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I ntroduction

The Ohio Coastal Management Program (OCMP) was approved for admission into the federal Coastal
Zone Management Program on May 16, 1997. With the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s (NOAA) approval and funding, the Ohio Section 309 program began in July 1999
following completion and public review of the OCMP sfirst assessment and strategies in February 1999.

Section 309 of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) establishes the Coastal Zone Enhancement
Grant Program. The enhancement program provides states with federal funds to develop and implement
changes to their approved coastal programs. The enhancement program provides funding through a
noncompetitive weighted formula. The stateis not required to provide matching funds.

To be digible for these funds, the state must assess its coastal program and develop a strategy for
enhancing priority areas. The priority enhancement areas must meet one or more of the following nine
obj ectives, which are set by statute:

1. Protecting, restoring, or enhancing the existing coastal wetlands base, or creating new coastal
wetlands.

2. Preventing or significantly reducing threats to life and destruction of property by eliminating
development and redevelopment in high-hazard areas, managing development in other hazard areas,
and managing the effects of potential sealevel rise.

3. Attaining increased opportunities for public access to coastal areas of recreational, historical,
aesthetic, ecological, or cultura value.

4. Reducing marine debris entering the coasta environment by managing uses and activities that
contribute to the entry of such debris.

5. Developing and adopting procedures to assess, consider, and control cumulative and secondary
impacts of coastal growth and development, including the collective effect of various individual uses
or activities on coastal resources such as coastal wetlands and fishery resources.

6. Preparing and implementing Special Area Management Plans (SAMPs) for important coastal areas.

7. Planning for the use of ocean resources. [Not applicablein Ohio]



8. Adopting procedures and enforceable policies to help facilitate the siting of energy facilities and
government facilities and energy-related activities and government activities that may be of greater
than local significance.

9. Adopting procedures and policies to evaluate and facilitate the siting of public and private
aquaculture facilities in the coastal zone.

Section 309 grant funds may not be used to fund Section 306A-type projects such as acquisition,
construction, or “shovel-in-the-dirt” projects. Section 309 grant funds may be used to fund activities that
lead to program amendments, routine program changes and program change implementation. Program
changes include any of the following activities that would enhance the state’s ability to achieve one or
more of the coastal area enhancement objectives. coastal area boundary changes; new or revised
authorities, new or revised loca coastal programs; new or revised land acquisition, management and
restoration programs; new or revised Special Area Management Plans or plans for Areas of Particular
Concern; new or revised guidelines, procedures and policy documents formally adopted by the state.

This year, for the first time, states are required to incorporate consideration of threatened and endangered
species within their assessment and strategies. In general, the OCMP coordinates actively during permit,
lease and consistency review with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the terms of a February 1997
MOU. That MOU establishes project and program review responsibilities. Threatened and endangered
considerations are in fact most significant within the three categories which the OCMP rates as highest
priorities. The resource characterizations, management characterizations and strategies contained in this
assessment address specific threatened and endangered species considered related to each category.

Program implementation activities: (1) relate to one or more Section 309 program changes; (2) are a
component of a program change that measures, within two years, how it will improve program
effectiveness; and (3) are cost-effective. Section 309 funds may be used to implement a program change
for no longer than two years.

The State of Ohio's focus for the first two years of the Section 309 program was on the following
elements:

1. Wetlands

2. Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

3. Special AreaManagement Planning

These three categories remain the highest priorities for the coming five years. In addition, the chronic and
episodic erosion elements of Coastal Hazards are prioritized for purposes of initiating enhancement
efforts with regard to sand management and improved permitting enforcement and monitoring.

Summary of Past 309 Efforts

Thisis Ohio’s second Program Assessment. In Fiscal Year 2000, the OCMP initiated four projectsin the
three categoriesidentified above. These projects beganin July 1999, and are: (1) detailed field analysisto
identify significant wetlands for acquisition and or active management in the coasta area; (2) a
cooperative effort of ODNR and Ohio EPA to initiate a pilot project to alow the agencies and loca
governments to incorporate consideration of cumulative and secondary impacts of development into state
and local project authorizations; (3) a Special Area Management Planning process for the City of Mentor,
Mentor Marsh State Nature Preserve, Village of Fairport Harbor and surrounding communities; and (4)
development of a watershed study and plan for Arcola Creek. (Note: the fourth project was developed as
an additional project when additional funding became available from NOAA after completion of the FY



2000 assessment in February 1999. It was aso funded in part by Clean Water Action Plan funds and is
considered a Cumulative and Secondary Impacts project.) The projects listed above will be further
described within the assessment questions section below for each of these three categories.

