

































































































































































































































































three-quarters of its value__ almost all of its value__
all of its value__ other

The samples are very consistent. Both homeowners interviewed at their homes (hereafter
homeowners) and homeowners interviewed on the beach (hereafter homeowners o-t-b) reported
that their properties would lose much of the value in the event of total beach erosion. Review of
Table 1 reveals that approximately two-thirds of both samples say their homes would lose at least
75% of the value.

Table 1
HOW WOULD VALUE OF HOUSE CHANGE
Homeowners
Homeowners O-T-B
percent percent

A QUARTER OF ITS VALUE 22.1 2538
A HALF OF ITS VALUE 56 111

3/4 OF ITS VALUE 321 3238

ALL OF ITS VALUE 129 153
ALMOST ALL OF ITS VALUE 48 42
OTHER 225 108

(N=251) (N=370)
Summary of "Other" Category (Percentages for total samples):
percent percent
ABOUT HALF TO THREE-QUARTERS 50 3.0
NO AFFECT 70 50
NO IDEA 90 3.0
Allocation of Taxes
We asked respondents if any of their local taxes are allocated toward replacing the sand lost to

storms or waves. About three-fifths of the homeowners (both samples) indicated that local taxes
were not allocated to beach replenishment. Another quarter said the "think so."
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Table 2

TAXES TO REPLENISHMENT?
Homeowner
Homeowner O-T-B
percent percent
YES 17.2 12.8
THINK SO 26.4 26.0
NO 56.4 61.1

Note: As discussed in the first section, the reader is cautioned that the wording of this question is
potentially ambiguous. It is possible that respondents are not telling us about the allocation of
taxes, but rather about their familiarity with the allocation process.

Taxes/Payments for a Wider Beach

In a question format similar to that discussed in the first section, we asked respondents if they
would be willing to pay more taxes for wider beaches.

Less than one-fifth (in either sample) felt that wider beaches were worth the cost of additional
taxes or payments. Table 3 presents the results for both the homeowners and the homeowners
o-t-b. The similarity in the responses is striking.

Table 3
PAY MORE TAXES/PAYMENTS FOR WIDER BEACH
Homeowner

Homeowner O-T-B

percent percent
WILLING TO PAY MORE 17.5 17.5
NOT WILLING TO PAY MORE 81.2 79.9
WILLING TO PAY LESS 1.3 3.1

Those willing to pay more, were asked "how much more?"

It is difficult to compare the two samples because the follow-up questions were asked somewhat
differently for each.of the samples. For the homeowners, the question was direct (e.g., "how
much more"). But for the homeowners o-t-b, the question was related to an earlier valuation
question; respondents were essentially asked "how much more than you were willing to spend in
[an earlier question]". Equally significant, the homeowner sample was asked the question in terms
of additional taxes, whereas the homeowner o-t-b sample were asked the question in terms of
additional payments. (In later economic analysis, we disaggregate the two groups.)
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Table 4
"ADDITIONAL" TAXES/PAYMENT FOR WIDER BEACH

Homeowner
Homeowner O-T-B
percent percent
Minimum 0.1% $0.50
Maximum 200.0% $100.00
Median 10.0% $6.72

Keeping Beaches Where They Are

Our next item switches focus to ask not about widening the beach, but rather about the danger of
serious erosion. The question reads:

This next question is not about widening beaches, but about maintaining beaches --
stopping them from eroding away. How important is it to you that there be a beach here
at all?

1-not at all important; 2-slightly important; 3-moderately important; 4-very important;
S-extremely important; 6- NA]

Again, the results for both samples are consistent. Almost four-fifths call it "extremely
important." Under 3% call it not important.

Table 5
IMPORTANCE OF BEACH AT ALL?
Homeowner
Homeowner O-T-B
percent percent
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT 2.4 3
SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 8 3
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 48 2.4
VERY IMPORTANT 23.5 16.7
EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 68.1 79.8

NA 4 -
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Fund Against N.J. Beach Erosion

The last substantive question we examined asks respondents if they would contribute to a general
fund for beach protection. The question reads:

Imagine there were a fund established for New Jersey beach protection against erosion. If
you were to make a voluntary once-a-year contribution to this fund, even if you did not
use the beach, what would be the maximum yearly amount that you would be willing to
give?

Keep in mind that this contribution would be in addition to any taxes and daily fees that
you might pay?

The results of this question reflects some divergence between the samples. One possible cause of
the differences is the questionnaire structure and length. Given the different contexts, however,
we are impressed with the similarities. These are open-ended questions; no guides are offered,
and the respondents knew that the questions were hypothetical.

The median offered to the "fund" is $25 to $46.00. The maximum (in each case offered by one
person) is $10,000.00 to $20,000.00. The typical high offer is $100 to $300.00. (The full
distributions are in the appendix tables.)

Table 6
GIVE MONEY TO A FUND FOR N.J. BEACHES
Homeowner

Homeowner O-T-B

percent percent
Minimum 0.00 0.00
Percent offering $0.00 42.2% 19.4%
Maximum $20,000.00 $10,100.00
Median with zero offers included $25.00 $46.00
Median with only non-zero offers included $380.00 $79.00

Non-Contributors

We asked those who refused to give dollar values why they refused. The responses are:



Table 7
WHAT STATEMENT DESCRIBES YOUR REASON FOR NOT CONTRIBUTING

Homeowner
Homeowner O-T-B
percent percent
NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION 11.6 42
NOT WANT TO PLACE $ VALUE 52 14
OBJECT TO PRESENTATION 4 0.0
WHAT IT'S WORTH TO ME 6.0 7
OTHER 22.7 12.7

Reasons in the "other" category include: "can't afford more," "taxes should cover the cost," and
"businesses should pay."
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Summary

As seen in the previous surveys, homeowners in both samples appear to appreciate the importance
of erosion and the need for beach replenishment. While they may not want (nor want to pay for)
wider beaches, they certainly do not wish to see the water any closer to their homes than it is
currently.

In general, the similarity of the responses between the two samples is striking.

COMPARING THE SAMPLES: HOMEOWNERS AND HOMEOWNERS ON THE BEACH
The data below are provided for those who wish to contrast the two samples.
Age

As noted, homeowners interviewed in their homes were generally older than the homeowners
interviewed on the beaches. See Table M1.

Table M1
AGE
Homeowner

Homeowner O-T-B

Percent Percent
10to 19 33 3.0
20 to0 29 4.1 14.1
30to 39 11.0 20.9
40 to 49 16.7 26.4
50to 59 17.9 16.8
60 to 69 25.6 14.7
70+ 215 4.7

(N =251) (N = 370)

Homeowners interviewed at home (column on the left) were generally more elderly (and near
elderly), i.e., 60 - 69 and those 70 or older.
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Visiting Patterns

The homeowners interviewed in their homes and the homeowners interviewed on the beaches
(o-t-b) had almost identical visitingpatterns.

Table M2
HOW OFTEN DO YOU COME TO NJ BEACHES?
Homeowner
Homeowner o-t-b
percent percent
EVERY YEAR 952 96.7
MOST YEARS 4 2.7
SOME YEARS 1.6 0.0
FIRST YEAR HERE 0.0 0.5

Days on the Beach

Not all of the homeowners interviewed in their homes visited the beach; 16.8% never went to the
beach. In contrast, and by definition, all of the homeowners we interviewed on the beach spent at
least one day on the beach. Thus, there is some basic difference in the two samples. On the other
hand, if you compare the median days on the beach of the two samples for those who visit the
beach at least once, they are very close: 38 days vs. 39 days (see Table M3).

Table M3
MEDIAN NUMBER OF DAYS ON THE BEACH
Med. no. of days
Homeowners who go to beach 38
Homeowners interviewed on the beach 39

(The median for homeowners interviewed in their homes, when including the 16.8% who never
visit the beach, is 22 days.)

Period of Time Spent at the Shore

We asked respondénts about the portion of the summer they spent at their N.J. shore residences.
Results, overall, are somewhat similar for the two groups. Those interviewed on the beach are

less likely (by 5%) to be permanent residents, and are less likely to spend the entire summer at the
shore.
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Table M4
HOW LONG ARE YOU STAYING AT THE SHORE

Homeowner
Homeowner O-T-B
percent percent
PERMANENT RESIDENT 45.6 40.3
HERE ALL SUMMER, ALL 432 344
WEEKENDS, ALL SUMMER 4.0 17.4
HERE FOR TWO WEEKS 6.4 4.5
HERE FOR ONE WEEK 8 1.7
HERE FOR WEEKEND ONLY - 3
HERE FOR THE DAY ONLY - 1.4

Buy House

We asked homeowners when they purchased their houses. The most recent were bought this
summer. The least recent was 1900. The median year for home purchases by homeowners was
1978, The median purchase year for homeowners o-t-b was 1983. The difference is consistent
with other patterns reflecting the older status of the homeowners interviewed in their homes.

We also asked them if the house was inherited or purchased. No noteworthy difference emerges.

Table M5
INHERITED OR BOUGHT
Homeowner
Homeowner O-T-B
percent percent
INHERITED 9.3% 11.5%
BOUGHT 90.7% 88.5%

Income and Race

The homeowners and homeowners o-t-b appear to be quite similar in income distribution (Table
M6) and race/ethnicity (Table M7). The median income is $50,000 to $74,999. The sample is
overwhelmingly white.
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Table M6 ‘
Homeowner

INCOME Homeowner O-T-B

percent percent
UNDER $10,000 4.7 32
$10,000 TO $19,999 7.4 2.8
$20,000 TO $29,999 7.4 5.6
$30,000 TO $39,999 95 6.9
$40,000 TO $49,999 11.1 10.5
$50,000 TO $74,999 19.5 21.8
$75,000 TO $99,999 12.6 19.0
$100,000 AND OVER 272 30.2

Table M7
ETHNIC/RACIAL
Homeowner

Homeowner O-T-B

percent percent
WHITE 94 .4 98.9
BLACK 3.9 3
LATINO 8 5
NATIVE AMERICAN 4 0
Education

Homeowners appear to have a higher percentage of post graduate degrees. Overall, however, the
education distributions are similar.

Table M8
EDUCATION
Homeowners

Homeowners O-T-B

percent percent
GRADE SCHOOL (0-6) 4 3
SOME HIGH SCHOOL (7-11) 24 1.0
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 25.1 1.7
SOME COLLEGE (13-15) 19.0 16.3
COLLEGE GRADUATE (16) 32.0 24.6
POST GRADUATE (16+) 20.6 329
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Employment Status

Homeowners interviewed at their homes are more than twice as likely to be retired than those
interviewed on the beach (44.6% vs. 19%). Correspondingly, those interviewed on the beach are
more likely to be employed. These differences are obviously related to the age distribution.

Table M9

EMPLOYMENT STATUS Homeowner

Homeowner O-T-B

percent percent
EMPLOYED FULL TIME 27.6 52.6
EMPLOYED PART TIME 11.6 10.4
NOT EMPLOYED 2.0 42
RETIRED 44 .6 19.0
FULL-TIME HOMEMAKER 10.4 9.7
STUDENT 38 38
OTHER 1.2 3
DISABILITY - 3

Location

The samples differ somewhat in the proportions associated with each of the towns.

