance Channel and 
Widener; Government Cut; Fisher Island Turning Basin and Fisherman’s Channel; 
Lummus Island Turning Basin; Main Turning Basin; and Dodge Island Cut and Turning 
Basin. The first modifications to the Port of Miami Harbor were authorized by Congress 
to expand the port in 1902, and several acts have been authorized since to accommodate 
larger vessels using the port. The port is located in Biscayne Bay, a shallow water sound 
on the Atlantic coast, near the southern end of the Florida peninsula. Biscayne Bay is 
frequently referenced in historic literature and significant historic properties may be 
located within its vicinity. 

Archival research, previous investigations, and consultation with the Florida State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) demonstrate no known archaeological sites to be located 
within the previously dredged turning basins and previously dredged federal navigation 
channel. An archaeological remote-sensing survey which included portions of the 
maintenance dredging areas of the preferred alternative was completed by Tidewater 
Atlantic Research, Inc. in November 2001 for the channel deepening and widening project 
(Corps 2004).  The results of the survey are documented in the 2002 report entitled: 
Historic Assessment and Remote Sensing Survey of Miami Harbor, Dade County, Florida 
(Watts 2002).  Analysis of 46 magnetic and/or acoustic targets recorded within the 
investigation areas were identified as modern debris and none generated signature 
characteristics that were indicative of potentially significant historic resources. Florida 
SHPO concurred with these findings in a letter dated April 2002. 

Dredged material from the O&M dredging is proposed for placement in the Miami 
ODMDS, which was also used during the recent construction of the Miami Harbor 
Navigation Project. The Miami ODMDS is approximately 1 square nautical mile and its 
center is approximately 4 ½ miles east of Virginia Key, Florida and located approximately 
1.7 nautical miles from the eastern end of the Entrance Channel.  No cultural resources 
are known to occur at or in close proximity of the ODMDS. The Florida SHPO concurred 
with these findings in the draft EIS for designation of an ODMDS located offshore in a 
letter dated September 13, 1990. Consultation with the SHPO and federally-recognized 
tribes regarding the use of the ODMDS and O&M dredging was updated on April 23, 
2019; however, no responses were received. 
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
This section is the analytic basis for the comparisons of the final array of the alternatives 
and placement options. Table 4 includes analysis of the anticipated changes to the 
existing environment (including direct and indirect effects) for the No Action Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative. Cumulative effects are also discussed in Tables 5 and 6 
of this section. The analysis previously conducted in the 2004 EIS for the types of 
dredges (i.e. hopper dredges, cutter-suction dredges, clamshells, etc.) and dredging 
methodologies (e.g. mechanical, hydraulic) is expected to be the same; therefore, that 
analysis is herein incorporated, where applicable. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
Mobile T&E Species: 
Sea turtles (green, 
hawksbill, leatherback, 
loggerhead, and Kemp’s 
ridley) 
American crocodile 
Florida manatee 
Whales (blue, fin, North 
Atlantic right whale, sei, 
and sperm) 
Fish (Nassau grouper, 
smalltooth sawfish) 
Elasmobranch (oceanic 
whitetip shark and giant 
manta ray) 

Shoaling may result in 
increased area available for 
seagrass to colonize and 
grow, which could create 
foraging habitat for 
manatees and sea turtles. 
Eventual reduction in 
operational depths in the 
federal channel may result 
in increased risk of vessel 
strikes to T&E species. 

The Corps determined that O&M dredging and dredged material transportation and 
placement of dredged material in the ODMDS may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect, sea turtles (green, hawksbill, leatherback, loggerhead, and Kemp’s 
ridley), fish (Nassau grouper and smalltooth sawfish), Florida manatee, whales 
(sperm whale and North Atlantic right whale), and elasmobranchs (oceanic whitetip 
shark and giant manta ray). These species are highly mobile and able to easily avoid 
the area; therefore, direct, physical injury effects are not anticipated.  Additionally, 
NMFS’ sea turtle and smalltooth sawfish construction conditions as well as the 
USFWS standard manatee conditions for in-water work will be implemented. These 
precautions may extend protection to other mobile T&E species in the project vicinity. 

Incidental take of sea turtles may occur if a hopper dredge and/or capture trawling is 
used; however, implementation of standard protection conditions and BMPs will 
ensure that the potential adverse effects to these species are reduced to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

No effects to blue, fin, or sei whales or American crocodiles are expected. Blue, fin, 
and sei whales are unlikely to be within the vicinity of the coastal action area since 
they are typically offshore species, residing in deep water, and the project activities 
are coastal in nature (SARBA 2017).  Although a coastal species, American 
crocodiles are unlikely to be found in a major inner harbor with high levels of 
disturbance (i.e. vessel traffic, human attention, etc.).  Although possible, it is not 
probable to encounter an American crocodile in the project area. 

See Section 6 for environmental commitments and details on compliance with the 
ESA. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 
Non-mobile T&E Species: 
Johnson’s seagrass 
Corals (pillar coral, rough 
cactus coral, lobed star 
coral, mountainous star 
coral, boulder star coral, 
elkhorn coral, and staghorn 
coral) 

Shoaling may result in 
increased area available for 
seagrass to colonize and 
grow. Eventual reduction in 
operational depths in the 
federal channel may result 
in adverse effects if vessels 
collide or run aground 
benthic communities. 
Coral disease may 
continue to spread across 
the Florida reef tract. 
Natural and anthropogenic 
sedimentation and/or 
turbidity effects, should 
they occur, may exacerbate 
the effects of coral disease. 

Although Johnson’s seagrass DCH surrounds the federal navigation project, as 
discussed in this EA’s Section 3.1.1, the channel and port are excluded from the 
designation (see Figure 4).  NMFS issued a Biological Opinion for the 2004 EIS 
stating that the “proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the existence of Johnson's 
seagrass nor destroy or adversely modify critical habitat." As O&M dredging will only 
remove shoaled material from the project and the channel depths range from 36 feet 
MLLW to just over 50 feet MLLW, the Corps has determined that O&M dredging may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Johnson’s seagrass. Seagrasses adjacent 
to or near the project’s dredging may experience localized smothering, burial and/or 
reduced light penetration from suspended sediments and turbidity; however, SAV 
from neighboring areas is expected to recolonize the area quickly. The project’s 
specifications will include conditions to avoid direct effects to grasses outside of the 
channel. 

