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Section 2 – Agency and Public Comments and Responses 
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1.  Concur.  As part of our standard procedure, we will 
continue to coordinate with the Service, NJDEP – ENSP and 
NHP during Preconstruction, Engineering and Design phase 
to obtain updated information on fish and wildlife resources 
of concern and to develop appropriate measures to avoid 
project-related adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources 
throughout the project life. 

2. The creation of preferred plover foraging habitat will be 
considered in appropriate areas during the Preconstruction, 
Engineering and Design Phase of the project.  The NJDEP 
and/or local municipalities will be responsible for placing 
fencing, signage, and educational materials in areas subject to 
high recreational use.  

3.  Omitting nourishment or allowing for dune washover in 
the Whale Beach area would leave Ludlam Island more 
susceptible to breaching and also undermine the protection 
provided by the adjacent areas where nourishment would be 
provided.   

4.  This is not a project requirement and would need to be a 
decision made by Cape May County.   
5. Areas occupied by nesting piping plovers will be avoided 
during the nesting season within established buffer areas or 
beach sections currently occupied by piping plovers or areas 
historically occupied by piping plovers.   

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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6. Construction activities will be avoided during the nesting 
season in areas currently occupied by piping plovers or areas 
historically occupied by piping plovers.  Priority would be 
given to placement of beachfill immediately after August 15 in 
areas documented to be inhabited by piping plovers within 
recent past.  This would be done to provide maximum 
recovery time for benthic organisms along the shoreline to 
provide a sufficient food source for potential nesting piping 
plovers the following spring.  

7. Concur. 

 

8. The development and implementation of beach nesting bird 
management plans are currently being negotiated between the 
non-Federal sponsor (NJDEP) and the local municipalities.  
Approved management plans will be adopted prior to any 
construction activities. 

 

9. Public outreach and the development of informational 
materials will be the responsibility of the NJDEP and the local 
communities as part of the plover monitoring and 
management activities. 

10. As part of the monitoring for Rare, Threatened and 
Endangered Species (6.2.29.4), funding for the monitoring of 
piping plover nests within the project impact area are 
included in the project costs. 

11. If seabeach amaranth occurs during the project life, 
efforts to avoid adversely impacting this species would be 
coordinated with the USFWS, however, sand replenishment 
may be necessary to insure project integrity and function. 

12. See response #8.  Municipalities would be notified of their 
responsibilities as per the ESPRMP if nesting piping plovers 
or sea beach amaranth are identified within the municipal 
beach area. 
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13.  Based on projected long-term sand needs of the project, 
Sites “IN” (C1-Corson’s Inlet), L1, L3, and M8 would be 
required. 

14. Concur. 

15.  Concur. 

16. Concur. 

17. The restriction of dredging between January 1 and May 
31 may not be possible during initial construction because this 
would extend the construction period up to an additional year 
and may significantly increase the costs associated with 
mobilization and demobilization.  This in addition to piping 
plover restrictions would leave only 4 months of the year 
available for construction during foul weather months, which 
is a safety concern for construction.  This restriction may be 
more feasible during periodic nourishments as they require 
shorter construction periods. 

 

18. If possible, a pipeline dredge will be used to reduce 
project impacts.  However, if a hopper dredge is used between 
June and November, a NMFS approved sea turtle/marine 
mammal monitor would be utilized in accordance with the 
findings of the Biological Opinion (NMFS, 1996). 
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14. 

15. 
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18. 
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19.  A pre- and post-beachfill benthic fauna sampling study 
has recently been done on affected beaches in the existing 
north Ocean City Federal project.  Results of this study will 
be coordinated with the Service when available. 

20. Sections 6.2.9 and 6.2.11 describe the direct and indirect 
impacts of the resident flora and fauna of the dunes, upper 
beach, and intertidal areas.  These sections were expanded to 
discuss the potential indirect effects on this habitat may have 
on shorebirds. 

21. The District will coordinate with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the New Jersey Endangered and 
Nongame Species Program during the development of detailed 
plans and specifications.  In final design, these adjustments of 
project details can be made to enhance habitats for beach-
nesting birds without compromising other project purposes. 

22. Dune grass planting measures favorable to promote 
beach-nesting birds while still providing dune stabilization 
would be considered through coordination with USFWS and 
NJDEP during the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design 
(PED) phase of the project. 