Table M10
LOCATION ON THE BEACH
Homeowner

Homeowner O-T-B

percent percent
STONE HARBOR 319 14.5
AVALON 33.9 20.8
ATLANTIC CITY 104 12.6
LONGPORT 17.9 9.7
MARGATE 1.6 23.5
VENTNOR 4.4 18.7

The differential is due to several factors:

1. Communities differ in the average age of their residents and the differing age groups had
differential use rates for the beach.
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2. Some beaches are more popular than others -- they have a net in-flow of residents from other
towns.

3. We sampled homeowners on the beach with a different methodology than that used for
contacting homeowners in their homes. The beach survey was designed to interview one-half of

the sample on each of the two islands -- and it achieved that ratio.

4. Some communities have much higher ratios of homeowners than others during the summer.
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Marital Status

About seven-tenths of both samples are married.

Table M11
MARRIED OR SINGLE
Homeowner
Homeowner O-T-B
percent percent
MARRIED 70.3 68.7
SINGLE 29.7 313

Number of People in Permanent Residence
Those interviewed in their homes tend to have slightly smaller households than homeowners
interviewed on the beach. The median number of people in the household for homeowners (in

homes) was 2,

The median number of people in the household for homeowners O-T-B was 2.7.

Comparison of Samples: Summary

While those interviewed at home are, on average, older and less likely to be in the labor force,
many issues under analysis in this study -- homeownership and shore visiting patterns -- remain
quite similar across a range of comparisons. The similarities include date of purchase, method of
acquiring house (inherited or purchased), income, marital status, time spent at the shore,
race/ethnicity.

OTHER REFERENCE DATA
Distance from the Beach

We recorded the location of each house in relation to the beach. Typically, wealthier homes are
closer to the beach. Most homes were within two blocks of the beach.

A caution is noted, however, that these six communities are on barrier islands; they are typically

only a few blocks wide (with some exceptional portions). Thus, the fact that most homes are not
far from the beach should not be interpreted as an indication of great wealth.
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Table M12
NUMBER OF BLOCKS TO THE BEACH? (Homeowner Survey Only)

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency percent  percent
1 1 4 4 4
1 81 323 32.8 332
2 88 35.1 356 68.8
3 47 18.7 19.0 87.9
4 13 52 53 93.1
5 7 2.8 2.8 96.0
6 3 1.2 1.2 97.2
7 1 4 4 97.6
10 4 1.6 1.6 99.2
15 1 4 4 99.6
20 1 4 4 100.0
-1 4 1.6 Missing
Total 251 100.0 100.0

Total 251 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 244  Missing cases 7
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IV. PERCEIVED VALUE AND DOLLARS

In the previous sections we presented the findings from our surveys on the beaches, in homes, and
in businesses. In this section we try to link key survey findings on the individual's value of
beaches to dollar estimates for the communities.

In this brief review we can only sketch some of the possible analyses. We hope these examples,
however, help suggest some directions for economic use of the survey data.

BEACH USERS AND PERCEIVED VALUE OF A DAY AT THE BEACH

A series of questions in the beach user questionnaire engages the respondent in a process to
determine the perceived value of a day at the beach. We derived two figures from that process:

1. The mean value of a day at the beach based on all beach users, including those who
provided a "zero" value. The mean was $4.22

2. The mean value of a day at the beach based on all beach users who provided values
greater than "zero" -- those who indicated a positive value. This mean was $5.04

Which measure to use? Once a perceived value of a day at the beach is determined, the next step
is to multiply that value by the number of beach users. But which measure is more appropriate?
Those with zero values, or only those with positive values? We argue that the best measure is the
lower figure ($4.22) because it incorporates in it the 16% of beach users who assign a zero value
in the bidding process. That is, it already reflects those who might have to be "subtracted" from
the higher mean of $5.04. Thus, the more conservative figure will be used in the next step.

Important Note on Beach Tags and Beach Fees: Much of the previous research incorporating
this valuation procedure did not involve beaches with beach tags or beach fees. It is most
probable that without a beach tag fee we would have derived a higher valuation for a day at the
beach (and fewer respondents suggesting a zero contribution). Thus, users of these data are
urged to consider the downward impact of these beach fees. Five of the six beaches we surveyed
had beach tags/beach fees.

Number of Beach Users: ~ Data on the number of beach users at six communities are derived
from the several tourism boards and chambers of commerce. For five of our communities, the
best usage figures are obtained from the sale of beach tags. Atlantic City, which is the only
community without beach tags, reports what it insists are reliable estimates of beach usage.

To derive a common denominator for the data, we convert each of the beach tag sales figures to
daily estimates. Thus, weekly tags are multiplied by 7 (days), and season tags are multiplied by 98
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(days).

Estimate of Beach Days for Beach Tag Communities

Community Season Tags Weekly Tags

Margate 28,400 4,699
Ventnor 28,985 29,900
Stone Harbor 22,700 11,100
Avalon 41,961 17,160
Longport 8,883 1,490
Subtotal 130,929 64,349

To derive the total number of days:
130,929 X 98 = 12,831,042
64,349 X 7= 450,443

Subtotal 13,281,485

To this we correct by the average number of beach tag cheaters (6.2%) ascertained in the beach
users survey (see Table 10, Section I).

13,281,485 x 106.2% = 14,104,937 beach user days.

Atlantic City: To the above figure we must add the beach user figures from Atlantic City, the
one community without beach tags. Atlantic City informs us that the average daily number of
beach users is 100,000. Multiplied by the 98 days in the official season = 9,800,000 beach user
days.

(Note that there is no "cheater" correction for the Atlantic City data because there are no beach
tags.)

Combining the two figures yields: 23,904,937 beach user days.

The final product: Multiplying the number of beach user days by the mean value of a beach
day ($4.22) generates a figure of $100,878,834.00. That is, the beach users' valuation of the

beach is almost $101 million each season. Moreover, this figure only reflects the "official" season.

The beach is used much more than the 98 days of our analysis. Also, the $101 million does not
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reflect the value of the beach for children, who do not buy beach tags. Arguably, many children
value the beach more than many adults.

The Value of A Wider Beach

About one-sixth of the beach users (16%) were willing more to pay for a wider beach. (A few
[3.4%] are willing to pay for a narrower beach.) Among those willing to pay for a wider beach,
the median additional amount (added to perceived value of a day at the beach) was $1.00. Thus if
beach widening were undertaken, one could conceivably add $1.00 for 16% of the beach
user-days. (And subtract $1.00 for 3.4% of the beach user' valuations.)

The arithmetic of that calculation is straightforward:

To add money for a wider beach:
No. of beach user-days (from above): 23,904,937 X .16 = 3,824,789 X $1.00 = $3,824,789

To subtract money for an (unwanted) wider beach:
No. of beach user-days (from above): 23,904,937 X .034 = 812,768 X $1.00 = $812,786

The net gain:

$3,824,789 (more for a wider beach) less 812,786 (less for a wider beach)
Net value increase= $3,012,003 for a wider beach.

Note that although few want to pay taxes for wider beaches, the beach user survey reveals that
almost all respondents say they want wide beaches.
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A Special Fund for New Jersey Beach Erosion Protection

Over four-fifths (81.4%) of the respondents indicated they would contribute on an annual basis
(beyond taxes) to a special fund for beach erosion protection, even if they did not use the beach.
The median contribution offered was $50.00 (with a low of a few cents and a high of $10,000).

Because the question includes the phrase, "even if you did not use the beach," it is unclear which
groups could be included (or excluded) in the analysis. All visitors to New Jersey? All
Americans? If we take the $50 figure plus the 81.4% contribution rate as a guide to the number
who would contribute, we can theoretically extrapolate to any known population. For example,
New Jersey is fifth-ranked state in total tourism dollars. If 81.4% of tourists contributed $50.00
each, the resulting figure would be extraordinary. Alternately, one could limit the population to
beach users in the state. Here, again, the dollar values would still be remarkable.

BUSINESSES AND THE VALUE OF THE BEACH

We have two questions/measures in the business survey that reflect the value of the beach to
businesses.

The first asks the owners/managers to estimate the percentage of their customers who are in the
area because of the beach. The median estimate is 75% of customers.

The second measure represents a different approach. It asks business owners/managers to
estimate the affect on business income if the beach were to erode away. The result is very similar
to the first: the median loss estimate is 75% of income.

Number of Businesses: The next obvious step is to determine the number of businesses in the 6
communities. - This information was obtained from the six chambers of commerce and city offices.
The data are:

Community No. of Businesses
Atlantic City 2,940

Ventnor 627

Margate 539

Longport 215

Stone Harbor 672

Avalon 85

Total 5,078
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Value of Business Receipts:  U.S. Department of Commerce data indicate that the average retail
business's receipts are $2,675,270 (Adjusted from Table 861, Statistical Abstract of the United
States. U. S. Bureau of the Census. Washington, D.C. 1991). As a heuristic exercise, we
assume that the average beach community business is taking in only one-quarter of that amount;
thus the average receipts would be $668,817.

Continuing the example, and assuming that the 5,078 businesses take in the average receipts of
$668,175., then the total value of receipts is $3,396,255,265.

If we accept the owners/managers' estimates of the value of the beach for their businesses equals
75%, then one way of deriving the value of the beach is to "earmark" 75% of the receipts:

15 X $3,396,255,265 = $2,447,191,448.

That is, using a modest set of assumptions, and employing either of the survey-derived estimates
of the beaches' importance to local businesses (erosion loss or customers draw), indicates that the
value of the beach to businesses could be calculated at almost $2.5 billion. Further analysis would
require obtaining business receipt data and/or business tax data.

More Taxes for a Wider Beach

As with beach users, business owners and managers were asked if they would be willing to pay
more taxes for a wider beach. One quarter (25.3%) stated that they would be willing to pay more
taxes for such enhancement. The median increase in taxes offered was 9%. (The minimum
percentage increase was 1%, the maximum percentage increase was 200%.) Obviously, if
one-quarter of all shore businesses were willing to pay 9% more in taxes for wider beaches, the
impact would be considerable.

Again, further analysis would require obtaining business receipt data and/or business tax data. .

A Special Fund for New Jersey Beach Erosion Protection:

As with beach users, business owners and managers were asked if they would be willing to
contribute on an annual basis (beyond taxes) to a special fund for beach erosion protection, even
if they did not use the beach. Seven-tenths of the businesses claimed they would

contribute. The minimum offered was $5.00; the maximum offered was $10,000. The median
contribution offered (of those 70% offering contributions) was approximately $175.00

Unlike the example of the beach users, we do know the number of businesses in the six

communities. Multiplying the 5,078 businesses by the contribution ratio of 70% = 3,555.
Multiplying 3,555 (number of businesses contributing) by the median contribution of $175.00
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indicates that the total fund contribution is $622,125.

HOMEOWNERS AND THE VALUE OF THE BEACH

Much of the same methodology used in understanding the value of the beach for businesses can
be employed with homeowners. That is, while homeowners do not have receipts, they did
estimate the cost of erosion to the value of their homes, and they did indicate their

willingness to support wider beaches and erosion prevention funds.