Summary of Public Review

Ohio’'s 309 Assessment and Strategies document was made available for public review from December
29, 2000 through February 2, 2001. As part of the public review process, public notice was given in
seven coastal area genera circulation newspapers. Approximately 75 copies were provided to members of
ODNR’s Integrated Management Team (IMT), the Policies and Programs Coordinating Committee (inter-
agency network), the Lake Erie Commission, Coastal Resources Advisory Council (CRAC) members, as
well as to a number of affected local government officials and property owners who had requested the
document. Information on progress on the Assessment document was provided at the August and
November 2000 CRAC mestings. In addition, the following announcement (with attached file for
downloading the entire document) was posted on the OCMP web site on December 29.

The Ohio Department of Natural Resources has made available for public review and comment the following
document: Draft Assessment and Strategies for Enhancement of the Ohio Coastal Management Program, in
accordance with Section 309 of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. Section 309 of the CZMA
requires states to assess their programs in nine issue categories. These are 1. Public Access, 2. Wetlands, 3.
Coastal Hazards, 4. Cumulative and Secondary Impacts, 5. Government Facility Sting, 6. Marine Debris, 7.
Ocean Resources (Not applicable in Ohio), 8. Special Area Management Planning, and 9. Aquaculture.
Assessments are based on both the status of the resource and the status of existing management authorities and
programs to address the concerns. Strategiesinclude general direction and specific actions proposed by the OCMP
to address these issues over the next five fiscal years.

Ohio’s document (updated from Ohio’s 1998 assessment) identifies three of these categories as high priorities:
Wetlands, Special Area Management Planning, and Cumulative and Secondary Impacts. A fourth, Coastal
Hazards, isidentified as a Medium priority overall, while chronic erosion (one of several types of hazards included
in this category) is considered a high priority for purposes of improving sand resource management. This document
isavailable for public review and comment from December 29, 2000 through February 2, 2001. Comments must be
postmarked by February 2 and sent to: ODNR, Division of Real Estate and Land Management, 1952 Belcher Drive,
Columbus, Ohio 43224-1386. A final assessment and strategies document will be prepared with responses to
comments and will be made available on request in March 2001.

Five written responses were received, as follows:

e Edith Chase, co-chair of the Coastal Resources Advisory Council, responded that she found the report
and issue prioritization excellent. She particularly commended the prioritization of returning clean
sand to the littoral system and continued work on cumulative and secondary impacts. Ms. Chase
requested a copy of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers letter regarding in-lieu fee programs, which
has been sent to her. She requested that mention be made in the Marine Debris category of combined
sawer overflows as sources of marine debris. This source is not viewed as a significant change from
previous assessments and is addressed through core program elements rather than enhancements. The
text therefore has not been changed to reflect this source.

e David Carek, Chairman, Ohio Lakefront Group, responded primarily regarding submerged lands
leasing, which is outside the prescribed scope of the Section 309 Program Assessment and
Enhancements Strategies. His letter reflects concern regarding hardships experienced by lakefront
property owners, the original Ohio Coastal Management Law passed in 1988, and “numerous new
burdens on lakefront property owners.” Mr. Carek states that his organization is “strongly opposed to
the submerged lands lease requirement for lakefront property owners making reasonable use of the



lakefront area on or adjacent to their property for erosion control or littoral rights structures.” The
letter for the most part does not suggest changes to the program assessment in categories that were the
subject of the assessment, but Mr. Carek provided comments specific to sand management in the
coastal hazards category specifically requesting involvement of the Ohio Lakefront Group on this
issue. Mr. Carek’s comment that public outreach activities must be greatly increased iswell taken.