Although Acropora DCH surrounds the federal navigation project, as discussed in this 
EA’s Section 3.1.1, Miami Harbor is not included in the designation (see Figures 5 
and 6). Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the inner harbor 
warrants maintenance dredging at this time, so maintenance of the inner channel is 
the Preferred Alternative. Because the current maintenance event only addresses 
the inner channel cuts, the scope avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer 
channel benthic habitat, minimizing  potential adverse effects to corals and 
hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent practicable while the Corps continues to 
review the new information. Direct effects to listed corals are not anticipated since 
the species are not known to colonize on unconsolidated sediments, which is what 
would be removed through O&M dredging. O&M dredging may result in temporary 
increases in turbidity and sedimentation which may indirectly affect listed corals in the 
project vicinity, but based on the sediment tracer analyses, recent spillage analysis, 
and expected short project duration, these effects are likely to be minimal and may 
affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, corals. Given that the location of the 
proposed maintenance dredging is entirely in the inner channel (west of Cut 1 and 
Cut 2), the majority of environmental concerns related to silts and the potential for 
these sediments to be transported and deposited onto Middle or Outer Reef benthic 
environments is very low. Sands are also expected to settle relatively quickly, and 
thus have a small sediment transport potential. (Refer to Section 3.2.2.1 of this EA 
for more information on the sediment tracer study.) 

Coral disease may continue to spread across the Florida reef tract. Natural and 
anthropogenic sedimentation and/or turbidity effects, should they occur, may 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
exacerbate the effects of coral disease. The project will include restrictions 
prohibiting overflow within a specific distance from hardbottom areas and during 
transit through the channel adjacent to hardbottom areas; therefore, no effects during 
transportation are anticipated. 

No effect to listed species is expected from the placement of dredged material in the 
Miami ODMDS.  Although the material that will be placed may contain a large 
proportion of fines (>5%), sediment transport to nearby shallow benthic habitats is 
unlikely due to the site’s depth, which ranges from approximately 427 feet to as much 
as 785 feet, with the center being approximately 625 feet. 

See Section 6 for environmental commitments and details on compliance with the 
ESA and E.O. 13089 Coral Reef Protection. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Resources (other than T&E 
Species) 

Shoaling may result in 
increased area available for 
macroinfaunal species to 
grow. 

Dredging may result in temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation, removal 
and/or smothering and burial of benthic species (i.e. worms, clams, etc.) within the 
dredging footprint, and displacement of fish and other mobile species. Adverse 
effects may occur to macrofaunal communities (i.e. worms, clams, etc.) located within 
the dredging footprint as a result of removal or sedimentation and turbidity; however, 
the effects are expected to be minor and temporary, given the short project duration 
and expected immediate recolonization from adjacent communities. 

Placement of dredged material in the Miami ODMDS may result in temporary 
increases in turbidity and sedimentation, smothering and burial of benthic species 
within the ODMDS area, and displacement of fish and other mobile species. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
EFH: Seagrasses Shoaling may result in 

increased area available for 
SAV to grow.  Eventual 
reduction in operational 
depths in the federal 
channel may result in 
adverse effects if vessels 
collide or run aground into 
seagrasses. 

Effects to SAV within the channel have been mitigated and the likelihood for 
colonization in the channel is low. Seagrasses adjacent to or near the project’s 
dredging may experience localized smothering, burial and/or reduced light 
penetration from suspended sediments and turbidity. SAV from neighboring areas is 
expected to recolonize the area quickly. The project’s specifications will include 
conditions to avoid direct effects to grasses outside of the channel. 

No effect is expected from placement of dredged material in the ODMDS. Although 
the material that will be placed may contain a large proportion of fines (>5%), 
sediment transport to nearby shallow benthic habitats is unlikely due to the site’s 
depth, which ranges from approximately 427 feet to as much as 785 feet, with the 
center being approximately 625 feet. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
EFH: 
Hardbottom habitats and 
coral reefs 

Shoaling will result in 
increased area available for 
benthic species to colonize 
and grow. Eventual 
reduction in operational 
depths in the federal 
channel may result in 
adverse effects if vessels 
collide or run aground 
benthic communities. 
Coral disease may 
continue to spread across 
the Florida reef tract. 
Natural and anthropogenic 
sedimentation and/or 
turbidity effects, should 
they occur, may exacerbate 
the effects of coral disease. 

Direct effects to corals are not anticipated since the species are not known to 
colonize on unconsolidated sediments, which is what would be removed through 
O&M dredging. 

O&M dredging and placement in the ODMDS may result in temporary increases in 
turbidity and sedimentation, which may indirectly affect hardbottom habitats and 
corals in the project vicinity, but based on the sediment tracer analyses, recent 
spillage analysis, and expected short project duration, these effects are likely to be 
minimal. Any potential effects would be more of a concern for species with flat, plate-
like morphologies. The project will include restrictions prohibiting overflow within a 
specific distance from hardbottom areas; therefore, no effects during transportation 
are anticipated. 

Short-term localized increase in turbidity and sedimentation may occur within the 
ODMDS site. Although the O&M dredged material that will be placed in the ODMDS 
may contain a large proportion of fines (>5%), sediment transport to nearby shallow 
benthic habitats is unlikely due to the site’s depth, which ranges from approximately 
427 feet to as much as 785 feet, with the center being approximately 625 feet. 

Coral disease may continue to spread across the Florida reef tract.  Natural and 
anthropogenic sedimentation and/or turbidity effects, should they occur, may 
exacerbate the effects of coral disease. 