Cost of erosion

Each homeowner was asked to estimate the value of his/her property if the beaches were to suffer
major erosion -- were to erode away completely. The median response was "three-quarters of its
value." Below, we list the median value of homes and the number of homes in the six target
communities.

Community Median House Price Total No. of Homes
Atlantic City $73,400 13,453
Ventnor 137,700 6,645
Margate 176,800 7,904
Longport 201,800 3,300
Stone harbor 285,600 7,266
Avalon 285,700 1,474
Total 40,042

Multiplying each community's median house price by the number of houses, and summing the
figures yields a total home value of almost 6.5 billion dollars ($6,462,126,000).

If, based on the survey's median estimate, three-quarters of the value were to be lost due to total
beach erosion, than the loss would equal over 4.8 billion dollars -- $4,846,594,500.

Taxes for a Wider Beach

Homeowners were also asked if they would be willing to pay more taxes for a wider beach.
‘About a sixth (17.5%) indicated that they were willing to pay more taxes for such enhancement.

The median of additional taxes offered was 10%. The minimum was 0.1% and the maximum was
200% additional taxes.
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A Special Fund for New Jersey Beach Erosion Protection:

Last, homeowners were also asked if they would be willing to contribute on an annual basis to a
special fund for beach erosion -- even if they did not directly benefit from it. Seven-tenths said
they would contribute to such a fund. The median contribution for those

offering a contribution was $229.50

If we do the math, the additional contributions to the fund are:
40,042 homes X .70 (contribution ratio) = 28,029 X $229.50 (themedian contribution) =

$6,432,655. Thus, homeowners indicate that they would be willing to contribute an additional
$6.4 million for a general fund against beach erosion.
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Summary and Linking of Estimates

Many factors (e.g., employment and its multipliers, tourism expenditures, beach fees, and rental
income) determine the value of the beach to a community or region. This report has focused on
several measures obtained from our surveys. It is clearly beyond the scope of this report to
ascertain exact dollar figures for the total value of the beach. We have, however, attempted to
sketch some of the possible economic analyses and computations that can be based on the
survey data and/or on the survey data in concert with other data.

Below, we combine the figures we have derived to provide partial estimates of the value of the
beach -- estimates that would not be possible without the survey data:

Beach Users
The beach users' valuation of the beach (official season days only)................... $100,878,834
Net tax increase for a wider beach............. 3,012,003

Contributions to a beach erosion fund ($50 X 81.4% of sample) Specific value... undetermined

Businesses
Value of beach to businesses (percent of customers or loss if total erosion)...... 2,447,191,448

Businesses willing to pay more taxes for wider beach (25.3% of businesses @ median of 9%

INCTEASE)........oeeeeiiieiieeiieein undetermined

Businesses willing to contribute to a beach erosion fund..................c.coo 622,125
Homeowners .
Cost of erosion to homeowners (their estimate of l0SS)................cccoocooiiiin. 4,846,594,500

(Note: Unlike the other figures in this list, this number is not repeated annually.)
Homeowners willing to pay more for a wider beach............................ undetermined
Homeowners willing to contribute to a beach erosion fund.......................... 6,432,655

Total annual value = $2.659 billion
Total one-time value = $4.847 billion

The data indicate that the annual added value of the beach, based only on these survey estimates.

is $2.659 billion.

This figure does not include any estimate of: beach users contributions to a beach erosion fund.
additional taxes that businesses say they would pay for a wider beach; or additional taxes
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that homeowners say they are willing to pay for wider beaches. Note also that our calculations do
not include the funds paid to the municipalities for beach fees. The undetermined monies could
well dwarf the sums listed above.

Last, the $2.659 billion annual figure does not reflect the $4.8 billion that homeowners estimate as
their loss to erosion.

Clearly the importance of the beach -- as perceived by its users and as estimated by businesses and
homeowners -- is enormous. The data presented in this report should allow analysts to more fully
and accurately estimate the true value of this resource.
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5/26/94 NEW JERSEY BEACH USERS SURVEY
(ABSECON AND SEVEN MILE ISLANDS)

1. M __ D__ _ Y __ 2. Day of Wk (1-7) __ 3. Tm

4. Temp__ ___ (F) 5. Water Temp__ __ (F) 6. Wind____ MPH 7. §, PC, C, R

8. Dens. (1-5) __ 9. Distr.(1-10) __ 10. Intvr:

11. Intvr. code number __ 12. Location: l. Stone Harbor 2. Avalon
3. Atlantic City 4. Longport 5. Margate 6. Ventnor .

INTRODUCTION: GOOD MORNING/AFTERNOON, I'M FROM RUTGERS UNIVERSITY. THIS

IS AN ANONYMOUS QUESTIONNAIRE ON BEACH EROSION AND THE IMPORTANCE OF BEACHES.
THIS STUDY IS CONDUCTED BY RUTGERS UNIVERSITY FOR THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF
ENGINEERS AND THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION.

IT WILL ONLY TAKE ABOUT 10 MINUTES.

13. Do you visit New Jersey beaches: [Intvr: read choices] Every year
Most years__ Some years__ Or, is this your first visit here__

14. How many days do you estimate that you will spend on New Jersey beaches
this summer, in total? (Beach visits only, do not count trips to the
boardwalks, etc)

15. Do you own or rent a residence along the N.J. shore? Yes _ No__
[If no, skip to #17; Note: if lives with relatives at shore = yes]

16.[1f yes to #15] 1Is that own or rent? Own__ Rent__ [if "rent" skip to
Quest. 17. Note also: if renting with several friends = rent]

l6a. In what town is your shore house?
16b. When did you buy your house? yr: (Inherit/fam. )

16c. Do you know if any of the local taxes go toward replacing the sand
lost to storms or waves? Yes__  Think so__  No

16d. If the beach were to erode away completely, how would this affect the
value of your property? [INTV: if no immediate quantifiable answer, ask:]
Would it lose:

a quarter of its value__ a half of its value__
three-quarters of its value almost all of its value__
all of its value__ . other

17. For how long are you staying at the N.J. shore this summer:
[Intvr: read choices]

a. Permanent resident (all year) e. Here for one week _
b. Here all summer, all week f. Here for weekend only_
c. Here mostly on weekends, but all summer_ _ g. Here for the day only

d. Here for two weeks

18. On the average, including yourself, how many people typically go to the
beach with you?

19. Is it usually this beach? Yes_ _ [skip to # 21] No

20. If "No," ask: To which beach do you usually go?

21. Do you usually have to buy.a beach tag to use this beach? Y_ N

22. If yes: Do you have a tag, and if so what kind is it:
1. Season 2. Week 3. Weekend 4. Day 5. No pay/no tag



23. THERE ARE SEVERAL REASONS WHY YOU MIGHT CHOOSE TO VISIT NEW JERSEY'S
BEACHES. PLEASE INDICATE HOW IMPORTANT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS IS
TO YOU? ([Codes: 1l-not at all important; 2-slightly important;
3-moderately important; 4-very important; 5-extremely important; 6- NA)

a. To be with a large number of people......cceveeeececseesss 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
b. To experience the visual qualities of the beach scenery.. 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
c. To socialize with family, friends and others........ ceee. 12 3 4 5 (6)
d. TO FElaAXeeeeeeeoosoososssssnsssssssssscssnssassosssasasnsnss 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
e. To participate in beach activities (swim, surf, etc)..... 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
f. To enjoy being alonNe...cceececeeseecoscsssssassasesacasss 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
g. There is little or no cost to enjoy the beach............ 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
h. It is a wide enough beach to enjoy many activities....... 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
i. It is a nice family-oriented beach.....c.ceveeeececeeeees 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
j. It is well protected by lifeguards........cecceceeeeeee.. 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
k. It is well maintained.....ccceceeeeceeccscccecccecnessases 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
1. There is good fisShing....ceeeeeeeeeereeeeenceaceeencaneaas 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
m. It is close to where I am staying at the shore........... 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
n. It is close to my permanent residence.........ecceceeee.. 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
o. There is enough parking..cccceeeeeeececcscrseececeaceseasss 1 2 3 4 5 (6)
p.- There are adequate snack bars and shops ....ccvcveeeeeee. 1 2 3 4 5 (6)

THE NEXT QUESTIONS WILL HELP US MEASURE THE VALUE SOCIETY PLACES ON BEACHES.
WE DO THIS BY ASKING ABOUT THE DOLLAR VALUE OF ENJOYMENT FOR A DAY ON THE
BEACH. THESE ESTIMATES REFLECT ONLY PERSONAL VALUES AND WILL NOT INFLUENCE
BEACH FEES. BEACH FEES ARE SET BY TOWNS; OUR RESEARCH IS FOR THE U.S. ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS.

24. Previous studies reveal that, on average, people would be willing to pay
about $4.00 per day per person to use a beach in New Jersey. Do you
feel that a day using a New Jersey beach would be worth $4.00 to each
member of your household?

Yes OR No
If yes, do you feel that a beach If no, do you feel that a beach day
day would be worth $5.00 to each would be worth $§3.00 to each member of
member of your household? your household?

Yes No___ Yes _ No__
If yes, is it worth $6.00 per day? If no, is it worth $2.00 per day?

Yes_ No_ Yes_ No__
If yes, how much would you be If no, how much would you be willing to
willing to pay per day to use pay per day to use a beach in New a
beach in New Jersey? Jersey?

$ . $ .

25. [If respondent placed a monetary value in
question 24, skip this question and go to
question 26.. If respondent answered zero or
did not state a monetary value to question 24,
ask:] Which of the following statements best
describes the reasons for your response:
[Intvr: read choices]

Not enough information_

Did not want to place a dollar value

Object to the way the question was presented
That is what it is worth to me___

[don't read] Other (specify)
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

[Interviewer: Review for yourself final answer to question 24]

If an entry fee of [the amount respondent indicated in question 24])
were charged, how would that affect the number of visits you would make
to New Jersey's beaches?

More than now___ If more, how many more visits
Same as now ___
Fewer than now. If fewer, how many fewer visits
Interviewer: Show photographs of the two beaches -- "A" with sand

replenishment; "B" without sand replenishment. Ask:]
THIS SURVEY IS PART OF A STUDY TO ASSESS THE COSTS AND BENEFITS
ASSOCIATED WITH BEACH SAND REPLENISHMENT.

Would you be willing to pay: More __ Less __ The Same __ than
[amount respondent stated in question 24] if the NJ beach you usually
visit were widened like the beach in Photo B [Bottom Photo]?

If more, how much more than__ [amount stated in question 24] $ .
If less, how much less than _ [amount stated in question 24] S .

[Interviewer: if answer to question 27 (directly above) was zero,
skip to question 29; if answer to question 27 is greater thamn O, ask:]
If a beach fee of _ [amount stated in question 27] were charged, how would
that affect the number of visits you would make to New Jersey's beaches?
More than now___ If more, how many more visits
Same as now ___
Fewer than now. If fewer, how many fewer visits

This next question is not about widening beaches, but about maintaining
beaches -- stopping them from eroding away. How important is it to you
that there be a beach here at all?

l-not at all important; 2-slightly important; 3-moderately important;
4-very important; 5-extremely important; 6- NA]

Would you stop coming to this area if it did not have a beach?
Yes No

Imagine there were a fund established for New Jersey beach protection
against erosion. If you were to make a voluntary once-a-year
contribution to this fund, even if you did not use the beach, what would
be the maximum yearly amount that you would be willing to give?

