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State of Netw Jersey

Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Governor nmissioner
Comm
Natural and Historic Resources testoner
Division of Engineering and Construction

September 7, 2000

LTC. Colonel Timothy Brown
Phila. Dist. Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Bldg.

100 Penn Sguare East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear LTC. Col. Brown:

I am writing in support of the project identified by the
Corps of Engineers’ Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact
Statement for Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet, New
Jersey. We fully support this project selected for future
construction. We are aware that funds have been included in the
Federal FY 2001 budget to initiate Preconstruction, Engineering
and Design efforts and are willing to cost share this portion of
the project at 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-Federal, ...
understanding that adjustments may be necessary to bring the non-
Federal PED cost sharing in line with the project cost sharing
during the first year of construction. At the appropriate time,
the State is prepared to enter into a Project Cooperation
Agreement {PCA) establishing our commitment to see this project
reach construction.

The State of New Jersey is very supportive of this project
which will provide necessary shore protection to the local
communities. We look forward to working with the Corps of
Engineers in constructing this important project.

incerely,

Adnministyggtor

mm
Phone 1510 Hooper Avenue, Toms River, NJ 08753 Fax
(732) 255-0770 New Jersey is an Bqual Opportunity Employer (732) 255-0774
Recycled Paper
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CITY OF OCEAN CITY

AMERICA'S GREATEST FAMILY RESORT

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

é'eptemEer ig, ;EEOO

Lt. Colonel Timothy Brown
_U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District
Wanamaker Building
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: - Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsend’s Inlet
Feasibility Report

Dear Lt. Colonel. Brown:

The City of Ocean City wishes to express its full endorsement of the proposed beach
replenishiment project for the south end of Ocean City (34™ Street to 59" Street) as
described within the Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsend’s Inlet Feasibility Report. The
City has benefited greatly from the current federal project which includes the beaches
north of 34™ Street. The proposed project will ensure the protection of Ocean City along
the entire oceanfront.

The City has endeavored through its own efforts and in conjunction with the State of
New Jersey, to maintain an engineered beach at the south end of Ocean City. Frankly,
federal resources are critical for the continued preservation of the beaches at the south
end of Ocean City. The Army Corps of Engineers has shown time and again that they
have the necessary resources to properly investigate, analyze, and implement the
solutions which are required along our nation’s coastlines.

The City is prepared to cooperate with the federal and state governments to implement
the proposed project. As always, we greatly appreciate the Army Corps of Engineers
work in the preservation of Ocean City’s beaches.

861 ASBURY AVENUE, OCEAN CITY, NJ 08226-3695
609-525-9335 FAX: 609-398-0740
Q Printed on Recycled Paper
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City of &ea lsle City

4416 LANDIS AVENUE
SEA ISLE CITY. NEW JERSEY 08243
_ 609-2»33-44?!
LEONARD C. DESIDERIO AX 809.763.6139 DIRECTOR
MAYOR , DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE AND FINANCE

August 7, 2001

Lt. Colonel Timothy Brown
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wannamaker Bldg

- 100 Penn Square Last
Philadelphia, Pa. 19107-3390

Re: New Jerscy Shore Protection
Great Egg Harbor Tnlet to ‘Townsend’s Inlet
Feasibility Report

Dear Lt. Colonel Brown,

On behalf of the Board of Commissioners of the City of Sea [sle City, 1 wish to
express our deepest appreciation to the Army Corps of Lingineers lor all they do for our
community in our efforts to protect our ocean-shorefront.

Without the assistance of the Army Corps of Army Cngineers and the State of
New Jersey, it would be too costly for our City to preserve its ocean-shorefront.

As you arc aware the City has undertaken a dedicated effort to protect our
shorefront with the construction of low profile groins along with beach nourishment
projects and have an on-going Beach Erosion Plan.

The City strongly supports the Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends lnlct

Feasibility Report done by the Army Corps and urges cven more involvement in our
erosion problems.

Sincerely,
CITY OF SEA ISLE CITY

CDpudunr

I.eonard C. Desiderio
Mayor

"The Sea and Sand Family Vacationland”

2-d 2¥12-€92 (609) JBY-ALID 31SI YIS 40 ALID des:20 10 80 2ny
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CENAP-PL-E

6562/am

06 MARCH 1998
DAYAN

PASQUAI..Eg
ZAPPI

Environmental Resources Branch
' BURNE

CALLEGAR

Dear:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District, has initiated the "Great
Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet Feasibility Study." This study is cost shared
between the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and the Federal
Government on a 50/50 basis. The purpose of the study is to fully evaluate the locations
and optimum design for shore protection measures along Peck Beach and Ludlam Island.