Severa specific items addressed by Mr. Carek relate to statements or characterizations made in the
assessment document. First, identification of the submerged lands lease fund as an appropriate source
of funds to improve sand management to help abate the Ohio shorelin€'s chronic erosion was
guestioned. Mr. Carek opines that this confirms lakefront owners' belief that the fund's purposeisto
increase “revenue streams.” The OCMP does consider that the fund, which contains money from
fees paid by public and private upland owners for filling and developing the public trust lands, is
appropriately used for such purposes proposed, i.e. maintaining clean beach-building materias in the
littoral system to help protect private and public lands from chronic erosion. Reference to the fund’s
increase over time reflects improved and more consistent enforcement of the submerged lands lease
requirements, which shoreline property owners and the OCMP's advisory council have stressed.

Second, Mr. Carek requests removal of references to private ownership being an impediment. The
context of this wording was with regard to public access. The state is required to answer certain
guestions for each of the required categories, and one of those questions pertains to what impediments
exist to improving performance in the category, in this case public access. It is afactua statement
that increasing the amount of public access in the coastal area is limited by the extent of private
property ownership, as it should be. The State of Ohio respects private ownership and does not as a
practical matter take land from unwilling sellers for public access. Ohio’'s shoreline is far more
substantially developed than most other states, and this must be taken into account in a comparative
manner for state-by-state analysis for purposes of achieving national goas of increasing public
access, as expressed in the Coastal Zone Management Act. It is not a judgement statement, but
rather a statement of fact.

Mr. Carek also criticizes the statement that increased affluence in the general economy is one factor
that has led to a high premium being placed on lakefront property. This is listed as one of several
factors that have increased the costs of acquiring public land, even when willing sellers wish to sell
their land for resource protection and/or public access. The context in no way suggested that “all
lakefront owners are affluent.” A statement about improvement in the general economy and resulting
increases in lakefront property values does not equate with “all lakefront owners are affluent,” and
was certainly not intended that way.

Fourth, Mr. Carek urges that further investigation of near shore disposal include monitoring for
hazardous materials. The OCMP supports this. Currently such sediments are monitored not only for
hazardous materias, but for other pollutants of concern. The draft and final assessments identify
“monitoring sediment quality” as an intended and important element of this strategy. References to
disposal of sand in the littoral system in the Assessment and Strategy have been modified to refer to
“uncontaminated” sand.

This letter claims that the “section regarding the NOAA Section 312 review is misleading” because it
does not go into more detail regarding negative comments regarding the submerged lands leasing
program. The section merely identifies the intended action to address the comments received, both
supportive and in opposition. The purpose of the Assessment document is to assess the status of



specific categories of resources and propose strategies to address them. Therefore going into greater
detail on comments unrelated to the Assessment categories was hot relevant in this context.

Mr. Carek’s fina point regarding the substance of the 309 Program Assessment and Strategies
document states that “increasing tourism and recreation are somewhat in opposition to other goals of
the OCMP.” Thisis absolutely true, and is at the very heart of the challenges that managing coastal
resources presents. Ohio’s coastal management law recognizes that thisis a balancing act. And, the
goals of the national and state coastal management programs include both supporting coastal
development and preserving coastal resources. In the OCMP answer to item 3 under the Resource
Characterization (page 5), this was addressed in the draft with respect to marinas and other boating
facilities. But, in response to Mr. Carek’s comment, the text has been modified to clarify that this
applies generally to awider variety of recreational facilities and opportunities.

With regard to the public comment process, Mr. Carek indicates that public notice was insufficient
with respect to publication of this document. ODNR will strive to provide earlier and broader notices
in the future. We do publish legal notices, and prepared a press rel ease announcing the availability of
the document. Newspapers place these notices in the legal notice section. According to Mr. Carek,
web site announcements need to be made “much earlier and put in an area that is more readily
identifiable.” Notification was placed on the front page of the OCMP web site the day following
completion of the document. The OCMP has made recent improvements to its web site, and these are
also responsive to this concern.