Keep in mind that this contribution would be in addition to any daily
fees that you might pay? ] .

[Intvr: If respondent's answer to question 31 is greater than zero, skip
to question 33; if respondent's answer to question 31 equals zero, ask:]

Which of the following statements best describes the reasons for your
response: [Intvr: read choices]

Not enough information

Did not want to place a dollar value

Object to the way the question was presented
That is what it is worth to me__

[don't read] Other (specify)




33. All in all, how expensive do you consider a trip to the beach
[Intvr: read choices]

a. very expensive_ c. somewhat inexpensive
b. somewhat expensive d. very inexpensive

LAST SET OF QUESTIONS: WE NEED TO MAKE SURE WE'VE TALKED WITH TEE FULL RANGE
OF BEACH USERS:

34. Which best describes your present employment status?

Employed full-time Full-time homemaker
Employed part-time Student__
Not employed Other (specify)
Retired _

35. Are you married or single? M S

36. Which best describes your total household income, before taxes?
[Intvr: read list and/or show card; ask only for letter]

a. Under $10,000 e. $40,000 - $49,999_
b. $10,000 - $19,999 £f. $50,000 - $74,999

c. $20,000 - $29,999 g. $75,000 - $99,999
d. $30,000 - $39,999 h. $100,000 and over

37. How many people are in your household this year?

38. How much education have you completed?
[Intvr: read list and/or show card, ask only for letter]

a. No school (0 yrs) e. Some College (13-15 yrs)
b. Grade school (6 yrs) f. College Graduate (16 yrs) _
c. Some High School (7-11 yrs) g. Post Graduate (over 16 yrs)
d. High School Graduate (12 yrs)__

39. How would you describe your racial or ethnic background?

White or Caucasian __ . Asian__
Black or African American__ Native American___
Latino__ Other (specify)

40. Which best describes your age group?
[Intvr: read list and/or show card, ask only for letter]

a. 10 - 19__ e. 50 - 59__
b. 20 - 29 f. 60 - 69
c. 30 - 39 g. 70+ -
d. 40 - 49

41. To help the design of future questionnaires, overall how did you find
the wording and reasonableness of the questions we have asked?

Very Clear__ Clear Moderate Unclear_ Very Unclear

42. Do you have any other comments or suggestions you would like to make
regarding New Jersey's ocean beaches?
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6/9/94 NEW JERSEY HOMEOWNERS BEACH SURVEY -- ABSECON AND SEVEN MILE ISLANDS
For those 18 or older, preferably the homeowner.

i.M__ D_ _ Y 2. Day of Wk (1-7) 3. Tm __ s
4., Intvr.# 5. Coder # 6. Location: 1-Stone Harbor 2-Avalon

3-Atlantic City 4-Longport G5-Margate 6-Ventnor
6a: Number of blocks to beach

INTRODUCTION: GOOD MORNING/AFTERNOON, I'M FROM RUTGERS UNIVERSITY. THIS
IS AN ANONYMOUS 4 MINUTE QUESTIONNAIRE ON BEACH EROSION AND THE IMPORTANCE OF
BEACHES. THIS STUDY IS CONDUCTED BY RUTGERS UNIVERSITY FOR THE U.S. ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION.

7. Do you or your family own a residence along the N.J. shore? Yes No_
{If YES, continue interview. If NO, end interview: “Thank you but this
questionnaire is only for homeowners." .NOTE: you might want to ask

respondents if they know which nearby houses are owner-occupied.

8. Is it this house? Yes__ No__
9. IF NO, In what community is your house [INTV: If in
our 6 areas, continue interview. If not in our 6 areas, end interview
and thank respondent; explain that survey only for our 6 areas.]

10. Do you come to New Jersey beaches: [Intvr: read choices] Every year _
Most years__  Some years__ Or, is this your first year here__

1l1. For how long are you staying at the N.J. shore this summer:
[Intvr: read choices]

a. Permanent resident (all year) e. Here for one week _
b. Here all summer, all week f. Here for weekend only_ _
c. Here mostly on weekends, but all summer_ _ g. Here for the day only _

d. Here for two weeks_

12. How many days do you estimate that you will spend on New Jersey beaches
this summer, in total? (Beach visits only, do not count trips to the
boardwalks, etc)

13. When did you buy your house? yr: (Inherit/fam. )
14. If the beach were to erode away completely, how would this affect the

value of your property? [INTV: if no immediate quantifiable answer, ask:]
Would it lose:

a quarter of its value__ a half of its value__
three-quarters of its value almost all of its value__
all of its value__ other

15. Do you know if any of the local taxes go toward replacing the sand
lost to storms or waves? Yes Think so__ No

16. Interviewer: Show photographs of the two beaches -- "A" with sand
replenishment; "B" without sand replenishment. Ask:]
THIS SURVEY IS PART OF A STUDY TO ASSESS THE COSTS AND BENEFITS
ASSOCIATED WITH BEACH SAND REPLENISHMENT.

Would you be willing to pay: More taxes if the NJ beach you usually
visit were widened like the beach in Photo B [Bottom Photo]?

If MORE__, ask how much more than you currently pay %
IF NO
If LESS , how much less than you currently pay %

NA: The beach is already wide, as in photo "A"



17. This next question is not about widening beaches, but about maintaining
beaches -- stopping them from eroding away. How important is it to you
that there be a beach here at all?

l-not at all important; 2-slightly important; 3-moderately important;
4-very important; S-extremely important; 6- NA]

18. Imagine there were a fund established for New Jersey beach protection
against erosion. If you were to make a voluntary once-a-year
contribution to this fund, even if you did not use the beach, what would
be the maximum yearly amount that you would be willing to give?

Keep in mind that this contribution would be in addition

to any taxes and daily fees that you might pay? -8 -
19. [Intvr: If respondent's answer to question 18 is greater than
zero, skip to question 20; if respondent's answer to question 18 equals
zero, ask:] Which of the following statements best describes the
reasons for your response: [Intvr: read choices]

Not enough information _

Did not want to place a dollar value__

Object to the way the question was presented

That is what it is worth to me___

[don't read] Other (specify)

LAST SET OF QUESTIONS: WE NEED TO MAKE SURE WE'VE TALKED WITH THE FULL RANGE
OF BEACH USERS:

20. Which best describes your present employment status?

Employed full-time Full-time homemaker
Employed part-time Student___
Not employed Other (specify)
Retired

21. Are you mafried or single? M S

22. Which best describes your total household income, before taxes?
Intvr: read list
a. Under $10,000 e. $40,000 - $49,999
b. $10,000 - §$19,999_ f. $50,000 - $74,999
c. $20,000 - $29,999_ g. $75,000 - $99,999
d. $30,000 - $39,999 h. $100,000 and over

23. How many people are in your [regular] household this year?

24. How much education have you completed?
[Intvr: read list
a. No school (O yrs) e. Some College (13-15 yrs)
b. Grade school (6 yrs) f. College Graduate (16 yrs)
c. Some High School (7-11 yrs) g. Post Graduate (over 16 yrs)
d. High School Graduate (12 yrs)__

25. How would you describe your racial or ethnic background?
White or Caucasian __ Black or African American__ Asian___

Latino__ Native American_ Other

26. Which best describes your age group?
a. 10 - 19 b. 20 - 29__ c. 30 - 39__ d. 40 - 49
e. 50 - 59 f. 60 - 69__ g. 70+

Thank Respondent




- .. lype of Business (be specific)

Ny

NEW JERSEY BUSINESSPERSONS SURVEY- Absecon and Seven Mile isiands
For business owners or managers.
iM___D_ _ Y____ 2. Day of Wk (1-7)__ 3™, _ 4. Intvr#__

5. Coder #__ 6. Location: 1-Stone Harbor 2-Avalon 3-Atlantic City 4-Longport 5-Margate 6-Ventnor
* of blocks to beach____

INTRODUCTION: Good Moming/Afternoon, I'm From Rutgers University. This is an anonymous 2 minute
questionnaire on beach erosion and the importance of beaches to local businesses. This study is conducted by Rutgers
University for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection.

9. Is this business open all year, or only during the summer season?
All year(even if closed for a month or so in winter)__ Summer season___

10. What percentage of your customers are at the shore because of the beaches? Your best estimate is
fine: %

11. If the beach were to erode away completely, how would this affect your business?

1. a quarter of its income___ 2. half of its income___
3. three-quarter of its income___ 4. almost all of its income__
4. all of its income 6. other

12. How important is it to your business that there be a beach here at all?
1-not at all important; 2-slightly important; 3-moderately important;
4-very important; S-extremely important; (6-na)

13. Do you know if any of the local taxes go toward replacing the sand lost to storms or waves? Yes__ Think so___
No___

14. Interviewer: Show photographs of the two beaches— "A" with sand replenishment; "B" without sand replenishment.
Ask: This survey is part of a study to assess the costs and benefits associated with beach sand replenishment.

Would you be willing to pay: More taxes if the NJ beach closest to your business were widened like the beach in
Photo "B"

If more____, ask how much more than you currently pay %
Ifno___

If less___, how much less than you currently pay %

15. Imagine there were a fund established for New Jersey beach protection against erosion. If you were to make a
voluntary once-a-year contribution to this fund, even if you did not use the beach, what would be the maximum
yearlty amount that you would be willing to give?

Keep in mind that this contribution would be in addition to any taxes and daily fees that you might pay?
$ .

For the last set of questions: WE NEED TO MAKE SURE WE'VE TALKED WITH THE FULL RANGE OF BUSINESS
PERSONS IN THE AREA:

16. About how many years has this business existed
{Interviewer: Seek total years —adding previous ownership, if needed. Also, may count any local shore
location, not just "this” location.}

17. About how many people are employed here during the summer season___
{Interviewer: include full and part-time workers, and all local shore locations if multiple-site business}

18. How much education have you completed?

a. No school (0 yrs)__ e. Some College (13-15 yrs)__
b. Grade school (6yrs)__ f. College Graduate (16 yrs)___
c. Some High School (7-11 yrs)__ g. Post Graduate (over 16 yrs)____

d. High School Graduate (12 yrs)___
THANK RESPONDENT

(,) N



APPENDIX E

REAL ESTATE PLAN



APPENDIX F

BRIEF REAL ESTATE PLAN

1. This Real Estate Plan is for the Absecon Inlet to Great Egg
Harbor Inlet (Absecon Island) portion of the New Jersey Shore
Protection Study located in Atlantic County, New Jersey. The
Reconnaissance Report for this project was approved by Jimmy F.
Bates, Chief, Policy and Planning Division, Directorate of Civil
Works on July 8, 1992.

2. The subject area of this report is Absecon Island, New Jersey.
Specifically, the area is bounded to the north by Absecon Inlet and
to the south by Great Egg Harbor Inlet. There are four

municipalities included in the study area; Atlantic City, Ventnor,
Margate and Longport. The overall length of the project is 9.2
miles, 8.1 miles along the Atlantic Ocean and 1.1 mile along
Absecon Inlet.