See Section 6 of the EA for environmental commitments and details on compliance 
with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
Water Quality Shoaling will result in 

shallow channel depths.  It 
is likely that vessel transit 
will stir up the shoaled 
sediments in the channel, 
resulting in increased 
turbidity. 

Minor increases in turbidity and/or sedimentation at the dredge site and nearby areas 
may occur; however, water quality is expected to return to ambient levels within a 
short time period.  Spillage analysis conducted by the Corps suggest that the amount 
of fines is very limited in the coastal waters and the currents are strong, leading to 
long particle excursion distances and negligible sediment deposition thicknesses. In 
the interior of the project, in general the currents are weaker and the percentage of 
fines increases. Fisherman’s Channel and Cut-4 are the exceptions where the 
percent fines is still small and currents are relatively strong leading to long excursion 
distances and negligible sediment thicknesses. For the Dodge Island Turning Basin, 
Dodge Island, and Lummus Island the percent fines increases and current magnitude 
decreases leading to thicker sediment deposits that are confined close to the source. 

Short-term increases in turbidity may occur within the ODMDS site during placement 
of dredged material. Although the material that will be placed may contain a large 
proportion of fines (>5%), sediment transport to nearby shallow benthic habitats is 
unlikely due to the site’s depth, which ranges from approximately 427 feet to as much 
as 785 feet, with the center being approximately 625 feet. 

Sediment Characteristics No effect. Same as No Action. 

Hazardous Toxic and 
Radioactive Waste (HTRW) 

No effect. Same as No Action. 

Air Quality No effect. Minor, temporary degradation of air quality will occur due to emissions from dredging 
and placement operations and use of heavy equipment. 

Noise No effect. Dredging will increase noise in the underwater environment, which may temporarily 
cause marine species to avoid the area. Temporary increase in the noise level in the 
project area would occur during dredging operations.  Since the project area is 
already very industrialized and the port maintains 24 hour operations, the increased 
noise from O&M dredging is likely consistent with other sources of noise in the project 
area.  Noise levels would revert to background levels following the completion of 
dredging. 

Minor, temporary increases in the noise level may occur during placement 
operations.  Noise levels would revert to background levels following the completion 
of placement activities. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
Parks and Other Protected 
Areas 

No effect. Same as No Action. 

Aesthetic Resources No effect. Equipment used during dredging operations will be visible during construction.  Since 
the project area is already very industrialized and the port maintains 24 hour 
operations, this type of equipment is likely similar with other types of operations that 
may occur in the area. 

No effect to aesthetic resources is expected from placement of dredged material in 
the ODMDS. 

Recreation Resources No effect. The port is 
operational on a 24-hour 
basis and has not been 
designed to accommodate 
recreational opportunities. 

Dredging may cause minor, temporary restrictions and interruptions in boat traffic 
during dredging operations. 

No effect to recreation resources is expected from placement of dredged material in 
the ODMDS. 

Socioeconomic Resources Continued shoaling of the 
project areas would result 
in continued reduction of 
operational depths and a 
loss of revenue due to 
decreased use of the port. 
The channel would 
eventually reach 
hydrodynamic equilibrium, 
eliminating the benefits of 
the waterway, as it is 
expected that shoaling will 
create a hazard to safe 
navigation and cause a 
potential human health and 
safety issue. 

Long-term benefits can be expected from maintaining open navigation for commercial 
port activities and recreational boating opportunities. 

Safety Reduction of operational 
depths would result in 
decreased safe use of the 
channels due to increased 
risk of groundings. 

Maintains safe vessel navigation. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
Navigation As shoaling continues, the 

channel will cease to 
provide safe navigation for 
vessels which will lead to 
an eventual reduction in 
port efficiency. 

O&M dredging of the federal channel ensures safe vessel navigation.  Dredging 
operations may temporarily restrict vessel access/transit. 

No effect to navigation is expected from placement of dredged material in the 
ODMDS. 

Native Americans No effect on Native 
American groups. 

Same as No Action. The Port of Miami Harbor area of potential effects (APE) are not 
located within or adjacent to known Native American-owned lands, reservation lands, 
or Traditional Cultural Properties. However, Native American groups have lived 
throughout the region in the past, and their descendants continue to live within the 
State of Florida and throughout the United States. 

Cultural Resources No effect on cultural 
resources. 

Same as No Action. 
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Table 4. Analysis of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative
and the Preferred Alternative. 

Environmental Factor /
Resource No Action Alternative 

Preferred Alternative: 
O&M Dredging of Inner Harbor Cuts with

Dredged Material Placement at Miami ODMDS 
Unavoidable Adverse Shallow depths in the Mobile T&E species, fish, and other wildlife may be temporarily displaced and 
Environmental Effects federal channel may result 

in adverse effects if vessels 
collide or run aground 
benthic communities. 
Additionally, vessels 
navigating in the shoaled 
channel may resuspend 
sediments and increase 
turbidity and/or 
sedimentation in the project 
and vicinity areas. 
Shoaling also degrades the 
character and use of the 
port (FMSF BD180). 

experience increased noise and turbidity associated with dredging. These effects 
would cease with the completion of dredging.  Incidental take of sea turtles may occur 
if a hopper dredge and/or capture trawling is used. Based on survey results, the 
Corps concluded that only the inner harbor warrants maintenance dredging at this 
time, so maintenance of the inner channel is the Preferred Alternative.  Because the 
current maintenance event only addresses the inner channel cuts, the scope avoids 
dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel benthic habitat, minimizing  potential 
adverse effects to corals and hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent practicable 
while the Corps continues to review the new information. Adverse effects may occur 
to macrofaunal communities (i.e. worms, clams, etc.) located within the dredging 
footprint as a result of removal or sedimentation and turbidity; however, the effects 
are expected to be minor and temporary, given the short project duration and 
expected immediate recolonization of the dredged areas from adjacent communities. 
Dredging operations may result in temporary restrictions/ interruptions to boat traffic, 
degradation of air quality, and increases in the noise level. 

Placement of dredged material in Miami ODMDS may result in temporary increases 
in turbidity and sedimentation, smothering and burial of benthic species within the 
ODMDS area, and displacement of fish and other mobile species. 