Ms. Loretta Lehocz voiced concerns about on the “Ohio Coastal Management Plan,” the Coastal
Resources Advisory Council and ODNR, generally centering on Submerged Lands Leasing. A few
remarks pertain to the assessment document: (1) What date was the notice posted on the web and
what other press release notices went out? Response: The document was completed by ODNR on
December 28, and notice (including a link to the entire document) was placed on the web on
December 29, the date the 36-day review period began. A press release was issued, and legal notice
was sent to seven newspapers in the coastal area with a request that it be run on December 29. (2)
The paper sounds like the Federal government may be giving the State funds to lobby legislators to
push through many specia interest group agendas while ignoring and overlooking taxpayer and
private owner concerns. Response: The statement isn’t explained further than this charge. (3) The
assessment “proclaims a dozen or so ‘ Stewarding Organizations' and programs that are looking after
OUR best interests — yet Excluding our input.” After listing them Ms. Lehocz expresses a fegling that
ODNR is attempting to exclude or eliminate the voices of lakefront owners. Response: ODNR will
work constructively with property owners and other interests and believes the best solutions to
problems are derived from broad citizen input. Lakefront property owners have identified many
issues of shared interest and areas of controversy and disagreement. These issues need to be
explored, and ODNR is looking forward to working with lakefront property owners and varied
interests to ensure that the coastal management program operates and adjusts appropriately with
meaningful public participation, broad feedback and all points-of-view.

Mr. Russell Claus expressed his concern that the document fails to mention property owners as
stakeholders in this process. He stated “the draft notes that the stakeholders in Ohio Coasta
Management Program include: the Ohio EPA, federa agencies, park districts, environmental groups,
conservancy groups, development and industry interests and academia. (page 22).” Response: The
reference in the Assessment is to the Wetlands category text. In the Wetlands category text, under
Management Characterization, the 1994 Wetlands Task Force initiative is described as one effort that
has helped advance wetlands restoration and enhancement programs. The statement is that in



connection with that 1994 statewide effort, Ohio EPA and ODNR formed a stakeholder group that
was comprised of the aforementioned groups. It most decidedly does not refer in any way to the
stakeholders in the Ohio Coastal Management Program. We are in compl ete agreement that lakefront
property owners are very important stakeholders.

Mr. Claus asks whether lakefront property owners will have input into developing a plan to address
improving the enforcement capability of ODNR on submerged lands leases and Coastal Erosion
Areas. Response: For the most part, the reference to improving monitoring and enforcement isin
the context of the core program and not the subject of Section 309 Program Enhancement. Regarding
input of lakefront property owners, ODNR is certain that improvements can and must be made with
respect to submerged lands management, coastal regulatory activities, and resolving areas of dispute
and disagreement. The lakefront property owners are welcome and will be represented in future
efforts to resolve submerged lands issues and to improve the management of coastal regulatory
functions among state and federal agencies.

The letter expresses concern with a lack of scientific basis for many policies mentioned. Mr. Claus
mentions sand recovery and asks about the pollution implications. This issue is addressed in the
answer to Mr. Carek, above. Secondly, he asks for the scientific basis for the “strategic retreat to
protect existing development vulnerable to long-term rapid erosion.”

In fact, significant research was conducted regarding the private and public costs due to erosion and
storm-related damages in erosion-prone areas, through personal interviews and document study.
During the rule-making process that took place with considerable public input from 1994 through
1998, an assessment of costs was completed. In general, the research identified a clear pattern of
increased costs when structures are placed in erosion-prone areas. Correspondingly, decreased costs
and property value appreciation occurred in direct proportion to the distance structures are moved (or
placed initially) back from bluffs (or equivalent provision of erosion control measures to lengthen the
protected life of structures). The following provides a summary of some of the findings.

For many years, numerous agencies, organizations and experts have warned that continued exposure
of public and private investments to the risk of natural hazards, including coastal erosion, has
widespread deleterious impacts upon state, local and national economies (International Joint
Commission, Pilkey, the Windstorm-Coastal Issues Task Force of the National Committee on
Property Insurance, Plat, the National Research Council, Federal Emergency Management Agency,
Slaats, Kreutzwiser, and Carter, to name a few).