The plan for the Absecon Inlet frontage includes construction
of an anchored timber sheet-pile bulkhead in two separate sections
for a total linear footage of 1,600 feet. The bulkhead will abut
the existing boardwalk on the seaward side and will be fronted by
a stone revetment. The tie rods and anchor for the bulkhead will
extend 10 feet wupland of the landward edge of the existing
boardwalk. The total acreage required for the bulkheading is
approximately 2.67 acres.

In Atlantic City the beachfill will consist of a 200-foot wide
berm and a dune, with an average footprint width, including side
slopes, of 380 feet, extending 18,282 linear feet, for a total
acreage of approximately 117.07 acres. In Ventnor, Margate and
Longport the beachfill will consist of a 100-foot wide berm and a
dune, with an average footprint width, including side slopes, of
280 feet, extending 24,700 linear feet, for a total acreage of
approximately 112.91 acres. The beachfill will be transitioned
from a 200-foot berm to a 100-foot berm between Atlantic City and
Ventnor for a distance of 1000 feet. Contractor access to the
beachfill areas will be via six access ramps across the boardwalk
located at the existing street rights-of-way.

3. Four types of easements will be required for the project. Two
Temporary Work Area Easements will be required in Atlantic City for
a total of 3.61 acres, and one Temporary Work Area Easement will be-
required in Longport for a total of 1.89 acres. These areas are
required for staging areas and for storage of materials and
equipment, for a three (3) year period. The three-year duration of
the temporary work easements includes time for contracting,
mobilization and demobilization, and unanticipated construction
delays. Perpetual Beach Nourishment and Perpetual Restrictive Dune
Easements will be required for upland beachfront property which is



above the mean high water line where the underlying fee owners have
riparian rights or have not executed park deeds with the respective
municipalities. The total acreage of the Perpetual Beach
Nourishment and Perpetual Restrictive Dune Easements is 229.98
acres. Perpetual Bulkhead Easements (non-standard estates) will be
required for areas totaling 2.67 acres for the Absecon Inlet
frontage.

4. There are no federally-owned lands in the subject area. The
Navigational Servitude applies to this project, and no lands below
the mean high water line (MHWL) will need to be acquired. The
oceanfront beaches below MHWL are owned in fee by the State of New
Jersey, although riparian rights have been granted to some private
entities in Atlantic City, which may have to be extinguished.
During PED, a title search will be completed for the 21 properties
in Atlantic City, because of the complexity of the estates due to
the development of casinos and resorts along the oceanfront. The
riparian rights granted by the State may vary from parcel to
parcel. The Federal government may use any lands below the MHWL
under the rights of navigational servitude.

5. There are no relocations of persons, farms or businesses in
the subject area as would be required under Public Law 91-646, as
amended.

6. The non-federal sponsor is the State of New Jersey, acting
through its Department of Environmental Protection. The State of
New Jersey will be responsible for the acquisition of all necessary
real estate interests required for this project. The State has
sufficient experience in land acquisition and has the necessary
manpower and resources to complete the real estate actions in a
timely manner. The Department of Environmental Protection has
condemnation authority under a general statute of the State of New
Jersey. However, as part of the State Aid Agreements, all
necessary easements, for purposes of this project, will likely be
obtained by the local municipalities on behalf of the sponsor.

7. Public access is prerequisite to the project, and will be a
condition of the deeds executed by private landowners. The value
of the perpetual bulkhead easements, perpetual beach nourishment
easements, perpetual restrictive dune easements, and temporary work
area easements 1is expected to be zero due to the offsetting
benefits. Staging areas for the project have been identified as
belonging to the local municipalities and will be obtained as part
of the State Aid Agreements prior to start of the project as a
requirement for the municipalities to be eligible for State grants
and/or funding associated with any shore protection projects. A
Baseline Cost Estimate for Real Estate for the Local Sponsor's
administrative costs to accomplish the project's real property
requirements and the Corps' administrative costs to assist and
monitor the Local Sponsor's real property acquisition program has
been prepared. If acquisition is done by the local municipalities,
the costs may be reduced from the estimate provided in this report.
The real estate cost estimate for each of the four municipalities




is included in Exhibit “D” of the Real Estate Plan. The real estate
cost estimates are summarized below:

A. Atlantic City. Atlantic City land records show 21
parcels within the limits of the project that are not owned by the
city or have no executed park deeds granting public use of the
oceanfront properties east of the boardwalk. The estimated number

of privately owned oceanfront parcels affected by this project is

21, consisting of 5 residential and 16 commercial properties, for
an estimated value of $0 for land, $65,675 for administrative
costs, and $9,851 for contingencies, totaling $75,526.

B. Ventnor. There are no privately owned oceanfront parcels
for this municipality; therefore, no costs to the local sponsor
should be incurred for the necessary lands and rights-of way needed
for the project. Because of offsetting benefits, the estimated
value is $0 for land, $0 for administrative costs, and $0 for
contingencies, totaling $0.

C. Margate. There are 2 privately-owned parcels in the City
of Margate that are seaward of the bulkhead within the project
area. All other parcels within the project area are owned in fee
simple by the City of Margate. The estimated number of privately
owned oceanfront parcels affected by this project is 2, consisting
of 2 residential and 0 commercial properties, for an estimated
value of $0 for land, $5,450 for administrative costs, and $819 for
contingencies, totaling $6,269.

D. Longport. The City of Longport has 8 parcels within the
project area that are under private ownership. The other
oceanfront properties are owned by the municipality. The estimated
number of privately owned oceanfront parcels affected by this
project 1is 8, consisting of 8 residential and 0 commercial
properties, for an estimated value of $0 for land, $22,550 for
administrative costs, and $3,383 for contingencies, totaling
$25,933.

The total estimated costs for the project lands is $0 for land,
$93,675 for administrative costs, and $14,053 for contingencies,

totaling $107,728. These costs are reported in the 01 account
entitled Lands and Damages. A listing of private ownerships is
attached in Exhibit "A". Public access to all project lands will

be guaranteed by the non-federal sponsor as a prerequisite of this
project.

8. Maps delineating the lands required for the beachfill,
bulkheading and the temporary work areas are included as Exhibit
"B" to this Real Estate Plan. The limits of work, as shown on the
mapping, include some areas below the mean high water line, which
need not be acquired, as discussed in paragraph 4 above.

9. There are no known mineral activities in the project area
which would jeopardize the construction of the bulkheads or the
beachfill operations.



10. Copies of the four easement estates required for the project
are included as Exhibit "C" of this Real Estate Plan.

11. A schedule of the real estate acquisition activities is not
provided in this Real Estate Plan as the future of the project is
uncertain as of the date of this report. State Aid Agreements
between each municipality and the State of New Jersey will be
executed within 60-90 days of the signing of the PCA, prior to the
expenditure of public funds by the State for this project. Land
acquisition will commence soon afterward. Detailed coordination
among the Corps, the State, and the municipalities will take place
during PED to finalize acquisition schedules.

12. There are no anticipated relocations of buildings, roads,
railroads, pipelines, bridges or cemeteries in the subject area.
There are 23 storm drain outfalls that extend the width of the
existing beach to drain into the Atlantic Ocean on Absecon Island.
Outfalls that do not extend past the construction template will
require extensions to remain functional. Reference the Engineering
Technical Appendix “D” for the costs of the outfall extensions.
These costs are reported in the 02 account entitled Relocations.
During PED, an Attorney's Opinion of Compensability will be
completed and if it is determined that the storm drain outfalls are
items of relocation, these costs will be credited to the local
sponsor as utility relocation costs.

13. There are no known HTRW or other environmental contaminates on
lands within the project area. There is a known old underground
storage tank leakage, approximately 1.5 blocks outside the bulkhead
construction area, located at 101 New Hampshire Avenue, Atlantic
City, New Jersey. Construction techniques will be employed, if
necessary, to minimize or eliminate any disturbance to ground
water.




LIST OF PROPERTY OWNERS ALONG BEACHFRONT IN LONGPORT, NEW JERSEY

NAME AND ADDRESS

1. Borough of Longport
Longport, NJ 08403

2. Cynthia Katz
2307 Beach Avenue
Longport, NJ 08403

3. Harvey E. Kroiz
2305 Beach Avenue
Longport, NJ 08403

4. Irene S. Crane
2303 Beach Avenue
Longport, NJ 08403

5. Robert A. Johnson
2301 Beach Avenue
Longport, NJ 08403

6. Mary Cordelia Renner
424 Flourtown Road
Lafayette Hill, PA 19444

7. Ocean Plaza Condo’s
Attn: Ms. Debra Carrieri
2700 Atlantic Avenue
Longport, NJ 08403

8. Gospel Hall
Home For The Aged
Longport, NJ 08403
9. Anthony D. Parzanese
113 S. 29th Avenue
Longport, NJ 08403

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION

15-00001-0000-00013
Map 2 Block 1 Lot 13
15-00008-0000-00001
Map 3 Block 8 Lot 1
15-00010-0000-00001
Map 3 Block 10 Lot 1
15-00021-0000-00001
Map 5 Block 21 Lot 1
15-00024-0000-00001
Map 6 Block 24 Lot 1
15-00027-0000-00001
Map 6 Block 27 Lot 1
15-00035-0000-00001
Map 6 Block 35 Lot 1
15-00127-0000-00001
Map 8 Block 127 Lot 1

15-00020-0000-00001-0001
Map 5 Block 20 Lot 1.01

15-00020-0000-00001-0002
Map 5 Block 20 Lot 1.02

15-00020-0000-00002
Map 5 Block 20 Lot 2

15-00020-0000-00003
Map 5 Block 20 Lot 3

15-00125-0000-00002-0001
Map 5 Block 125 Lot 2.01
15-00125-0000-00001-0001
Map 5 Block 125 Lot 1.01

15-00031-0000-00001
Map 6 Block 31 Lots 1&1.01
Units 201 through 721

15-00035-0000-00001
Map 6 Block 35 Lot 1
Shows PUBLIC USE OF LAND
15-00039-0000-00001
Map 8 Block 39 Lot 1

EAHIBIT A



LIST OF PROPERTY ALONG OCEANFRONT IN ATLANTIC CITY, NEW JERSEY
BEGINNING AT SOUTHWEST SIDE OF ABSECON INLET AT INTERSECTION WITH
ATLANTIC AVENUE

BLOCK LOT PARK DEED DEED BOOK/PAGE DATE

1. 003 1 YES 8/4/10
2. 003 2 YES : 253/491 2/4/01
3. 001 25 RIPARIAN TO AC 265/328 11/29/01
4. 001 26 RIPARIAN TO AC 266/184 11/29/01
5. 001 27 YES 383/124 5/16/08
6. 001 28 YES 383/117 5/16/08
7. 001 29 CITY OF AC 383/117 & 124 5/5/08
8. 01 28 YES 383/117 5/5/08
9. 01 29 YES 380/237 5/5/08
10. 1 31 YES 259/196
11. 1 32 YES 259/196
12. 1 33 NO

HORACE G. MYERS (TRUSTEE)

FROM SARATOGA CORP 1134/149 6/10/42
13. 2 31 YES 383/117 & 124 5/5/08
14. 2 32 YES 381/286 5/15/08
15. 6 29 YES 425/443 4/27/10
16. 7 50 CITY OF AC FINAL DECREE 4/14/44
17. 7 66 NO

ALLEN B. & CLARA R. ENDICOTT, JR

1148/383 9/2/43

18. 7 67 YES DECREE OF TAKING 1/30/73

HOUSING AUTHORITY 2706/259 (COPY ENCL)

19. 7 68 YES DECREE OF TAKING 1/30/73
HOUSING AUTHORITY 2706/259 (COPY ENCL)

20. 7 82 YES DECREE OF TAKING 1/30/73
HOUSING AUTHORITY 2706/259 (COPY ENCL)

21. 7 120 CITY OF AC FINAL DECREE 4/14/44




22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.