Mineral and energy needs for the O&M dredging and placement of dredged material 
in the ODMDS include indirect effects to natural or depletable resources, such as the 
use of fuel for construction and operations (petroleum depletion), machinery wear 
and tear (metal ore depletion), and similar effects.  Additionally, this project includes 
the use of fuel to power equipment used for the maintenance dredging and 
placement of dredged materials. 
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4.1 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Cumulative effects are defined in 40 C.F.R.. §1508.7 as those effects that result from 
“...the incremental effect of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person 
undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions and plans are summarized below in 
Table 5.  Section 1.4 of this EA contains more details on environmental reports completed 
in/around the project’s vicinity.  In addition, it is expected that the public, State of Florida, 
and local governments could have permitted activities in or around the project area. 
Federal activities are evaluated under NEPA directly for each project.  Other projects that 
take place in-water or would affect wetlands are evaluated under a permit issued by the 
Corps’ Regulatory Division. Reasonably foreseeable future actions and plans could 
include continued port operations and future O&M dredging of the Miami Harbor 
Navigation Project. Other proposed future actions and plans include Miami Harbor 
improvements projects, Dade County coastal storm risk management study, Miami-Dade 
Back Bay study, South Atlantic Coastal Study.  However, potential effects of the proposed 
future actions are speculative and remote, and preparation of a separate NEPA 
document, which would contain detailed analysis of potential effects, will be required 
during the development of the proposed projects. 

The cumulative effects analysis for this action considers the potential effects of the 
Preferred Alternative in conjunction with past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in the area.  A summary of cumulative effects on environmental factors from past 
actions, the Preferred Alternative, present actions, and reasonably foreseeable actions 
and plans is provided in Table 6. The Preferred Alternative, when considered with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and plans actions in the project area, 
is not expected to have additional significant cumulative effect on the environmental 
conditions of the project area. 

Table 5. Past and present actions and plans affecting the project area. 
Past Actions/Authorized Plans Current Actions and Operating Plans 
- Recent construction of the Miami Harbor 
Navigation Project 
- Beach nourishment projects 
- General urbanization 

- General port operations 
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Table 6. Summary of cumulative effects. 
Natural Setting 

(T&E Species, Fish and Other Wildlife, and EFH) 
Past Actions Construction of residential and commercial/public infrastructure, including 

the dredging and filling of the bay bottom, has decreased the amount of 
habitat available for fish, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species 
use in the area. The 2015 Miami Harbor Navigation Project’s post-
construction data and recent peer-reviewed literature are still under 
review but suggests long-term, adverse effects to nearby hardbottom 
communities due to sedimentation effects. 

Present Actions General port operations may result temporary effects (e.g. avoidance, 
minor disruption/displacement) to fish, wildlife, and T&E species due to 
noise and vessel traffic and/or heavy equipment usage in the project 
vicinity. 

Preferred Dredging and associated placement may result in temporary effects to 
Alternative fish, wildlife, and T&E species during construction due to noise and/or 

construction activities; however, these effects are expected to be minor 
and will cease with the completion of construction. Certain dredging 
methods may adversely affect listed species; however, due to the 
implementation of the applicable terms and conditions (T&Cs) of the 
SARBO as well as standard in-water work protection measures, potential 
adverse effects to these species are reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable. Adverse effects may occur to macrofaunal communities (i.e. 
worms, clams, etc.) located within the dredging footprint as a result of 
removal or sedimentation and turbidity; however, the effects are expected 
to be minor and temporary, given the short project duration and expected 
immediate recolonization of the dredged areas from adjacent 
communities. 

Future Actions Any federal and/or state/local projects will be required to follow 
regulations to maintain and protect T&E species and their habitats within 
the area. Coordination with NMFS is ongoing to determine appropriate 
surveys and monitoring for the Miami Harbor Improvements project. 

Cumulative Potential effects of the 2013-2015 construction of the Miami Harbor 
Effect Navigation Project are still under review.  Based on survey results, the 

Corps concluded that only the inner harbor warrants maintenance 
dredging at this time, so maintenance of the inner channel is the Preferred 
Alternative.  Because the current maintenance event only addresses the 
inner channel cuts, the scope avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the 
outer channel benthic habitat, minimizing  potential adverse effects to 
corals and hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent practicable while 
the Corps continues to review the new information. In addition, increased 
awareness of the potential for adverse dredging effects has resulted in the 
development of new T&Cs for O&M dredging projects occurring near 
hardbottom and seagrass communities. Continued coordination with 
regulating agencies and interested stakeholders as well as 
implementation of the new specifications and/or T&Cs will minimize to the 
maximum extent practicable cumulative effects to the natural setting, 
particularly in regards to hardbottom and seagrass communities. 
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Physical Setting
(Water Quality, Sediment Characteristics, HTRW, Air Quality, Noise, and Parks and 

Other Protected Areas) 
Past Actions Ongoing erosion in the bay area has likely contributed to shoaling of the 

channel. Erosion and continued development of residential and/or 
commercial infrastructure may contribute to the degradation of water 
quality. 

Present Actions No known present actions are occurring in the project vicinity. 
Preferred 
Alternative 

Temporary, minor turbidity effects caused by dredging and placement at 
the Miami ODMDS may occur.  Construction equipment may release 
negligible amounts of pollutants, including oils and grease.  Best 
management practices will be used to limit the possibility of adverse 
effects, and detailed pollution control plans will be developed during the 
design phase. Minor degradation of air quality and increased noise will 
occur during dredging and placement operations; however, this will cease 
with the completion of construction. 

Future Actions Dredging activities and placement in the Miami ODMDS can temporarily 
elevate localized levels of suspended solids and turbidity.  Projects 
implemented would be required to maintain and meet regulated water 
quality standards within the area. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Ongoing channel shoaling, seasonal weather, and storm event effects on 
water quality are unlikely to be eliminated; however, implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative will maintain safe operational depths and navigation.  
The Corps is committed to ensuring that projects will not result in 
violations of water quality standards. No cumulative effects to the 
physical setting of this area are expected. 