23. Dune fencing arrangements that allow for passage of 
juvenile shorebirds between and among the dunes that also 
provide for adequate dune stabilization will be considered 
during the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) 
phase through coordination with the USFWS and NJDEP. 

24. Perpetual easements will be obtained. 
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1. Concur.  As stated in 6.2.28 (Mitigation Measures) 
monitoring will be utilized to locate areas of high commercial 
surfclam densities within the borrow areas to determine if 
these areas should be avoided. 

 

2. Concur. Dredging depths and the avoidance of more valued 
fish habitats are discussed in 6.2.28 (Mitigation Measures).  

3. Concur. Post-dredging monitoring will be conducted to 
document impacts and to establish if any adjustments or 
adaptive management measures are necessary if the impacts 
are more adverse than anticipated as described in the EIS. 

 

 

 

1. 

2. 
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4.  If project conditions change or new information becomes 
available which would change the basis of the conservation 
recommendations pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, 
further consultation with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service would be undertaken. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. 

    



 A-103

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 



 A-104

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Additional coordination would be undertaken during 
Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) phase of the 
project to insure that concerns are addressed. 
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2. Perpetual easements will be obtained. 

3. The development of informational materials will be the responsibility of NJDEP, Division 
of Fish and Wildlife and the local municipalities as part of the piping plover monitoring and 
management plans. 

4. The District will coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the New Jersey 
Endangered and Nongame Species Program during the development of detailed plans and 
specifications.  In final design, these adjustments of project details can be made to enhance 
habitats for beach-nesting birds without compromising other project purposes. 

5. Omitting nourishment or allowing for dune washover in the Whale Beach area would 
leave Ludlam Island more susceptible to breaching and undermine the protection provided by 
the adjacent areas where nourishment would be provided.   

6. This is not a project requirement and would need to be a decision made by Cape May 

County.   

7. Areas occupied by nesting piping plovers will be avoided between March 15 and August 
15 within established buffer areas or beach sections currently occupied by piping plovers.   

8. Priority would be given to the placement of beachfill immediately after August 15 in areas 
documented to be inhabited by piping plovers.  This would be done to provide maximum 
recovery time for benthic organisms along the shoreline to provide a sufficient food source for 
potential nesting piping plovers the following spring.   

9. Dune grass planting measures favorable to promote beach-nesting birds while still 
providing dune stabilization will be considered.  This will be coordination with USFWS and 
NJDEP during the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase of the project.   

10. Dune fencing arrangements that allow for passage of juvenile shorebirds between and 
among the dunes that also provide for adequate dune stabilization will be considered during 
the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase through coordination with the 
USFWS and NJDEP. 

11. If seabeach amaranth occurs during the project life, efforts to avoid adversely impacting 
this species would be coordinated with the USFWS, however, sand replenishment may be 
necessary to insure project integrity and function. 

12. The removal of seabeach amaranth plants would be considered a final option if other 
measures are not practicable.  This measure would only be considered if transplanting is 
expected to be successful by USFWS or other experts. 

13. The restriction of dredging between January 1 and May 31 will be considered during 
initial construction if it does not extend the construction period to an additional year.  This 
would significantly increase project costs primarily due to additional costs associated with 
mobilization and demobilization.  This restriction would probably be more feasible during 
periodic nourishments as they require shorter construction periods. 

 

 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 
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14. For southern Ocean City and Ludlam Island, depths of closure were determined by 
plotting a significant amount of profile data through time available for various locations in the 
study area.  Depths of closure were selected where the profiles joined together in the offshore 
region indicating a seaward limit of sediment movement.  Whereas the suggested depth of –10 
m may be appropriate for Long Island, it is excessive for this southern New Jersey region.  
Depths of closure used in the project design were developed from actual profile data and are 
considered appropriate and reasonable for this study area. 

15. Grain size curves for both the native beach and potential borrow areas are provided in 
the Geotechnical Appendix.  Data concerning fines can be found on these grain size curves.  
Fines were taken into account when the mean grain size and standard deviation of the 
material were calculated and used for the overfill analysis. 

16. The limits shown for Borrow Area C1 depict the maximum area of suitable sand.  The 
recommended borrow area was further reduced to minimize impacts to the natural processes 
of the inlet and adjacent shorelines.  Dredging in the borrow area will remove material from 
the main inlet channel and only portions of the ebb shoal seaward of and on the northeastern 
edge of the channel.  However, because of the complex nature of Corson Inlet, further 
investigation into the use of Borrow Area C1 will be conducted during the PED phase of this 
study.  Initially, the borrow zone used in a local beachfill operation for southern Ocean City 
in late 2000 will be monitored and evaluated.  Additionally, numerical modeling of inlet 
processes to evaluate pre- and post-dredging conditions will be conducted during the PED 
phase. 