Erosion-related damages on the Great Lakes were estimated at $290 million in 1985 and 1986
(DeCooke) and at $9 million in 1985 in Lake County, Ohio (Lake County Planning Commission,
1986). Losses cited by the Planning Commission include loss of rea estate structures, real estate
value, private protection expenditures, public protection expenditures and loss of real estate tax
revenues, all typical losses suffered by the public and by private individuals when development is
exposed to erosion risks. Bedford, Moore, and Herdendorf (1978) estimated total erosion damages
along the Lake Erie shoreline during the high water level period from 1972 to 1976 at more than $32
million, exclusive of costs of erosion protection measures. As aresult of three severe storms during
that period, various Ohio counties were declared disaster areas and several million dollars of federal
aid was expended through grants and Small Business Administration low-cost loans. (Some of these
expenditures were to repair flooding damage.) According to Hushak and Zygmont (1988), $103
million of direct costs were incurred, reducing other regional economic activity by $177 million of
output, $27 million of income and 2028 man-years of employment for 1972-1976.



The Potential Damages Task Group report to the International Joint Commission recently estimated
anticipated erosion damages in Ottawa County at $110 million over the next 50 years. Field trials of
the Great Lakes Storm Damage Reporting System (GLSDRS) conducted by the North Central
Division of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimated $2.23 million in damages caused by erosion
from four actual storm events in Ottawa, Sandusky, Erie, Lorain and Cuyahoga counties from July 1,
1993 to September 30, 1994. And, in August, 1994, the Board of County Commissioners in Lake
County calculated that reconstruction costs for public facilities threatened by erosion within the next
30 yearsin Painesville Township alone would be nearly $11 million.

All of the above-referenced studies were subject to limitations, and while estimating such damages is
not a perfect science, it is clear that losses have been and continue to be large. Increased damage isto
be expected when placement of hew structures within areas prone to erosion continues to occur.

Without exception, those who warned of the consequences have repeatedly urged that the most
effective and fiscally-responsible means to ameliorate losses to public and private investment is to
encourage the location of development out of harm's way. Guiding wiser individual development
outside risk areas reduces costs to the genera public through higher insurance premiums, direct
emergency reimbursements or low-cost loans for damages, and replacement of public infrastructure.
"A mgjor thrust of any shore management initiative should be to contain escalating property damages
by identifying high-risk shore areas and controlling development or redevelopment in these areas"
(Kreutzwiser, 1987). "The mitigation of losses in areas of high susceptibility is presumably best
accomplished through the enactment of land use control laws and regulations at the state and local
levels' (National Committee on Property Insurance, 1986). "Policies should not encourage people to
live in hazardous zones. In al cases, a prudent setback from the shoreisin order" (Carter, 1987).

Two information sources pointed to potential increases in property values with “strategic retreat” or
location of structures farther from the shoreline. An Ohio Sea Grant College Program (summarized
in Fact Sheet 044 by Kriesel and Lichtkoppler) found a positive correlation between property values
and distance between the home and the bluff (and/or the added lifetime of the home derived by
effective erosion control measures). Another study found a positive correlation between floodplain
regulations and property values (Federa Effects of Floodplain Regulations).

Mr. L. Scott Duncan responded that “the State of Ohio could do a much more effective job in
utilizing Section 309 funds to ensure responsible development of private shoreline protection
systems.” Response: Section 309 funds may not be used for development of private shoreline
protection systems.  The Introduction to the Assessment document describes the eligible and
ineligible uses of Section 309 funds.

Mr. Duncan provides a lengthy criticism of the OCMP' s submerged lands leasing program, its legal
and scientific foundation, and its failure to enforce “dumping and construction laws on adjacent
properties” Response: The substance of these comments did not relate to the Section 309
assessment.  However, we wish to note the importance of submerged lands leasing issues. ODNR
will ensure that lakefront owners are represented in future efforts to resolve issues of concern and
improve submerged lands management overall consistent with the conservation of coastal resources
and protections of littoral rights along the shore.

Related to the 309 Assessment, Mr. Duncan then commented that the Section 309 funds should be
used for “developing improved technical understanding of the shoreline dynamics and cooperative



efforts with property owners, rather than trying to make them see ‘the error of their ways.” 7 While
such efforts may be eligible uses of Section 309 funds, as opposed to devel oping shoreline protection
systems for private property owners, the OCMP currently provides a considerable portion of its core
Section 306 funds (currently more than 10%) for geologica research and technical assistance and
education regarding shoreline dynamics. In addition to what is funded through the OCMP, several
positions provide technica engineering support for private landowners through the Division of
Water's Coastal Engineering program. The OCMP does intend to increase its funding for education
and enforcement through its core NOAA grant, as opposed to Section 309 funds. Research, education
and technical assistance regarding coastal flooding and erosion are fundamental core program
elements.