Socioeconomic Resources 
(Aesthetic Resources, Recreation Resources, Economic Resources, Navigation) 

Past Actions General urbanization of the region has increased the aesthetic, 
recreation, and economic resources in this area. 

Present Actions No known present actions are occurring in the project vicinity. 
Preferred 
Alternative 

Maintenance dredging and associated placement of dredged material will 
ensure continued use of Miami Harbor, which provides benefits to the 
economy in this area. 

Future Actions Continued cruise ship operations and import/export needs are likely to 
continue. The demands will continue to support the port’s navigation 
needs in order to continue to increase benefits to the economy in this 
region. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Continuation of benefits to socioeconomic resources may be anticipated 
when considering the cumulative effects of projects in this area. 

Native Americans 
Past Actions Previous dredging and maintenance activities have not impacted known 

Native American-owned lands, reservation lands, or Traditional Cultural 
Properties. Prior consultation on the project has not indicated any historic 
use of the project area. 

Present Actions Currently no portion of the proposed dredging locations or ODMDS exists 
within or adjacent to any Native American properties. 

Preferred 
Alternative 

There are no known impacts. 
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Future Actions Future actions are not anticipated to impact any known tribal resources in 
the project area. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Ongoing dredging and offshore disposal will not have any impact on tribal 
resources and are unlikely to in the future; implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative will not impact any known resources in the APE. No 
cumulative impacts are expected. 

Cultural Resources 
Past Actions Previous dredging and maintenance activities have not added to the 

degradation of any known historic properties. 
Present Actions No known present actions are occurring in the vicinity of known cultural 

resources. 
Preferred 
Alternative 

There are no known impacts. 

Future Actions Future actions are not anticipated to impact any known historic properties 
in the project area. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Previous dredging and offshore disposal will not have any impact on 
cultural resources in proximity to Miami Harbor or the ODMDS and are 
unlikely to in the future; implementation of the Preferred Alternative will 
not impact any known sites in the APE. No cumulative impacts are 
expected. 
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5 PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
A Notice of Availability for the draft EA and proposed FONSI will be coordinated with 
pertinent agencies and interested stakeholders to allow for review and comment.  The 
project will be in compliance with the NEPA of 1969, as amended, §42 U.S.C. 4321, et 
seq. Public Law 91-190 upon completion of this review. 

5.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND CORPS’ RESPONSES 
A copy of all comments received during the public and agency review and comment 
period, as well as a summary matrix of the comments and Corps’ responses, will be 
included in the final EA’s Appendix B. 
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6 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS AND COMPLIANCE 
Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the inner harbor warrants 
maintenance dredging at this time, so maintenance of the inner channel is the Preferred 
Alternative.  Because the current maintenance event only addresses the inner channel 
cuts, the scope avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel benthic habitat, 
minimizing  potential adverse effects to corals and hardbottom habitats to the maximum 
extent practicable while the Corps continues to review the new information. In addition, 
increased awareness of the potential for adverse dredging effects has resulted in the 
development of new T&Cs for O&M dredging projects occurring near hardbottom and 
seagrass communities. Continued coordination with regulating agencies and 
implementation of the new T&Cs in future dredging projects will reduce any potentially 
adverse effects to the natural setting, particularly in regards to hardbottom and seagrass 
communities. The Corps will comply with all T&Cs of the new SARBOs for the Preferred 
Alternative. The project will not be constructed until the completion of the new SARBO.  
The Corps and its contractors also commit to avoiding and minimizing adverse effects 
during offloading activities by including the commitments in Table 7 in the contract 
specifications: 

Table 7. Corps' environmental commitments. 
Environmental Commitment Corps’ Commitment 
Protection of Fish and Wildlife 
Resources 

Construction activities will be managed to minimize interference 
with, disturbance of, and damage to fish and wildlife. Prior to the 
start of construction, the Contractor will submit their Environmental 
Protection Plan (EPP), which will include protective measures for 
species that require specific attention. 

T&E Species Protection Adverse effects to endangered and threatened species will be 
avoided and/or minimized.  Incidental take of sea turtles may occur 
if a hopper dredge and/or capture trawling is used; however, 
implementation of standard protection conditions and BMPs will 
ensure that the potential adverse effects to these species are 
reduced to the maximum extent practicable. The Corps will include 
applicable T&Cs of the new SARBOs in the project plans and 
specifications.  Additionally, NMFS’ sea turtle and smalltooth 
sawfish construction conditions as well as the USFWS standard 
manatee conditions for in-water work will be implemented. These 
precautions may extend protection to other mobile T&E species in 
the project vicinity. Endangered and threatened species protection 
criteria will be included in the Contractor’s EPP. 
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Environmental Commitment Corps’ Commitment 
Water Quality Implementation of design and procedural controls will prevent oil, 

fuel, or other hazardous substances from entering the air or water. 
All wastes and refuse generated by project construction will be 
removed and properly disposed.  Contractors will implement a spill 
contingency plan for hazardous, toxic, or petroleum material. 
Exempted project activities will be conducted in a manner that 
meets state water quality standards per Chapter 62-302, State of 
Florida, FDEP, and, when applicable, conditions imposed by WQCs 
will be implemented in order to minimize adverse effects to water 
quality. The conditions of the ODMDS SMMP will be incorporated 
into the plans and specifications. 

Cultural Resources An unexpected cultural resources finds clause will be included in 
the project specifications.  In the event that any archaeological 
resources are uncovered during construction activities, all activities 
will be halted immediately within the area. Once reported, the 
Corps staff will initiate coordination with the appropriate federal and 
state agencies to determine if archaeological investigation is 
required.  Additional work in the area of the discovery will be 
suspended at the site until compliance with all federal and state 
regulations is successfully completed and the Corps staff members 
provide further directive. 