The study area is located on the southern Atlantic coast of New Jersey in Cape
May County, extending approximately 24.1 Kilometers from Great Egg Harbor Inlet to
Townsends Inlet. The two inlets enclose the barrier islands known as Peck Beach and
Ludlam Island. Peck Beach contains both Ocean City and Corson Inlet State Park. Ocean
City is a highly developed residential town that measures 11.4 Kilometers in length. A
federal project currently exists at the northern portion of Ocean City, therefore this study
will focus on the southern portion (south of 36" street) of Ocean City. Ludlam Island
contains the towns of Strathmere and Sea Isle City. The town of Strathmere in the
northern portion of the island consists of mostly residential structures and very little
commercial development. Whale Beach is a narrow, sparsely developed stretch of land
that encompasses the southern portion of the town of Strathmere and the northern portion
of Sea Isle City. Sea Isle City is a highly developed residential community similar to
Ocean City. The southern section of Sea Isle City is a residential section known as
Townsends Inlet.

The primary focus of the study is to investigate and identify potential methods of
protecting areas experiencing coastal erosion due to hurricane and storm damage. This
will include any environmental impacts that might be caused by these protective measures.

We would like to initiate coordination with you early in the planning process. We
welcome any comments or concerns with regard to potential impacts to resources within
the study area. The proposed study area is outlined on the enclosed map.

A-7




A-8



Mr. Carl Braun

NIDEP - Land Use Regulation Program
P.O. Box 401

501 East State Street, Floor 2

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0401

Mr. Larry Schmidt

NIDEP - Program Coordmatlon
P.O.Box 418

401 East State Street, Floor 2
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0418

Mr. Larry Niles, Chief

Endangered & Non-Game Species
NIDEP, Division of Fish, Game & Wildlife
CN 400

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0400

Mr. Willie DeCamp

Ocean County Isaak Walton League
1229 Bay Avenue

Mantoloking, New Jersey 08738

Mr. Richard Merion, President
Alliance for a Living Ocean

P.O. Box 95

Ship Bottom, New Jersey 08008

Mr. Tom Fote, Legislative Chairman
New Jersey Angler Association

22 Cruiser Court

Toms River, New Jersey 08753

Ms. Karen Wurst, Biologist

National Marine Fisheries Service

James J. Howard Marine Science Laboratory
Highlands, New Jersey 07732

Mr. Gef Flimlin

Marine Extension Agent

Rutger's Cooperative Extension of Ocean County
Toms River, New Jersey 08755
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Mr. Clifford Day, Supervisor
New Jersey Field Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
927 North Main Street

Building D

Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232

Mr. Jim Joseph, Chief

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Fish, Game & Wildlife

Nacote Creek Research Station

P. O. Box 418

Port Republic, New Jersey 02841

Mr. Joel Fogel, Director
Waterwatch/Coastal Patrol
P.0.Box 22

Somers Point, New Jersey 08244

Mr. Robert W. Hargrove

Chief, Environmental Impacts Branch
Environmental Protection Agency

- Region II

Jacob K. Javits Federal Building
New York, New York 10278 -

. Mr. Bob Scro

NIDEPE

Bureau of Marine Water Class1ﬁcatlon & Analys1s
P.O. Box 465 Stony Hill Road

Leeds Point, New Jersey 08220-0405

Ms. Liz Rosenblat

Office of Environmental Planning
401 East State Street -

CN 418

Trenton, New Jersey 08625
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Habitat Conservation Division
James J. Howard Marine
Sciences Laboratory

74 Magruder Road

Highlands, New Jersey 07732

March 25, 1998

Mr: Robert L. Callegari, Chief

Planning Division

Environmental Resources Branch

Philadelphia District, Corps of Enigineers

Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
. Philadelphia, PA 19107-3391

ATTN: Mr. Nathan Dayan
RE: Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet Feasibility Study
Dear Mr. Callegari: . .

In response to your request for information rega;rdmg'ﬁSheﬁes resources in the area of the above
referenced project, we offer the following information:

Several species of sea turtles including the threatened loggerhead (Caretta caretta), and
endangered Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempii), and green (Chelonia mydas) sea turtles may
occur in inshore waters of New Jersey. These turtles feed primarily on mollusks, crustaceans,
sponges and a variety of marine grasses and seaweeds. In addition, the endangered leatherback
(Dermochelys coriacea) sea turtle may occupy the coastal waters of New Jersey, foraging for
jellyfish. These sea turtles may be found in New Jersey waters from late spring to mid-fall.

Also, Endangered right whales (Eubalaena glacialis) and humpback whales (Megaptera
novaeangaliae) are present in the mid-Atlantic waters off the coast of New Jersey in late winter
through early spring.  Finback whales (Balaenoptera physalus) which are the most likely species to
occur in the coastal waters of New Jersey are present throughout the year. Lastly, the harbor
porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) which has been proposed for listing as threatened under the
Endangered Species Act may also be in the project area. While Mid-Atlantic waters are the
southern extreme of their distribution, stranding data indicates a strong presence of harbor
porpoise off the coast of New Jersey, predominantly during the spring.

Surf clams (Spisula solidissma) may also be found within the study area. ‘The harvest of surf
clams is an economically important commercial fishery in New Jersey. As a result, shoreline
protection/erosion control options should be designed to minimize impacts to this resource.