42.

NEW

NEW

NEW

NEW

NEW

NEW

NEW

NEW

14

14

18

18

19

19

19

19

19

13

13

13

13

13

13

13

13

13

13

13

13

36

37

38

39

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

28

29

31

32

59

60

61
62

63

YES HOUSING AUTHORITY 8/6/10

YES 408/475 9/29/09
YES 411/486

YES 256/176

CITY OF AC FORMERLY MARYLAND AVENUE |
CONT FROM BLK 12 LOT 46

YES 255/398 2/9/01
CITY OF AC FORMERLY STATES AVENUE
CONT FROM BLK 12 LOT 47

YES 416/177 11/10/09
CITY OF AC FORMERLY DELAWARE AVENUE

HOUSING AUTHORITY CONT FROM BLK 8 LOT 57
CITY OF AC FORMERLY ST CHARLES STREET

HOUSING AUTHORITY CONT FROM BLK 8 LOT 101

NO STEEL PIER (COPY ENCL)
RIPARIAN GRANT FROM NJ TO AC STEEL PIER
1093/110 6/13/39
TRUMP TAJ MAHAL REALTY CORP
4796/97 11/17/88
YES 248/221 8/8/00
RIPARIAN TO AC 354/91 2/4/07
TRUMP TAJ MAHAL ASSOC. LTD PTRNSHP
YES 248/221 7/8/00
RESORTS INTERNATIONAIL HOTEL, INC
NO STEEPLE CHASE PIER
NEW PIER OPERATING COMPANY (COPY ENCL)
3931/296 6/19/84
YES 423/283 2/24/10
NO
EDWARD A. & IRENE DEVLIN
3035/119 6/23/76
YES
" YES
YES



43.
44 .
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

52.

53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

19

20

20

20

20

24

24

24

24

24

25
25
25
25
25
25
26
26
26
30

30

31

31

32

32

64

94

95

98

100

62

63

64

65

66

72

73

74

76

83

84

42

43

44

11

12

11

12

16

17

YES
YES 409/406 9/23/09
YES 414/220 11/3/09
YES 428/16
CITY OF AC 2221/149 5/21/64
YES 417/240 12/2/09
YES 411/486 11/4/09
YES 411/486 11/6/09
CITY OF AC 1492/178 6/29/50
NO CENTRAL PIER
SCHIFF ENTERPRISES 3917/321 5/17/84
CITY OF AC 423/159 2/7/10
YES 415/215 11/8/09
YES 415/186 11/18/10
CITY OF AC
YES 425/128 3/4/10
YES 423/1 1/19/10
YES 247/342 8/8/00
YES 420/71 12/29/09
YES 602/377 (COPY ENCL) 5/7/19
YES 248/221 8/8/00
NO TISCH HETOLS, INC
2720/251 3/19/73
CITY OF AC 686/270 7/2/2
NO MARLBOROUGH BLENHEIM, CO
734/376 3/4/24
YES 252/42 12/27/00
YES 248/221 8/8/00




<y

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.
75.
76.
77.

78.

79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.

90.

CACREEE R A T R P

32

36

36

37

37

37

37

37

38

38

38

42
42
42
42
42
43
43
43
43
43
43

43

18

25
26

57

58

59

62
63
23
24

25

11
12
13
14
15
23
24
25
26
27
28

29

NO T/A SCHIFF ENTERPRISES
ABRAHAM M. SCHIFF & ROBERT SCHIFF

3327/207 3/2/79
YES 248/221 8/7/00
YES 421/403 2/10/10
NO OCEAN ONE PIER
MARTIN SHAMBERG, SAMUEL KATZ, &
NATHAN HEYMAN 2418/58 3/28/68
NO SEE LOT 57 ABOVE
NO EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY OF US
5744/283 12/22/94
YES 423/136 2/4/10
YES 423/136 2/4/10
YES 423/136 2/4/10
YES 423/136 2/4/10
NO ROSE L. NEMCOT
1588/498 5/15/52
CITY OF AC 856/219 1/26/27
YES 411/480 11/6/09
YES 411/480 11/6/09
CITY OF AC 1564/307 11/21/51
YES 399/401 4/26/09
YES 418/187
YES 423/144
YES
YES
YES
YES
" YES

BLK 43 LOTS 23 THRU 29 SHOW PLAYBOY
ENTERPRISES OBTAINED THIS LAND FROM STATE
OF NJ (DB 3337/248 ON 4/25/79) UPLAND LOT



91.

92.
93.
94 .

95.
96.

97.

98.

99.

100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

44

44

44

48

48

48

49

49

49

Cl4

Cl4

Ci4

C13

Ci2

Cl1

C10

C10

Cc26

BCO1

BCO1

BCO4

BCO7

BCO10

55

56

57

27

38

39

24

25

26

11

12

13

12

157 TRANSFERRED TO TRUMP TO ACFH, INC

(DB 5365/253 ON 6/3/92)

REFERENCE NEXT

BLOCK 44 LOT 55 BELONGING TO PLAYBOY

NO

PLAYBOY ENTERPRISES 3337/248

YES

YES

YES

RIPARIAN
STATE OF NJ TO

RIPARIAN
STATE OF NJ TO

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

CITY

CITY

YES

CITY

CITY

NO

CITY
YES

CITY

OF AC

OF AC

OF AC

OF AC

OF AC

OF AC

GNOC

269/83 2/7/02
RIPARIAN GRANT FROM NJ TO WILLIAM BURKARD
4/25/79
270/294 4/14/2
386/213 2/28/2
422/139
354/91 2/4/07
CITY OF AC
354/91 2/4/07
CITY OF AC
421/1 12/9/09
421/1 12/9/09
414/226 11/3/09
248/221 8/8/00
248/221 8/8/00
248/221 8/8/00
251/444 12/1/00
1153/253 12/16/43
1081/394 10/10/38
416/338 12/7/09
354/91 2/4/07
411/214 8/30/09
CORP (NOW BALLEY'S GRAND)
3941/174 7/12/84
354/91 2/4/07
304/36 5/26/04
354/91 12/27/06
253/53 11/21/1900

CITY

OF AC



114.

115.

11e6.

117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.
134.

135.

136.
137.

138.

SR el de TR LT T A AT R Sl TS

BCO11

BC012

BC014

BCO16

BCO018

BC020

BC020

BCO022

BC024

BC024

BCO026

BCO26

BC028

BC028

BCO030

89

89

89

89

89
89

89

89
90

90

B R AL e R e A

15

18

12

13

18

19

10

11

20

21

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

CITY OF

CITY OF

YES

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

NO

ROBERT HESS 10%

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

AC

253/58
253/58
253/58
253/58
252/420
1147/262
1147/262
300/8
354/91
354/91

354/94

JENNETTE SPRINGER 10%
KENNETH SPRINGER 10%

CITY OF
CITY OF

NO

AC

AC

12/4/00
12/4/00
12/4/00
12/4/00
12/27/00
8/27/43
8/27/43
2/4/04
2/4/07

2/4/07

12/30/90
ALAN SPRINGER 10%
SYD SPRINGER 10%
CARMEN RICCI 50%

12/30/90

SAME OWNERS AND PRECENTAGE AS
BLOCK 89 LOT 9 AS SHOWN ABOVE

CITY OF

CITY OF

CITY OF

AC

AC

AC



139.

140.
141.

142.

143.

144.

145.

1l46.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

95

95
95

95

95

95

95

95

95

95

95

95

95

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

31

CITY OF AC 1584/176 4/10/52
FINAL JUDGEMENT

CITY OF AC

CITY OF AC

RIPARIAN 372/349 3/1/1900
STATE OF NJ TO AUGUSTA McALEER

CITY OF AC

CITY OF AC

NO 1114/377 1/3/41
HACKNEY'’S RESTAURANT INC

RIPARIAN CITY OF AC

RIPARIAN CITY OF AC

RIPARIAN CITY OF AC

NO 1106/74 7/24/35

HACKNEY'’S RESTAURANT INC

SAME AS BLOCK 95 LOT 22

SEE NOTE 5428/313 4/2/93
NOTE: THIS IS THE SITE OF THE FORMER
HACKNEY’S RESTAURANT INC. CURRENTLY
SHOWN AS TRUPAS & MARAKAS, ACQUIRED FROM
DELAWARE VALLEY INVESTMENT COMPANY




PROPERTY OWNERS IN CITY OF MARGATE ALONG OCEANFRONT

OWNER BLOCK LOT
OSBORNE BEACH CLUB 15 9

c/o 7802 ATLANTIC AVENUE
THOMAS OWEN MUNYAN MARGATE, NJ

DOROTHY JOHNSTON
8606 VENTNOR AVENUE
MARGATE, NEW JERSEY 08402

SHELDON AND CONNIE BLANK 15 19
64 BOUCHER DRIVE 120 S. NASSAU AVENUE
HUNTINGTON VALLEY, PA 19006 MARGATE, NJ

ALL OTHER PROPERTIES OCEANSIDE OF THE BULKHEAD ARE OWNED IN
FEE SIMPLE TITLE BY THE CITY OF MARGATE ACCORDING TO CITY
ATTORNEY - DAVID FITZSIMONS (609)641-7559






CORPS OF ENGINEERS

U. S. ARMY

ABSECON ISLAND

:
TLANT TY, NEW JERSEY
B Micaor 10| apenpucs | OATE priges bl
REAL ESTATE PLANNING MAP
ML o ::CA‘”T\;OI OF PROJECT ' e Swet TRANSPORTATION FACQUTES
STATE NEW ERSEY i RAILROADS
St AT T T —
DISTRICT BAL TIMORE ! ARUINES
ARMY AREA
WILES oF
SUMMARY OF ESTATES REQUIRED s o
PLATE | ACREAGE ESTATE ' PLATE INDEX
U S. ARMY. ENGINEER DISTRICT. BALTIMORE
R-2, R-3 2.67  |PERPETUAL EASEMENT FOR BULKHEAD NORTH ATUINTIC OIvISION
R-4 - R-16 | 229.98 PERPETUAL EASEMENT FOR BEACH NOURISHMENT T————— REAL ESTATE
R-2,3& 14 550 |TEMPORARY WORK AREA EASEMENT BEMESS ABSECON ISLAND
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE PROTECTION STUDY
| soe ] ATLANTIC COUNTY, NEW JERSEY
43,000 +/- LINEAR FEET OF PROPOSED BEACH NOURISHMENT e anre 2 06C, 1998
6 PROPOSED BEACH ACCESS RAMPS CmEF, PRC  BRAMCH lCFl['. REAL £STATE D1viSION

US ARUY CORPS OF EMCAMCENS. WASH OC 20314 Pt ATE SCALE 1N FEET

R-1 NOT TC SCALE

SeCeT _1_of_t6 ' ORAWING NO.