Public Access

Section 309 Programmatic Obj ectives

l. Improve public access through regulatory, statutory, and legal systems.

. Acquire, improve, and maintain public access sites to meet current and future demand through the
use of innovative funding and acquisition techniques.

I1. Develop or enhance a Coasta Public Access Management Plan that takes into account the
provision of public access to all users of coasta areas of recreational, historical, aesthetic,
ecological, and cultural value.

V. Minimize potential adverse impacts of public access on coastal resources and private property
rights through appropriate protection measures.

Resour ce Char acterization

1. Extent of public access

Access Type Extent (# of sitesand/or # of miles or acres)

State/County/L ocal parks State — 11 parks; 5,778 A; 16 shoreline miles
County — Unknown, but stable
Local - Unknown, but increasing

Boat Lanes 291, including publicly owned facilities and commercially owned
marinas
Scenic Vigtas Unknown, but decreasing as result of building and construction of

earth mound barriers

Rights-of-Way Unknown, but increasing dueto local efforts, some with CMAG
funding from the OCMP, ODNR'’ s NatureWorks program and the




Recreational Trails Program

Fishing Access Sites 65 operated by ODNR

_ Nature — Unknown, but increasing due to increasing need, demand
Trails and use

Bike and pedestrian — Unknown, but increasing due to increasing
need, demand and use, as well as changing vision, prosperity and
revitalization of major urban centers such as Cleveland, Lorain and

Toledo
Other, including cross country ski, horseback, snowmobile — Similar
status as above
Disabled Access Unknown, but increasing due to legal requirements and demand
Boardwa ks/'Wa kways Unknown, but increasing due to increasing need, demand and use
Refuges (Wildlife) 20,400 A
Historical/Cultural Sites Unknown, but could be decreasing due to devel opment pressure
Natural Areas Eight, 1885 A
Public Beaches 24 publicly owned beaches, 8 milesin shoreline length

2. Briefly characterize the demand for public access.

The demand for public access remains extremely high and is essentially unchanged since the OCMP' s | ast
assessment. Ohio’s population is approximately 10.7 million, and nearly 25% of those citizens live in the
nine counties in the Coastal Management Area. Lake Erie continues to be the state’s primary region for
recreation and tourism. The central counties of Erie, Ottawa and Lorain alone attract between six and
eight million visitors during the peak summer season, contributing more than $200 million in travel
revenue to the state’ s economy.

Several factors point to a continued increase in demand for nature-based recreation and tourism.
Sustained improvement in water quality and clarity has stimulated participation in activities like scuba
diving, fishing, and swimming that were not even feasible during the 1970s. Interest in watching nature,
particularly bird-watching, has attracted large numbers of new nature-based travelers nationwide.
According to Fermata Inc., experientia travel, including nature tourism and outdoor recreation, is the
single fastest growing segment of the travel market. In Ohio, more and more communities are
recognizing the economic benefits and opportunities this represents and are making efforts to stimulate
this business. Ohio’'s Lake Erie shoreline, located on several intercontinental flyways, is a premier
location, bringing bird-watchers from around the world. Bird-watching visitors to Magee Marsh Wildlife
Areaand Crane Creek State Park alone have a $5.6 million impact on the local economy.



The following statistics are based on information from a survey conducted for purposes of compiling the
Lake Erie Quality Index published in June 1998 and were included in the OCMP’ s first 309 Assessment.

Seventy one percent of all Ohio residents have visited Lake Erie at some time in their lives, with typical
users visiting at least several times each year and those from shoreline counties visiting most often. For
those who have visited, the most important activity is passive scenic enjoyment, with 99% participating in
such activities as watching the sunset, skipping stones, or otherwise viewing the lake. The second most
important activity (78%) was entertainment, in part due to the presence of Cedar Point, one of the largest
amusement parks in the world, and to the renovation of the Flatsin Cleveland. Other important activities
noted were scenic driving (72%), beach-going (61%), cultural activities (59%), picnicking (58%), fishing
(50%), boating (48%), nature watching (43%), and walking and hiking (42%).