17. The reference report, Meisburger and Williams, CERC MR NO. 82-10, was used as a 
guide to identify the potential borrow areas.  Additional potential borrow areas recommended 
by the report and within the study area were investigated; however, they were eliminated 
from further consideration due to substandard material (high fines content).  If, during the 
life of the project, additional material is needed, further investigation of potential borrow 
sources along with coordination will be conducted. 

18. At the time of this feasibility investigation, SBEACH was the model that the USACE 
adopted to evaluate impacts due to coastal storms.  Both the SBEACH and GENESIS models 
were developed and tested at the US Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station and have 

been extensively used by the Corps of Engineers, universities, and private consultants.  
Calibration of the SBEACH model was conducted for the study area using a set of profile data 
prior to and following the December 1992 storm in Ocean City.  The model was then used to 
evaluate both “with” and “without” project conditions for various alternatives.  Reasonable, 
even conservative, interpretation of the results were made.  Similar to any numerical model, 
SBEACH does have limitations, one of which is that the model evaluates cross-shore profile 
changes and does not account for longshore transport.  The model was not used in areas 
adjacent to tidal inlets where sediment transport processes become more complex and when 
necessary longshore transport was evaluated independently of the SBEACH model. 

 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 
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19. Mineralogical composition of the borrow sediment was not performed.  However, there 
were several analysis performed comparing the native beach material to the borrow areas 
sediment.  The samples used for these analysis where sieved using a mechanical sieve shaker 
which would possibly break down theses fragile grains and be considered in the overfill 
calculation by default. 

20. Information concerning the percentage of fine grained material is presented in the 
Geotechnical Appendix.  Processing of the borrow sand will not be necessary. 

21. Permanent evacuation for the Whale Beach area was evaluated in the feasibility study 
and was not found to be economically justified compared to the selected plan.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

19. 

20. 

21. 

    



 A-109

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    



 A-110

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 A-111

 



 A-112

   

1. The nature and extent of the impacts of past and present 
projects are relatively unknown since few of the beach 
replenishment projects within the Philadelphia District 
boundaries have included monitoring.  The figures stated in 
the comment primarily represent future acreages of habitat to 
be affected from proposed projects.  Approximately 69% of 
the 1,866 acres of inlet ebb shoals, 62% of the 818 acres of 
prominent offshore “lumps”, and 100% of the 6,610 acres of 
offshore shoals of low relief are proposed for use in the 
proposed future projects.  Therefore, little post-dredge 
monitoring data on these projects exist since the majority of 
these areas have not been impacted to this date.  A majority of 
the impacted marine habitat is from individual permit actions 
where there were no monitoring requirements associated with 
them.  Benthic and surfclam monitoring for the existing 
Federal project in north Ocean City, NJ has been 
implemented for the borrow site in Great Egg Harbor Inlet.  
The results did not show significant adverse impacts to 
benthic and surfclam resources (Scott and Kelly 1998).  
Because no adverse impacts on the benthic community could 
be identified, no adaptive measures have been required such 
as dredging depth modifications or timing restrictions. 
Comprehensive long-term biological monitoring of the 
impacted shoreline habitats, nearshore and offshore borrow 
areas was performed by the New York District for the Asbury 
Park to Manasquan Section Beach Erosion Control Project 
(USACE 2001).  Reported findings have indicated no 
significant adverse effects on the benthic communities, fish 
populations, and water quality in the intertidal, nearshore, 
and offshore areas.   It should be noted that all of the 
proposed Federal projects within the Philadelphia District 
include long-term biological monitoring. 

 

1. 
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2.  An expanded discussion that relates existing regional 
monitoring information to cumulative impacts is presented in 
Section 6.2.25 of the Final Feasibility Study and Integrated 
Environmental Impact Statement. 
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1. In accordance with P.L. 103-426, the Philadelphia District 
will enter into a Memorandum of Agreement with the 
Minerals Management Service for use of Outer Continental 
Shelf (OCS) sand resources in Area M8 and a portion of L3 
during the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) 
phase of the project.  A negotiated agreement between the 
local municipalities or the State of New Jersey will also be 
developed and executed during PED. 