Protection of Migratory Birds Standard migratory bird protection protocols will be incorporated 
into the project plans and specifications.  The contractor will be 
required to abide by those protocols and all monitoring timeframes 
as specified by all applicable licenses and permits. 

This EA has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and its implementing regulations. The 
status of the proposed project’s compliance with environmental acts and E.O.s are 
provided in Table 8: 

Table 8. Proposed project's environmental act and E.O. compliance status. 
Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 
(42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.) 

This EA has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and its 
implementing regulations. A Notice of Availability for the draft EA 
and proposed FONSI will be coordinated with pertinent agencies 
and interested stakeholders for a 30-day review and comment 
period. This public coordination and EA comply with the intent of 
NEPA. 
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Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.) 

Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, the Corps coordinated with the 
USFWS and NMFS for the O&M dredging and the placement of 
dredged material into the existing Miami ODMDS.  For potential 
effects from inner harbor maintenance dredging to federally listed 
T&E species under the NMFS jurisdiction, the project adheres to 
the existing NMFS’ SARBO, which is currently under reinitiation of 
consultation. The existing SARBO, dated August 25, 1995,as 
amended, covers the use of hopper dredges in channels within the 
Atlantic Ocean portion of the South Atlantic Division, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers area of responsibility.  The existing SARBO, 
amendments, and related coordination cover potential effects to 
this project’s following species: 

• Sea turtles (loggerhead, green, Kemp’s ridley, hawksbill, 
leatherback); 

• Whales (North Atlantic Right, humpback, sperm); 
• Fish (Smalltooth sawfish). 

The new SARBO covers maintenance dredging in the southeast 
U.S., specifically from North Carolina/Virginia border through and 
including Key West, Florida and the islands of Puerto Rico and the 
U.S. Virgin Islands.  The new SARBO will cover the species listed 
in the existing SARBO as well as the following newly listed 
species: 

• Fish (Nassau grouper); 
• Elasmobranchs (Oceanic whitetip shark, giant manta ray); 
• Corals (Elkhorn, staghorn, boulder star, mountainous star, 

lobed star, rough cactus, pillar). 

In a letter dated October 25, 2007, NMFS instructed that the Corps 
“…is not required to suspend dredging or relocation trawling 
operations pending the conclusion of the reinitiated consultation... 
[so] long as the [Corps] follows the reasonable and prudent 
measures, and implementing terms and conditions outlined in the 
SARBO, and continues to ensure that its actions will not jeopardize 
the continued existence of any listed species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat, 
the protective coverage of the biological opinion and the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) will not lapse.” Additionally, the 
project also adheres to the draft Project Design Criteria under the 
new SARBO which is currently being developed and proposed for 
finalization in 2019. The project would comply with all terms and 
conditions of the new SARBO, once finalized, and will not be 
constructed until the completion of the new SARBO.  Additionally, 
NMFS’ sea turtle and smalltooth sawfish construction conditions 
would be implemented. These precautions may extend protection 
to other mobile T&E species in the project vicinity. 

The Corps submitted a Section 7(a)(2)/7(d) jeopardy analysis 
(dated January 30, 2019) to NMFS for the effect on listed corals 
from navigation channel maintenance dredging, dredged material 
placement and placement of material on the South Atlantic Coast 
(specifically mentioning O&M dredging of the Miami Harbor O&M). 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
The jeopardy analysis referenced the 2017 SARBA’s Appendix F 
coral analysis and concluded that: 

“Federally permitted or federally sponsored 
navigation channel maintenance dredging, 
dredging of offshore borrow sources for beach 
sand placement, and placement of material from 
Stuart (Martin/St Lucie County line) and 
southward on the Atlantic Coast are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the listed 
coral species or modify designated critical 
habitat. USACE will implement avoidance and 
minimization measures. USACE has not and will 
not make any irreversible or irretrievable 
commitment of resources that would foreclose 
the formulation or implementation of any 
reasonable and prudent alternatives necessary 
to avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of 
listed coral species.” 

In coordination with the South Atlantic Division, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, the holder of the SARBO with NMFS, the Corps is 
moving forward with the project while the new SARBO is finalized. 
The project will not be constructed until the completion of the new 
SARBO. 

For potential effects to federally listed T&E species under the 
USFWS jurisdiction, the Corps initiated consultation with the 
USFWS in July 2019.  The Corps requested concurrence from the 
USFWS on the Corps’ may affect, but not likely to adversely affect 
(MANLAA) determinations and intends to implement the USFWS 
2011 standard manatee conditions for in-water work. These 
precautions may extend protection to other mobile T&E species in 
the project vicinity.  Consultation with USFWS and is ongoing 
through review of the draft EA. The USFWS’ final determination 
will be noted in the signed FONSI following review of the draft EA. 
Pertinent correspondence is included in Appendix A. The project 
complies with this Act. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
1958 
(16 U.S.C. §661 et seq.) 

A Memorandum for the Record, found in Appendix A, will be 
signed by USFWS and the Corps to document an agreement 
between the agencies to use the NEPA review and ESA 
consultation processes to complete coordination responsibilities 
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  The project complies 
with this Act. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 
(Inter Alia) 

The proposed project is in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended.  As part 
of the Corps’ compliance with the requirements and consultation 
process contained within the NHPA implementing regulations of 36 
C.F.R. Part 800, the Corps has ensured that the proposed project 
is also in compliance with the Archaeological Resources Protection 
Act (16 U.S.C. §§470aa-470mm) (Public Law 96-95), American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act (Public Law 95-341), Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 
§3001 et. seq.) and its implementing regulations, Executive Orders 
(E.O.) 11593, 13007, and 13175, the Presidential Memo of 1994 
on Government to Government Relations and appropriate Florida 
Statutes, and the Abandoned Shipwrecks Act (43 U.S.C. §§2101-
2106).  Consultation with the Florida SHPO and appropriate 
federally recognized tribes is updated.  Pertinent correspondence 
can be found in Appendix A. The project complies with this Act. 

Clean Water Act of 1972, Section 401 
and Section 404(B) 
(33 U.S.C. §1341 et seq. and 33 
U.S.C. §1344(b) et seq.) 