A sample of regular recreational users of Lake Erie (those who visit several times each year), ranked the
availability of recreational access to Lake Erie as low (Lake Erie Quality Index). Acquisition of key
resource areas for both habitat protection and recreational use received very strong support from
participants in the Statewide Recreational Opportunity Priority (ROP) public input process conducted in
1998. Public input into the ROP process also led to a goal of expansion of recreationa corridors and
greenways, and corridor/greenway development and management, in part through designation of an
ODNR administering authority.

Significantly, those who regularly use Lake Erie recreationa facilities rate the quality of facilities highly
but gave the lowest scores on the availability of facilities.

3. ldentify any significant impediments to providing adequate access, including conflicts with other
resource management objectives.

Chief among the significant impediments to providing increased public access is the fact that
approximately 85% of Ohio’s Lake Erie shoreline is developed and held in private ownership. State and
federal land holding agencies, while they currently own approximately 12% of Lake Erie's shoreline,
generally purchase land only from willing sellers. Most recreational access improvements at the state and
federa level are anticipated to be either enhancement or renovation of existing facilities or acquisitions
from willing sellers. At the local level, there has been some increase in new access sites in the last few
years, using Coastal Management Assistance Grants (CMAG) and boating access grants. Landward sites
within the Coastal Management Area are only dightly more available. Increased emphasis has been
placed upon providing connections between facilities using trails, greenways and other linkages,
especialy within the context of severa new regional planning initiatives. Local entities are identifying
corridors and rights-of-way and either acquiring them or converting them to recreational use.

The lack of availability of lake front properties, coupled with the desirability of the location, increasing
affluence, and generally rising rea estate prices, places a high premium on such land. As a result, the
extremely high costs of purchasing such land is an additional impediment. E.g. the purchase price of
ODNR' srecent 124 acre acquisition on Middle Bass Island was $6.75 million.

Lake levels, both high and low, present an additional challenge for recreational opportunities on Lake
Erie as well. The formidable erosive effects resulting from high lake levels during many years prior to
1998 impaired or threatened a number of existing public recreation and access sites.  Further, the
extensive armoring of the shoreline and the transport of large quantities of sand offshore as a result of
channd dredging, storms and high lake levels have |€eft the shordline with an acute scarcity of sand for
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public recreational beaches. Since the previous assessment, the lake's level has declined significantly.
Boating access sites accordingly have been impaired by reduced water depths on Lake Erie and its
tributaries.

While demand for marinas and other docking facilities along the shoreline is high, construction of
marinas is not possible in some areas due to shallow depths, substrate content, and other physical
constraints. Additionally, the environmental impacts of these and most other recreational facilities must
be considered during permit review and submerged lands leasing processes. The resource management
objectives of protecting water qudity, fish and wildlife habitat, and local planning and protection of
quality of life are significant considerations that must be weighed when new marinas and other
recreational facilities are planned.

M anagement Char acterization

1. Within each of the management categories below, identify changes since the last assessment. This
applies to both positive and negative changes.

Management Category Changes since last assessment

Regulatory Programs None

Acquisition Programs Significant new acquisitions and new
statewide Bond Issue Program

Comprehensive Access Planning Significant

Operation & Maintenance Programs None

Innovative Funding Techniques None

Public Education and Outreach Moderate

Other None

2. For categories with changes that are identified as significant or moderate provide the following
information for each change:

Identify the change & whether it was a 309 change
Briefly summarize the change
Characterize the effect of the change

Acquisition
The past two years have seen some significant new acquisitions of valuable Lake Erie resource properties,

despite the impediments cited above. Some of this progress can be attributed to improved coordination
throughout ODNR when acquisition opportunities arise. None of the acquisitions were 309 changes.

11



ODNR’s Division of Natural Areas and Preserves has acquired and dedicated two new coastal state nature
preserves, the North Coast Alvar and the North Pond, both on Kelleys Island. Its effect isto preserve two
unique natural areas with unique coastal plant communities, including several threatened and endangered
species, in relatively untouched coastal island environments. Both new preserves are publicly accessible,
and trails through them are interconnected with other trails on the idand.