 

 

 

1. 

    



 A-115

2.  The borrow areas were delineated and selected based on projected sand needs of the 
project over a 50-year period.  These sand needs are based on reasonable estimates of 
nourishment quantities and number of nourishment cycles.  Also, consideration to minimizing 
the aerial extent of the impacted areas was given to minimize disturbance to the benthic 
community.  If the borrow areas become depleted within the project life, other alternative 
sites or expansion of the existing ones (including Outer Continental Shelf Sites) would be 
considered, if it is determined that there is a need for additional sand resources.  

3. As discussed in the EIS, mitigation measures were recommended to minimize or avoid 
adverse impacts on resources of concern.  Priority would be placed on implementing these 
measures during design engineering and construction wherever practicable.  However, there 
may be cases where they may not be practicable, such as dredging in times of lowest biological 
productivity during the initial construction, which requires over a one-year construction 
period. 

4.   These time periods refer generally to the span of recolonization rates.  However, specific 
recolonization/recovery rates are variable due to a number of biotic and abiotic factors.  These 
sections were modified in the Final EIS to include some cited examples of different 
recolonization/recovery rates for offshore borrow areas. 

5. Section 6.2.25 “Cumulative Impacts” was expanded to provide additional discussion on 
previous impact studies as they pertain to cumulative impacts for this action. The Final EIS 
concluded that there would be no significant adverse cumulative impacts on benthic 
communities and fisheries with implementation of the proposed action.  Although specific 
monitoring and impact studies within the region are few, the general available literature 
describes that biological impacts of beachfill placement and dredging are basically short-term, 
if  the project is planned properly.  The action proposed in this report avoids or minimizes 
cumulative effects by avoiding borrow sites that have more pronounced bathymetric features 
(considered to be attractive to fish and shellfish) that could be permanently altered or 
eliminated.  Dredging shallow pits and rotational dredging in the borrow sites would minimize 
benthic recovery periods.  The discussion in section 6.2.25 “Cumulative Impacts” presents 
current available information concerning the size and magnitude of impacted areas covering 
past and present impacts and foreseeable future impacts of affected habitats.  However, the 
timing and duration of the impacts are variable depending on each individual action.  This 
becomes increasingly speculative when discussing foreseeable projects that have not been 
implemented. 
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1. The specific types of equipment (dredges, barges, pumps, 
bulldozers, etc.) are mobile sources, therefore, there would be 
no stationary sources on land.  The majority of the emissions 
will be from mobile marine vessels (cutterhead-suction 
dredges or hopper dredges) and mobile land-based 
construction equipment.   

2. Project specifications will require the construction 
contractor to be in compliance with Federal and state air 
quality statutes and regulations.   

3.  Air quality permits for the discharge of a sand slurry and 
dewatering operations were not required historically for 
beach replenishment projects.  The District will coordinate 
with NJDEP during Preconstruction, Engineering and Design 
to evaluate the need for this permit. 

4. See above responses.
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2. 

3. 

4. 



 A-117

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. The report text was revised as appropriate. 

 

1. 
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1. Section 2.3.11.2 was updated with this information. 

2. As discussed in the EIS, it is anticipated that with the 
exposure of suitable substrate after dredging is completed, 
these areas could have suitable habitat for future recruitment. 
 Therefore, a permanent loss of habitat is not anticipated.  
This should be demonstrated through pre and post-
construction monitoring of the affected areas to determine if 
the impacted areas have suitable physical, chemical and 
biological parameters necessary for future recruitment of the 
affected areas.  It may be possible to focus dredging in areas 
of lesser productivity within the existing borrow areas early in 
the project and monitor recruitment patterns in the affected 
areas to determine if more productive areas could be 
harvested with subsequent sand extraction and surfclam 
recruitment.   

 

 

 

 

3. Concur.  Monitoring for surfclams within the borrow areas 
will be conducted over a long-term to coincide with periodic 
nourishment cycles.  Preservation of substrates similar to 
existing substrates will be emphasized through dredging 
depth correlation with strata in vibrocore logs.   

 

 

 

4. The development and implementation of beach nesting bird 
management plans are currently being negotiated between the 
non-Federal sponsor (NJDEP) and the local municipalities.  
Approved management plans will be adopted prior to any 
construction activities.