The Corps has concluded that, pursuant to Section 404 of the 
CWA, this project does not include discharges into the waters of 
the United States as defined by the CWA because the Miami 
ODMDS being used lies outside of the territorial sea. Therefore, a 
CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation is not required. 
Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries 
Act of 1972 regulates placement of dredged material into the 
ODMDS.  Concurrence that the dredge material is eligible for 
placement in the Miami ODMDS will be obtained from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency prior to the start of construction. 
Because CWA Section 404(b)(1) does not apply, a CWA Section 
401 WQC is not required. The project is in compliance with this 
Act. 

Clean Air Act of 1972 Miami-Dade County is not designated as a nonattainment or 
(42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq.) maintenance area for any criteria 42 U.S.C. §7506[c]) does not 

apply. No air quality permits nor a conformity determination are 
required for this project. No air quality permits nor a conformity 
determination are required for this project.  No air quality permits 
nor a conformity determination are required for this project. 

Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972 (CZMA) 
(16 U.S.C. §1451 et seq.) 

The Corps has determined that the project is consistent to 
the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies 
of Florida’s approved Coastal Management Program. An 
exemption verification request was submitted to the State of 
Florida for the next dredge cycle. This project’s exempted 
activities are deemed to be consistent with the State of Florida’s 
Coastal Management Program under the Coastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA), as verified by the State of Florida in 
written correspondence. The project will be conducted in a manner 
that meets state water quality standards per Chapter 62-302, State 
of Florida, Florida Department of Environmental Protection.  If 
project activities in future dredge cycles require a WQC and/or 
CZMA coordination, the Corps will submit a permit application 
and/or FCD to the State of Florida for review. The project 
complies with this Act. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 
(7 U.S.C. §4201 et seq.) 

No prime or unique farmland exist in the project area; therefore, 
this Act is not applicable. 

Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968 
(16 U.S.C. §1271 et seq.) 

No designated Wild and Scenic river reaches exist in the project 
area; therefore, the Act is not applicable. 

Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 
(16 U.S.C. §1361 et seq.) 

To ensure the protection of any manatees present in the project 
area, the USFWS 2011 Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water 
Work will be included in the project plans and specifications and 
will be implemented by the contractor during in-water work.  The 
project complies with this Act. 

Estuary Protection Act of 1968 
(16 U.S.C. §§1221-26) 

No estuaries of national significance exist in the project area; 
therefore, the Act is not applicable. 

Federal Water Project Recreation Act, 
as amended 
(16 U.S.C. §460l-12-21; Public Law 
93-251 (1974); Public Law 94-576 
(1976)) 

Recreational resources and opportunities are discussed in Section 
4 of this report. The project complies with this Act. 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act of 
1976, as amended 
(16 U.S.C. §1801 et seq.) 

Per the October 2, 2019 EFH Finding between NMFS and the 
Corps, the EFH Assessment for the project is integrated within this 
draft EA. Based on survey results, the Corps concluded that only 
the inner harbor warrants maintenance dredging at this time, so 
maintenance of the inner channel is the Preferred Alternative. 
Because the current maintenance event only addresses the inner 
channel cuts, the scope avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the 
outer channel benthic habitat, minimizing  potential adverse effects 
to corals and hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent 
practicable while the Corps continues to review the new 
information. In addition, increased awareness of the potential for 
adverse dredging effects has resulted in the development of new 
specifications and T&Cs for O&M dredging projects occurring near 
hardbottom and seagrass communities.  Continued coordination 
with regulating agencies and implementation of the new T&Cs in 
future dredging projects will reduce any potentially adverse effects 
to the natural setting, particularly in regards to hardbottom and 
seagrass communities. The Corps determined that the Preferred 
Alternative would not result in significant adverse effects to EFH. 
Consultation with NMFS is ongoing. The project complies with this 
Act. 

Submerged Lands Act of 1953 The project will occur on submerged lands of the State of Florida. 
(43 U.S.C. § 1301 et seq.) The Corps will coordinate the project with the State of Florida 

through the exemption verification request submittal for the next 
dredge cycle as well as the review process of this EA. If project 
activities in future dredge cycles require a WQC, the Corps would 
prepare and submit a FCD for the State of Florida’s review and 
concurrence and obtain a WQC prior to construction. The project 
complies with this Act. 

Coastal Barrier Resources Act and The closest Coastal Barrier Resource Systems (CBRS) unit is FL-
Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 22P (Virginia Beach/Crandon Park), which is located 
1990 approximately 1.65 miles south of the project’s federal channel. 
(16 U.S.C. §3501 et seq.) No CBRS units will be affected by the project. The project 

complies with this Act. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, The proposed work could temporarily obstruct navigable waters of 
Section 10 the U.S. during construction. The proposed action will be 
(33 U.S.C. §403 et seq.) subjected to the public notice and other evaluations normally 

conducted for activities subject to the Act. The project complies 
with the Act. 

Anadromous Fish Conservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. §§757A-757G) 

Anadromous fish are not located in the project area; therefore, this 
Act is not applicable. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. The Corps will include standard migratory bird protection 
§§703-712) and Migratory Bird measures in the project plans and specifications and will require 
Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. §§715- the Contractor to abide by those requirements. The project is 
715D, 715E, 715F-715R) being coordinated with USFWS and complies with these Acts. 
Marine Protection, Research, and Pursuant to MPRSA Section 102(c), the USEPA prepared a Final 
Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) EIS to designate the Miami ODMDS in 1995 (USEPA 1995).  The 
(16 U.S.C. §1431 et seq. AND 33 Final EIS designates the site’s use for Miami Harbor dredging 
U.S.C. §1401 et seq.) events as well as other federal or private dredging projects in the 

area (on a case-by-case basis) that meet specific criteria as well 
as testing requirements under the MPRSA. A SMMP was 
coordinated with and issued by USEPA on September 26, 2011. 
The SMMP expires on September 26, 2021. Coordination with 
USEPA for concurrence that the dredge material is eligible for 
placement in the Miami ODMDS is ongoing and will be obtained 
prior to the start of construction.  The project complies with this 
Act. 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970 
(42 U.S.C. §4601 et seq.) 