ODNR’s Division of Parks and Recreation has made a significant acquisition of the former Lonz Winery
on Middle Bass Island. Panning for a new state park of 125 acres has begun with significant
involvement of local citizens, communities, and other potentially affected interests. This has added one
mile of shoreline to the state’s property accessible to the public. In addition, following acquisition of the
Marblehead Lighthouse, the divison cooperated with other ODNR divisions, the Ohio Historic
Preservation Office and local communities and Nongovernmental Organizations to restore the lighthouse,
develop interpretive signs and open the facility for highly popular tours during the summers of 1999 and
2000.

The Coastal Management Assistance Grants (CMAG) program developed just one year prior to the last
assessment has provided funding for two small lake front property acquisitions, one a conservation
easement adding to public access at the City of Ashtabulas Walnut Beach Park, and the other a fee
simple acquisition in the City of Huron. CMAG has funded 14 additional projects that focus on or
significantly enhance public access opportunities in the coastal region. In addition, two master plans are
recognizing and incorporating public access to coastal resources as major components for the future for
the communities of Kelleys Island and Port Clinton. Included in the 14 projects are bikeways, nature
trails, boardwalks, an ice fishing ramp, atour boat, and park plans. The overal effect of these grants has
been to (1) increase the total shordine length in public access, (2) increase and enhance existing publicly
owned recreational open spaces, and (3) provide additional linkages among existing sites.

Specifically with regard to boating access, the Waterways Safety Fund, Cooperative Boating Access
Grants experienced a statewide increase of $1.8 million, with about $1.2 million of the total in 1999 and
2000 directed toward the Lake Erie coast. Recreational harbor dredging needs also received a one million
dollar boost. And the Boating Infrastructure Grant Program will provide federal assistance to construct
transient moorage for recreational vessels greater than 26 feet in length. Ohio plans to apply for grants
under this program.

A major new program will be established as a result of passage of State Issue 1 in November 2000. A
$400 million Clean Ohio Fund will be established with state-issued bonds. One half of this fund will be
used to preserve farmland and open space, greenways and trails.

Threatened and endangered species considerations factor strongly into any new acquisition and
development of recreational facilities conducted by ODNR.

Comprehensive Planning

The OCMP has initiated a Recreational Harbors Project to identify and prioritize recreationa harbor
dredging needs, establish policies and procedures, and implement a plan that is linked to communities
waterfront revitalization plans. Thisis not a 309 change. The project will help direct funding in order to
keep priority recreational harbors open and to encourage local communities to undertake revitalization
and planning efforts by giving high priority funding to those communities that develop comprehensive
plans.
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The OCMP, under contract with the Ohio Historic Preservation Office has begun an underwater preserve
feasibility study that will lead to establishment of Ohio’s first underwater preserve in Lake Erie in the
vicinity of KelleysIsland. It will provide for enhanced underwater recreation and access and related land-
based educational information. Thisis not a 309 change.

The Lake Erie Access Program has completed the boating portion of the inventory, and this is now
available in GIS format. Digital orthophotographs depict the inventoried sites. The LEAP is not as far
along as previously expected for reasons cited in previous OCMP performance reports. Progress is
anticipated with core program funding in the coming several years.

In September 2000, the Lake Erie Commission’s Lake Erie Protection and Restoration Plan established
several strategic objectives for improving recreational access in the coastal area: (1) to create a high
priority list for acquisition from willing sellers; (2) create specia funding for fee simple and easement
purchases; (3) continue work with local governments to assist with development and funding for hiking
and biking trails and linkages; and (4) proceed with designation of the underwater preserve and on-shore
embarkation points for accessible dive destinations. Goals were established pursuant to significant public
input and as follow up to the Lake Erie Quality Index completed in 1998.

The Mentor Special Area Management Plan (SAMP) process (described later in this assessment) has
identified expanded recreational opportunities and linkages within the Mentor Marsh watershed and
adjacent communities as a high priority. The Marsh Area Regional Coalition formed a task force on
Recreation and Access, and that group is documenting (1) needs for increased coordination of strategic
regional recreation planning, (2) gaps in providing specific recreationa amenities, (3) potentia conflicts
of recreational use with other uses, (4) funding sources, and (5) public outreach opportunities and goals.

The Old Woman Creek National Estuarine Research Reserve, in cooperation with the Ottawa County and
Sandusky/Eri