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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5. Construction activities will be avoided during the nesting 
season in areas currently occupied by piping plovers or areas 
historically occupied by piping plovers.  Priority would be 
given to placement of beachfill immediately after August 15 in 
areas documented to be inhabited by piping plovers within the 
recent past.  This would be done to provide maximum 
recovery time for benthic organisms along the shoreline to 
provide a sufficient food source for potential nesting piping 
plovers the following spring. 

 

6. The project sponsor, NJDEP, would need to negotiate 
easements to allow USFWS and NJDEP staff to monitor and 
manage nesting activities. 

 

 

7. As part of the monitoring for Rare, Threatened and 
Endangered Species (6.2.29.4), monitoring of piping plover 
nests within the project impact area will be conducted. 

 

8. Section 2.3.15.1 was updated with this information. 

 

 

 

9. PL-E   The Strathmere Natural Area was acquired by the 
State of New Jersey from the Natural Lands Trust in 1969 
with funding from the New Jersey Green Acres Land 
Acquisition Act of 1961, and was later assigned to the Division 
of Parks and Forestry in 1970 (personal communication with 
Robert Cartica, Office of Natural Lands Management).  This 
was clarified in the text.  

 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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10. The Corson Inlet borrow area was delineated in such a 
manner as to avoid negative impacts (erosion) to Corson’s 
Inlet State Park and the Strathmere Natural area.  Borrow 
areas in Townsends Inlet are already committed to the 
Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet shore protection project. 

 

11. While habitat restoration was not a primary goal of this 
project, a 734-foot taper extends into the Strathmere Natural 
Area, which may provide some habitat protection.  
Opportunities for habitat and habitat protection through 
design adjustments (without departing significantly from the 
project design parameters) could be considered during the 
Pre-Construction Engineering and Design (PED) Phase. 
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1. This study identified seven potential sand sources.  Of these 
seven sites, three were eliminated based on NJDEP opposition 
to fisheries impacts (L2 and M3).  Another site (O1), was 
eliminated due to unsatisfactory sand quality.  The remaining 
sites selected (L1, L3, M8 and C1) are expected to 
accommodate the projected sand needs over a 50-year period. 
 If significant commercial surfclam densities develop within 
portions of these sites during the project life, the sites are 
large enough that it should be possible to take sand within the 
existing sites and still avoid high commercial surfclam 
densities.  It should be noted that once an area is impacted, 
the permanent surfclam habitat may not be lost over a long-
term.  Post-dredge monitoring of these areas would provide 
valuable insight into the recovery rates of affected areas.   

2. Area C1 is located in Corson’s Inlet and is designated in 
this study for the periodic nourishment of Strathmere.  
Townsends Inlet (Area E) is already a designated borrow area 
for another Federal project at Avalon.    

3. Concur.  Monitoring for surfclams within the borrow areas 
will be conducted over a long-term to coincide with periodic 
nourishment cycles.  Preservation of substrates similar to 
existing substrates will be emphasized through dredging 
depth correlation with strata in vibrocore logs. 

4. Borrow depths have been chosen to ensure that two feet of 
sand is left in place over any clay or mud substrates.  The 
vibrocore borings will be used to delineate clay or mud 
substrates in order to ensure that a minimum of two feet of 
sand is left intact over these areas during dredging.   

 

5. Concur 

6. Concur

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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6. 
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7. Concur 

 

 

8. Concur 

 

9. The development and implementation of beach nesting bird 
management plans are currently being negotiated between the 
non-Federal sponsor (NJDEP) and the local municipalities.  
Approved management plans will be adopted prior to any 
construction activities. 

10. Construction activities will be avoided during the nesting 
season in areas currently occupied by piping plovers or areas 
historically occupied by piping plovers.  Priority would be 
given to placement of beachfill immediately after August 15 in 
areas documented to be inhabited by piping plovers within the 
recent past.  This would be done to provide maximum 
recovery time for benthic organisms along the shoreline to 
provide a sufficient food source for potential nesting piping 
plovers the following spring.    
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11. The project sponsor, NJDEP, would need to negotiate 
easements to allow USFWS and NJDEP staff to monitor and 
manage nesting activities. 