This project will not be acquiring any real estate interests from 
private property owners. This Act is not applicable. 

E.O. 11988, 
Flood Plain Management 

Based on the analysis in the EA, the Corps concludes that the 
proposed project will not result in harm to people, property, and 
floodplain values, will not induce development in the floodplain, 
and the project is in the public interest. The project complies with 
the Order. 

E.O. 11990, 
Protection of Wetlands 

Wetlands do not exist in the project area; therefore, no wetlands 
will be affected by the project.  The project complies with the 
Order. 

E.O. 12898, The study area was evaluated using the USEPA EJAssist tool to 
Environmental Justice determine whether it contains a concentration of minority and/or 

low-income populations.  Based on the information provided by 
EJAssist, the average minority population is approximately 64% 
of the total population and the average low-income population is 
approximately 33% of the total population. The study area which 
comprises the project does not constitute an environmental 
justice community because there is not both a high concentration 
of minority and low-income populations. This project will not 
cause any disproportionate and adverse effects to minority or low 
income populations. Detailed environmental justice analysis is 
included in Appendix C. The project is in compliance with this 
Order. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
E.O. 13045, The proposed action does not affect children disproportionately 
Protection of Children from from other members of the population and would not increase any 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety environmental health or safety risks to children. The project 
Risks complies with the Order. 
E.O. 13089, 
Coral Reef Protection 

The proposed action would occur in areas near coral reefs. Based 
on survey results, the Corps concluded that only the inner harbor 
warrants maintenance dredging at this time, so maintenance of the 
inner channel is the Preferred Alternative.  Because the current 
maintenance event only addresses the inner channel cuts, the 
scope avoids dredging within 1,000 feet of the outer channel 
benthic habitat, minimizing  potential adverse effects to corals and 
hardbottom habitats to the maximum extent practicable while the 
Corps continues to review the new information. In addition, 
increased awareness of the potential for adverse dredging effects 
has resulted in the development of new T&Cs for O&M dredging 
projects occurring near hardbottom communities. Coordination 
with pertinent agencies and the implementation of protective 
measures during construction and transport of dredged material 
will avoid and/or minimize effects to these ecosystems. The 
project complies with the Order. 

E.O. 13112, The project’s plans and specifications will include conditions to 
Invasive Species avoid the introduction and/or promotion of non-native species to 

the region. The Corps will require the Contractor to abide by those 
requirements. The project complies with this Order. 

E.O. 13186, 
Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to 
Protect Migratory Birds 

This E.O. requires, among other things, a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the Corps and USFWS concerning 
migratory birds.  Neither the Department of Defense MOU nor the 
Corps’ Draft MOU clearly address migratory birds on lands not 
owned or controlled by the Corps.  For many Corps’ civil works 
projects, the real estate interests are provided by the NFS.  Control 
and ownership of the Project lands remain with a non-federal 
interest.  Measures to avoid the destruction of migratory birds and 
their eggs or hatchlings are described in Section 4 of this EA and 
are incorporated by reference. The Corps will include standard 
migratory bird protection requirements in the Project plans and 
specifications and will require the contractor to abide by those 
requirements.  The project complies with the Order. 
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7 LIST OF PREPARERS 

Name Organization Expertise Role in 
Preparation 

Kristen Donofrio, 
Biologist 

Corps NEPA/Biologist Primary Author 

Dr. Xaymara Serrano, 
Biologist 

Corps Coral Biologist Contributing 
Author 

Laurel Reichold, 
Project Manager 

Corps Environmental 
Engineer 

Contributing 
Author 

Dr. Drew Condon, 
Coastal Engineer 

Corps Coastal Engineer Contributing 
Author 

Marc Tiemann, 
Archeologist 

Corps Cultural and 
Native American 
Resources 

Contributing 
Author 

Aaron Lassiter, 
Water Quality Specialist 

Corps Section 103 
MPRSA 

Contributing 
Author 

Meredith Moreno, 
Senior Archeologist 

Corps Cultural and 
Native American 
Resources 

Document 
Reviewer 

Mike Hollingsworth, 
Senior Water Quality Specialist 

Corps Water Quality Document 
Reviewer 

Jason Spinning, 
Coastal Section Chief 

Corps Supervisory 
Biologist 

Document 
Reviewer 

Angela Dunn, 
Environmental Branch Chief 

Corps Supervisory 
Biologist 

Document 
Reviewer 

Rebecca Onchaga, 
Tech Writer/Editor 

Corps Technical Editor Technical Edits 
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8 ACRONYM LIST 
APE area of potential effect 
BMPs best management practices 
BSCWA Bill Sadowski Critical Wildlife Area 
C.F.R. Code of Federal Regulations 
CBRS Coastal Barrier Resource System 
CEQ Council of Environmental Quality 
Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District 
CWA Clean Water Act of 1972 
CY cubic yards 
CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 
DCH Designated Critical Habitat 
DPS distinct population segment 
E.O. Executive Order 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EFH essential fish habitat 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EM Engineering Manual 
EPP environmental protection plan 
FAC Florida Administrative Code 
FCD Federal Consistency Determination 
FDEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 
FR Federal Regulation 
GRR General Reevaluation Report 
HAPC Habitat of Particular Concern 
HTRW hazardous, toxic, radioactive waste 
MANLAA may affect, not likely to adversely affect 
MLLW mean lower low water 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
MPRSA Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NFS non-federal sponsor 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
O&M operation and maintenance 
ODMDS Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site 
OFW Outstanding Florida Waters 
SAFMC South Atlantic Fish Management Council 
SARBA South Atlantic Regional Biological Assessment 
SARBO South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion 
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SAV submerged aquatic vegetation 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
SMMP Site Management and Monitoring Plan 
T&E threatened and endangered 
U.S. United States 
U.S.C. United States Code 
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
WQC water quality certification 
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