INSTALLATION OR PRCACT MG




CORPS OF ENGINEERS

U. S. ARMY
i 2!
‘- :
LEGEND
=== 0.67 AC. PERPETUAL EASEMENT BULKHEAD
.16 AC. TEMPORARY WORK AREA EASEMENT
I P or

GO0'1573

198,330

o021y 3

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARWY
LOCATION OF PROJECT

REAL ESTATE PLANNING MAP

i USING SERVICE
TRANSPORTATION FACLITES

STATE  NEW JERSEY RAILROADS
COUNTY _ ATLNTIC | STATE ROAOS —
OIVISION  NORTM ATLANTIC FEDERAL ROADS
OISTRICT _ BALTIMORE . AIRLINES
ARMY AREA
WILES OF
MILES OF

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U. S. ARMY EtNochNEER OISTRICT, BALTIMORE -
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION

PS_OF ENGINEERS

INSTALLATION OR PROJECT NO.

U S REAL ESTATE
TRACED BY .
oo 09 ABSECON-ISLAND
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE PROTECTION STUDY
IS ATLANTIC_COUNTY, NEW JERSEY
[APPROVED BY+
DATE 4 _DEC. 1395
CNIEF, PAC_ BRANCH | CHIEF, REAL ESTATE DIVISION
US ARMY CORPS OF EMGIMEERS, WASH OC 20314] PL ATE, SCALE N FEET
100 50 O 100 200

R-2

SHEET _2_of 16 JDQA."!C NO.




CORPS OF ENGINEERS U. S. ARMY

3|z
@
h
o
&3
S

LEGEND

0O0‘RIY

——==—" 2.00 AC. PERPETUAL EASEMENT BULKHEAD

////;”// 2.45 AC. TEMPORARY WORK AREA EASEMENT

e
S

Vit

TE AUDIT
, hicRoF 1LuED arpmoogD |  OATE pf &

REAL ESTATE PLANNING MAP

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY USING SERVICE

LOCATION OF PROJECT N TRANSPORTATION FACRITIES
STATE  WEW JERSEY *_RAILROADS
COUNTY _ ATLNTIC i STATE ROADS -
DIVISION  NORTH ATLANTIC . FEDERAL ROADS
DISTRICT  BALTIMORE © AIRLINES
ARMY AREA

MILES CF
MILES OF

DEPARTMENT OF THE_ARMY
U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, BALTIMORE -
CORPS_OF ENGINEERS
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION

Cforamney 670 REAL ESTATE
TRACED BY

oo v _z8 | ABSECON ISLAND |
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE PROTECTION STUDY ?

] ATLANTIC COUNTY, NEW JERSEY :

[APPROVED BY: :

DATE 4 DEC. 1995

MATCH LI NE éHEET 4 CHIEF, PAC__BRANCH CMIEF, REAL ESTATE DIVISION

- US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, WASH OC 20314 PL ATE SCALE ™ FEET
R-3 9 so o 100 200

SR

INSTALLATION OR PROJECT NO.

SWEET _3_or_I6 —[nnwwc NO.




“ON ININVEC . g1 £y L3 o g% 10X Oad BO NOILYIIVISA!
002 001 [ 05 0o v M
1334 ™ 38 31Vd .;ﬁuaxm:.wﬁ.!vnhsou.ﬁ‘g Q§<m mmmuu< Iu<mm —————
worsiAlg 317153 Wau 33w | Womvy8  J%d ‘33

“Ge6r 930 ¥ MY
A35430 MaN "AINNOD DUNYLY

AGALS NOILDILO¥d 3NITIUOHS AFSHr MaN
aNVISI NOD3s8Y

1AQ_QIONIWNII38

aLSYOYd

48 QILLwENS

———e
A9 wavsd

31v1S3 W E]
NOISIAIQ DIINVILY HLHON
SHINIONI 30 SSU0D
3yomiL Ve “19181510 YINION3 AnuY sn
ARYY 3HL 0 AIN3NLHVE30
20 SIUN
0 SR
V3uv_Anv
SHawiv SORILVe_1oLsi
Sovow e TIWYILY HINON _ WOISIAIG
= Sovow 31VIS SiNILY__ ALN03
SOVOBMYY MY AR vl
SOV NOWVIIOSNY L ! 1oN 0% IO NOUYIOL
DiAuTs VISR | Ty R0 _INIRLYeN
T - T
f e oV 03ACuae?
EE SHOISIATS v e e

|
t
1
'
|
|

IN3W3SV3 1N

anN3931

I ! -
\ P C-e JﬂIll!illl‘..«‘u-«lu....,‘,m

IIWHSIYNON HIOV38 IvNL13dY3d IV ££70¢C

———— V—

outFaLL

-
s~

AYMCZ¥05

IAIve

eI G

[T T e —————

|
.
—_————
T
ne L2
[
I M
e
. [
awugeoe L
—_— I
] o
. o

-AVENUE

GRoIN

Sraemng
[
——————— —

ArwS2Tls —

.
: i, tw
e il H E s
2 fw i$ g £ 2
W i i 1€ g s
g i2 ! . T z b
<! ¥ 12 z & . .
i K3 ‘< = @ )
2 :
: e g 2 :
£ 3 fe 2 Zi 5 :
H E E g
i ‘g 2 : , :
B b :| N
P i o | .
_— _ H v i !
I P I s : ;
. b o '
3 I . |
. 'Tnl:')'lllw\u — J
! B i
“ i g L
i o i R
: tod I o
m i
L . i P
Vo i PR
7% L i Vot
8 S P P i Do
g .\yb Dt Lo i i m
> P P i o m
\ V‘v/ n,m 1 “ i
i 1l H 1 P
i Pt H ' i [
P S i i - |
~N - — s — e R — - — P
™~ = C s — g m— - — -~ —
~ — 1 - e e L — .
~ s KA
~ 5
‘.34/‘,
i
SYIINIONI 40 SSM0D




U. S. ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

< ANINININ-

By

--33SS3INNIL
NY3X0-- . LT

SIWC- 16

30N3IAY
HHOA--M3N - ..
- 309d -
—3NN3IAY -

30N3AY
o _C3NIAY YNIOWYD - Hinos- - . L
3NN3AY - YNIOWY) H1HON

- = 3N3AY -

PARKING

Hiuygy

Nl

[DATE AUOIT
hicroF 1LuED "amnouce | DATE pofge had

REAL ESTATE PLANNING MAP _

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY USING SERVICE
TRANSPORTATION FACLITIES

LOCATION OF PROJECT :
STATE NEW ERSEY RAILROADS
COUNTY _ ATULNTIC * STATE ROADS
DIVISION  NORTH ATLANTIC : FEDERAL ROADS
OISTRICT _ BALTIMORE : AIRLINES

ARMY AREA
MILES OF
Zal MILES OF
DEPARTMENT OF THE_ARMY -
U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, BALTIMORE
CORPS_OF ENGINEERS
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION
o o7 10— REAL ESTATE
LEGEND oo v o | ABSECON ISLAND :.
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE PROTECTION STUDY ;
——-—-—— 24.49 AC. PERPETUAL BEACH NOURISHMENT EASEMENT ‘,
[Recomanos v | ATLANTIC COUNTY, NEW JERSEY !

APPROVED BY:
DATE 4 DEC 1995

CMIEF, PAC  BRANCH | CMIEF, REAL ESTATE DIVISION.

—— BEACH ACCESS RAMP
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINCERS, WASH OC 20314| PLATE SCALE N FEET
10050 [] 100 200

R_s EEaEE

SEET _5_oF_16 | oRaming wo.

INSTALLATION OR PROJECT MO,




CORPS OF ENGINEERS U. S. ARMY

“R9oMIIN

L 133HS 0L HOLVW

:
= f’
s MICROF 1LMED] D::,[,.o“j:: DATE possed [\ \é
REAL ESTATE PLANNING MAP ?
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY T USING SERVICE b
LOCATION OF PROJECT : TRANSPORTATION FACIUTIES t
STATE __ NEW JERSEY | RAILROADS
- CONTY _ATLNTIC STATE ROADS —
DIVISION _ NORTH ATLANTIC * FEDERAL ROADS
DISTRICT _ BALTIMORE AIRLINES
ARMY AREA
MILES oF
MILES oF
LEGEND
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION
. AN BY CTD
e BEACH ACCESS RAMP o — REAL ESTATE

oses o8 ABSECON ISLAND
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE PROTECTION STUDY

CADASTRAL
e ATLANTIC COUNTY, NEW JERSEY
(APPROVED BY:
_DATE 4_DEC. 1995
CHIEF, PAC_ BRANCH | CHiEF, REAL ESTATE DIVISION |

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, wASW OC 203M4] PLATE, SCALE ™ FEET

R 6 100 S0 0 Ll 200
INSTALLATION OR PROJECT NO. _ SHeET _6 o 16 [cm-mc NO.
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i LEGEND s

T T T T 23.43 AC. PERPETUAL BEACH NOURISHMENT EASEMENT DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, BALTIMORE
ORPS_OF ENGINEE|
NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION

oRamw gy __ GTD REAL ESTATE
TRACED 8Y

oo o 28— | ABSECON ISLAND
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE PROTECTION STUDY

CADASTRAL
o 1 ATLANTIC COUNTY, NEW JERSEY
APPROVED BY:
DATE 4 DEC. 1995
CHIEF, PAC  BRANCH | CHIEF, REAL ESTATE DIVISION ]
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, wasw OC 20314 P ATE SCALE N FEET

100_S0 0 100 200
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R-7
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PERPETUAL BULKHEAD EASEMENT. A perpetual and assignable right
and easement to construct, operate, and maintain an anchored timber

sheet-pile bulkhead, with king piles, pile anchors and steel tie
rods together with a revetment consisting of rough quarrystone on,
over and across the lands described in Exhibit A (Tract No.