12. Sand extraction for beach nourishment has the potential 
to directly or indirectly degrade surfclam areas (N.J.A.C. 
7:7E-3.3) and Shipwrecks and Artificial Reefs (N.J.A.C. 7:7E-
3.13) as identified in Subchapter 3 “Special Areas”.  The 
proposed borrow areas currently do not “support significant 
commercially harvestable quantities of surfclams”, however, 
they may support this in the future, given the variability in 
their distribution and densities.  Also these areas may also be 
considered as “areas important for recruitment of surfclam 
stocks.”  As discussed in previous responses, monitoring is 
necessary to determine if significant commercially harvestable 
quantities of surfclams are present within these sites, and to 
document recruitment rates of impacted areas.  Two targets 
were identified as potential shipwreck sites within the borrow 
area C1. The placement of buffer zones around these targets 
would insure protecting these special areas. 

13. See comment #12. 

14. Concur.  A draft detailed plan will be submitted to the 
Natural Areas Council for approval by the Commissioner 
during the Pre-construction, Engineering and Design Phase of 
the project.

 

11.

12.

13.

14.
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1.  The N.J. State Historic Preservation Office concurs with 
the Philadelphia District’s determination of “no adverse 
effect” provided that conditions for monitoring and avoidance 
as described in the Philadelphia District’s letter are met. 

 

 

1. 
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1.  The beach replenishment scheduled for the fall is a state 
project.  The proposed Federal project detailed in the Great 
Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet Feasibility Report would 
however, also use Corson Inlet as a borrow source. 

  

 

Names and Addresses Withheld 

Signatures Withheld 

1.
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1. Acknowledged.  The proposed groin construction was a 
state project.  The Corps was only involved with the 
permitting aspect.  

 

2.  Acknowledged.  According to our records, the groins in 
Upper Township were constructed by the State and local 
municipality. 

 

3. Groins are effective in reducing sand loss due to longshore 
transport.  Therefore, as part of the feasibility study, a 
analysis was performed to determine the cost-effectiveness of 
groin construction in the Whale Beach area.  However, in this 
case, groins would only be able to reduce sand nourishment 
requirements by about 4%.  This is not enough savings to 
offset the substantial initial cost of the groins. 

 

1. 

2. 

3. 
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1.  There did not appear to be any official set boundaries for 
Whale Beach when the study was initiated, thus it was mostly 
referred to in the report as the “Whale Beach area.”  
Regardless, our use of the term Whale Beach for a specific 
area does not endorse any “official” federal government 
designation.  Unfortunately, time constraints do not allow for 
the requested revisions to the report.  

 

2.  It is agreed that “Townsend Inlet” is better grammatically, 
however “Townsends Inlet” is the term used on official 
mapping such as NOAA charts.  

 

3.  As part of the feasibility study, a detailed analysis was 
performed to determine the cost-effectiveness of groin 
construction.  According to our analysis, groins would only 
reduce sand nourishment requirements by about 4%.  This is 
not enough savings to offset the substantial initial cost of the 
groins.  Even without the groins, our calculations show that 
sand nourishment every 5-years should be adequate. 

4.  Acknowledged.  See previous response. 
5.  We have verified our findings that groin construction is 
not a more economical solution than the selected plan. 

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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1. Acknowledged and corrected.   

 

 

 

 

1. 
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2.  Correct.  All sand nourishment is cost-shared between the 
Federal and non-Federal sponsor.  As part of the project, 
periodic sand nourishment will be placed to maintain the 
design template when necessary.  

  

 

 

 

 

3. Acknowledged.  However, our analysis showed that groin 
construction would only reduce nourishment quantities by 
about 4%.  This reduction was not enough for it to be cost-
effective over the 50-year period of analysis.   

 

4.  In the feasibility study, groin construction was assumed to 
occur simultaneously.  Sequential construction would indeed 
reduce average annual costs.  However, since average annual 
benefits would also be reduced, and are low in magnitude, it is 
doubtful that this alternative would produce greater net 
benefits than the selected plan.  

 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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5.  Acknowledged.  The digital mapping was produced prior to the 
construction of the terminal groin while the 88th Street groin was 
mistakenly omitted.  These errors have been noted in the figure.  

 

5. 
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1.  During the Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design 
Phase, the Corps will coordinate with the state and city 
regarding construction of the dune in the same location as the 
recently created dune, leaving the “trough” or access area in-
place.  Coordination regarding dune walkovers for beach 
access will also be accomplished. 

 

2.  The feasibility report examined the alternative of constructing groins 
to reduce longshore transport and therefore periodic sand nourishment 
requirements. However, nourishment quantities were relatively low 
enough that groin construction was found not to be cost-effective in this 
situation. 

 

 

 
 

1. 

2. 
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