), including the right to clear, cut, fell, remove and
dispose all trees, underbrush, vegetation, structures, improvements
and/or other obstructions within the limits of the easement;
reserving, however, to the grantor(s), their heirs and assigns, all
such rights and privileges, as may be used without interfering with
or abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; subject,
however, to existing easements for public roads and highways,
public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

PERPETUAL, BEACH NOURISHMENT EASEMENT. A pertetual and
assignable easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across the

land described in Exhibit A (Tract No. ) to construct,
operate, maintain, patrol, repair, renourish, and replace the beach
berm and appurtenances thereto, including the right to borrow
and/or deposit fill, together with the right to trim, cut, fell and
remove therefrom all trees, underbrush, obstructions, and any other
vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the limits of the
easement; reserving, however, to the grantor(s), their heirs,
successors and assigns, all such rights and privileges as may used
without interfering with or abridging the rights and easement
hereby acquired; subject, however, to existing easements for public
roads and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

PERPETUAL RESTRICTIVE DUNE _EASEMENT. A perpetual and
assignable easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across the
land described in Exhibit A (Tract No. ) to construct, operate,

maintain, patrol, repair, rehabilitate, and replace a dune system
and appurtenances thereto, together with the right to post signs,
plant vegetation and prohibit the grantor(s), (his) (her) (its)
(their) (heirs) successors, assigns and all others from entering
upon or crossing over said dunes easement; reserving, however, to
the grantor(s), (his) (her) (its) (their) (heirs) successors and
assigns, the right to construct dune overwalk structures in
accordance with any applicable Federal, State or local laws or
regulations, provided that such structures shall not violate the
integrity of the dune in shape or dimension and prior approval of
the plans and specifications for such structures shall have been
obtained from the District Engineer, U. S. Army Engineer District,
Philadelphia, and all other rights and privileges as may be used
without interfering with or abridging the rights and easement
hereby acquired; subject, however, to existing easements for public
roads and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines.

M Y WORK EMENT. A temporary easement and right-
of-way in, on over and across the land described in Exhibit A
(Tract No. )for a period not to exceed three years, beginning

with date possession of the land is granted to the United States,
for use by the United States, its representatives, agents, and
contractors as a work area, including the right to move, store and

EXHIBIT C



remove equipment and supplies, and erect and remove temporary
structures on the land and to perform any other work necessary and
incident to the construction of the Absecon Inlet to Great Egg
Harbor Inlet Portion of the New Jersey Shore Protection Project,
together with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom all
trees, underbrush, obstructions, and any other vegetation,
structures, or obstacles within the limits of the right-of-way;
reserving, however, to the landowners, their heirs and assigns, all
such rights and privileges as may be used without interfering with
or abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; subject,
however, to existing easements for public roads and highways,

public utilities, railroads and pipelines.



REAL ESTATE COST ESTIMATES

NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION STUDY

ABSECON INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET

ESTIMATED TAKINGS

(R) Residential Property 5
(C) Commercial Property 16

FEASIBILITY STUDY
ATLANTIC CITY

AMOUNT

01010401 Real Estate Acquisition Documents
(Cadastral prep. of R. E. Requirements Mapping)

0102---- ACQUISITIONS

010201-- By Gov't

010202-- By Local Sponsor (LS)

01020201 Survey & Legals $ 10,500

01020202 Title Evidence 10,500

01020203 Negotiations 24,200

010203-- By Gov't on behalf of LS

010204-- Review of LS

01020401 Survey & Legals $ 1,575

01020402 Title Evidence 1,575

01020403 Negotiations 1575
SUBTOTAL $ 49,925

103---- CONDEMNATIONS

010301-- By Gov't

010302-- By Local Sponsor (LS) $ 9,000

010303-- By Gov't on behalf of LS

010304-- Review of LS __1750
SUBTOTAL $ 9,750

0105---- APPRAISALS

010501-- By Gov't

010502-- By Local Sponsor (LS) Job 5,000

010503-- By Gov't on behalf of LS

010504-- Review of LS Job Job _1.000
SUBTOTAL $ 6,000

0106---- PL 91-646 ASSISTANCE N/A

010601-- By Gov't

010602-- By Local Sponsor (LS)

010603-- By Gov't on behalf of LS

010604-- Review of LS

0107-—-- TEMPORARY PERMITS/LICENSES/RIGHTS-OF-WAY N/A

010701-- By Gov't

010702-- By Local Sponsor (LS)

010703-- By Gov't on behalf of LS

110704-- Review of LS

1,575
1,575
3,630

236
236

7,488

1,350

113
1,463

750

sk

EXHIBIT D

CONTINGENCY SUBTOTAL

12,075
12,075
27,830

1,811
1,811

57,413

10,350

11,213

5,750



0115----

011501--

01150101
01150102
01150103
01150104

011502--

01150201
01150202
01150203
01150204

011503--

01150301
01150302
01150303
01150304

REAL ESTATE COST ESTIMATES
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION STUDY
ABSECON INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET

FEASIBILITY STUDY
ATLANTIC CITY

AMOUNT CONTINGENCY SUBTOTAL

REAL ESTATE PAYMENTS N/A

Land Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

PL 91-646 Assistance Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

Damage Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

TOTAL LERRD $65,675

9,851

75,526



REAL ESTATE COST ESTIMATES
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION STUDY
ABSECON INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET
FEASIBILITY STUDY
MARGATE

ESTIMATED TAKINGS
(R) Residential Property 2

(C) Commercial Property 0
AMOUNT CONTINGENCY SUBTOTAL

01010401 Real Estate Acquisition Documents
(Cadastral prep. of R. E. Requirements Mapping)
0102---- ACQUISITIONS
010201-- By Gov't
010202-- By Local Sponsor (LS)
01020201 Survey & Legals $ 1,000 150 1,150
01020202 Title Evidence 1,000 150 1,150
01020203 Negotiations 2,000 300 2,300
010203-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010204-- Review of LS
01020401 Survey & Legals $ 150 23 173
01020402 Title Evidence 150 23 173
01020403 Negotiations 150 23 173
SUBTOTAL $ 4,450 669 5,119
0103---- CONDEMNATIONS NA
:10301-- By Gov't
1010302-- By Local Sponsor (LS)
010303-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010304-- Review of LS
SUBTOTAL
0105---- APPRAISALS
010501-- By Gov't
010502-- By Local Sponsor (LS) Job $ 500 75 575
010503-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010504-- Review of LS Job 300 15 575
SUBTOTAL $ 1,000 150 1,150
0106---- PL 91-646 ASSISTANCE N/A
010601-- By Gov't
010602-- By Local Sponsor (LS)
010603-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010604-- Review of LS
0107---- TEMPORARY PERMITS/LICENSES/RIGHTS-OF-WAY N/A
010701-- By Gov't
010702-- By Local Sponsor (LS)
010703-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010704-- Review of LS



0115----

011501--

01150101
01150102
01150103
01150104

011502--

01150201
01150202
01150203
01150204

011503--

01150301
01150302
01150303
01150304

REAL ESTATE COST ESTIMATES
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION STUDY
ABSECON INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET

FEASIBILITY STUDY
MARGATE

AMOUNT

REAL ESTATE PAYMENTS N/A

Land Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

PL 91-646 Assistance Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

Damage Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

TOTAL LERRD $5,450

CONTINGENCY SUBTOTAL

819 6,269




REAL ESTATE COST ESTIMATES
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION STUDY
ABSECON INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET

FEASIBILITY STUDY
LONGPORT
ESTIMATED TAKINGS
(R) Residential Property 8
(C) Commercial Property 0
AMOUNT CONTINGENCY
01010401 Real Estate Acquisition Documents
(Cadastral prep. of R. E. Requirements Mapping)
0102---- ACQUISITIONS
010201-- By Gov't
010202-- By Local Sponsor (LS)
01020201 Survey & Legals $ 4,000 600
01020202 Title Evidence 4,000 600
01020203 Negotiations 8,000 1,200
010203-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010204-- Review of LS
01020401 Survey & Legals $ 600 90
01020402 Title Evidence 600 9%
01020403 Negotiations 600 9%
SUBTOTAL $ 17,800 2,670
0103---- CONDEMNATIONS
. J10301-- By Gov't
010302-- By Local Sponsor (LS) $ 3,000 450
010303-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010304-- Review of LS 250 38
SUBTOTAL $ 3,250 488
0105---- APPRAISALS
010501-- By Gov't
010502-- By Local Sponsor (LS) Job $ 1,000 150
010503-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010504-- Review of LS Job 500 75
SUBTOTAL $ 1,500 225
0106--—-- PL 91-646 ASSISTANCE N/A
010601-- By Gov't
010602-- By Local Sponsor (LS)
010603-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010604-- Review of LS
0107---- TEMPORARY PERMITS/LICENSES/RIGHTS-OF-WAY N/A
010701-- By Gov't
010702-- By Local Sponsor (LS)
010703-- By Gov't on behalf of LS
010704-- Review of LS

SUBTOTAL

4,600
4,600
9,200

690
690

20,470

3,450

3,738




0115----

011501--

01150101
01150102
01150103
01150104

011502--

01150201
01150202
01150203
01150204

011503--

01150301
01150302
01150303
01150304

REAL ESTATE COST ESTIMATES
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION STUDY
ABSECON INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET
FEASIBILITY STUDY
LONGPORT

REAL ESTATE PAYMENTS

Land Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

PL 91-646 Assistance Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

Damage Payments
By Gov't
By Local Sponsor (LS)
By Gov't on behalf of LS
Review of LS

TOTAL LERRD

AMOUNT

$ 22,550

3,383

CONTINGENCY SUBTOTAL

25,933



APPENDIX F

PUBLIC ACCESS PLAN



DRAFT
ABSECON ISLAND PUBLIC ACCESS PLAN

Background

a. Purpose

The purpose of the public access plan is to describe public
accessibility to the proposed dune and beach area that will be
created as a result of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's
Absecon Island Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project.
In order for the project to be consistent with Federal and
State policies regarding shore protection projects, public
access is required.

b. Scope

The geographical scope of this public access plan extends for
the entire 42,825 linear feet of the oceanfront project in
Atlantic City, Ventnor, Margate and Longport.

Property Ownership

The State of New Jersey, as the non-Federal sponsor for the
project, is responsible for acquisition of all necessary real
estate interests. The oceanfront beaches below the mean high
water (MHW) 1line are owned in fee by the State unless
riparian rights have been granted. The Federal Government may
use these lands below MHW under the rights of navigational
servitude. There are some privately owned parcels above MHW,
over which permanent easements must be acquired by the State
in accordance with the Real Estate Plan (Appendix E). Public
access to all project lands is guaranteed by the State as a
prerequisite of commitment of public funding for the project.

Public Use

Full public use is available for the general public along the
project area. There are no operative restrictions to public
use in place within the project area between the northern
terminus of the project at Oriental Avenue, Atlantic City and
the southern municipal boundary of Longport. Local ordinances
related to the preservation of dunes may prohibit trampling of
dunes and therefore require the use of walkovers.
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Accessways and Dune Walkover Structures
a. Location of Accessways

As noted above, this plan affirms the right of access to the
restored beach by all members of the public at all public
accessways. All accessways are located at existing street-
ends. All accessways are located on public property.

b. ownership and Use of Accessways

Ownership of all accessways will rest with municipalities of
Atlantic City, Ventnor, Margate & Longport. The use of the
accessways shall be in accordance with regulations of the
State of New Jersey.

c. Dune Walkovers

Dune walkovers will be 1located at public accessways and
oriented over the dune to protect and maintain the integrity
and stability of the dune. The design of the respective
walkover will reflect the anticipated pedestrian traffic of
the area in which it is located.

Parking Accommodations

Vehicle parking is available on all municipal thoroughfares.
No residency restrictions for parking exist within the four
communities. The amount of available parking is adequate to
accommodate current and anticipated usage of the beachfront
area by the general public.