The
"QMWJ&'%
&
o
@ Printed on Recycled Paper -n«%""mﬁ f
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New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Shellfisheries can assist your
office in determining the location of commercially valuable surf clam beds. They will also have
information of the presence of hard clams (Mercenaria mercenaria) in the back bay areas. We
recommend that you consult with them during the early stages of the study.

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please contact Anita Riportella at 732-
872-3116.

Sincerely,
Stanley'W. Gorski
Field Offices Supervisor
. ar/peck.ir
cf: Milford-N.Haley

A-13




THIS IS NOT A PAID ADVERTISEMENT

Public Notice

Public Notice No.’ Date

US Army Corps  CENAP-PL-E-98-03 27 March 1998
of Engineers

Philadelphia District Application No. File No.

In Reply Refer to:
- Environmental Resources Branch

Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet
Feasibility Study Cape May County, New Jersey

Pursuant to Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act, Section 10 of
the Rivers and Harbors Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, NOTICE IS
HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Philadelphia District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has
initiated The Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet Feasibility Study, which
addresses the need for shore protection and storm damage reduction for the communities
of Ocean City, Strathmere and Sea Isle City, Cape May County, New Jersey. This study is
cost shared between the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and the
Federal Government on a 50750 basis. .

The study area is located on the southern Atlantic coast of New Jersey in Cape
May County, extending approximately 24.1 Kilometers from Great Egg Harbor Inlet to
Townsends Inlet. The study area is outlined on the enclosed map. The two inlets enclose
the barrier islands known as Peck Beach and Ludlam Island. Peck Beach contains both
Ocean City and Corson Inlet State Park. Ocean City is a highly developed residential
town that measures 11.4 Kilometers in length. A federal project currently exists at the
northern portion of Ocean City, therefore this study will focus on the southern portion
(south of 36" street)of Ocean City. Ludlam Island contains the towns of Strathmere and
Sea Isle City. The town of Strathmere in the northern portion of the island consists of
mostly residential structures and very little commercial development. Whale Beach isa
narrow, sparsely developed stretch of land that encompasses the southern portion of the
town of Strathmere and the northern portion of Sea Isle City. Sea Isle City is a highly
developed residential community similar to Ocean City. The southern section of Sea Isle
City is a residential section known as Townsends Inlet. Significant beach and dune erosion
has left these communities vulnerable to storm damages and with reduced recreational
opportunities. Severe storms in recent years have caused a reduction in the overall beach
height and width along the study area, which, along with the absence of suitable dunes,
exposes the communities to catastrophic damage from ocean flooding and wave attack.
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The primary focus of the study is to investigate and identify potential methods of
protecting areas experiencing coastal erosion due to hurricane and storm damage. This
will include any environmental impacts that might be caused by these protective measures.

Significant issues to be addressed in the EIS with regard to the proposed action
include impacts on aquatic biota, water quality, fisheries, cultural resources,
socioeconomics, and aesthetics.

This notice initiates scoping procedures as outlined in 33 CFR Part 230.12.
Scoping is an early and open process for identifying the significant issues related to the
proposed action. Participation of the general public and other interested parties in
identifying significant issues and alternatives is being solicited by means of this public
notice.

The public is invited to participate in the project scoping by providing written
.comments, questions, and concerns to this office within 30 days receipt of this notice.

Any questions or concerns in regard to this study can be directed to Mr. Nathan
Dayan of the Environmental Resources Branch at (215) 656-6562. Thank you for your
cooperation. .

lmRobert L. Callegari
Chief, Planning Division
Philadelphia District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
927 North Main Street (Bldg. D1)
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232

INREPLY REFER TO:

FP-98/016 Tel: 609-646-9310
FAX: 609-646-0352

April 10, 1998

Robert L. Callegari

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Philadelphia District

Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania . 19107-3390
Attn: Nathan Dayan

Dear Mr. Callegari:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) Public Notice Number CENAP-PL-E-98-03, dated March 27, 1998, regarding a
proposed storm damage reduction study between Great Egg Harbor Inlet and Townsends Inlet.
The proposed study area includes the communities of Ocean City, Strathmere, and Sea Isle

~ City, Cape May County, New Jersey. The Public Notice identifies the need to conduct a
Feasibility Study and prepare environmental documentation pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)(83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). The purpose of the
proposed study is to assess the feasibility of providing shore protection and stabilization in an
area that has been affected by severe storms, which have caused a reduction in the overall
beach height and width and exposed the subject communities to damage from ocean flooding
and wave attack. The study area encompasses approximately 24.1 kilometers of shoreline.

AUTHORITY

The following comments on the proposed activity have been prepared under the authority of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (ESA)(87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 e seq.), and NEPA,
and are consistent with the intent of the Service's Mitigation Policy (Federal Register, Vol.
46, No. 15, Jan. 23, 1981).

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

The piping plover (Charadrius melodus), federally listed as threatened pursuant to the ESA,

- currently nests within the study area. Specifically, the piping plover nests in Ocean City,
Strathmere, and Sea Isle City. Piping plovers nest on sandy beaches above the high tide line
on mainland coastal beaches, sand flats, and barrier island coastal beaches. The nesting sites
are typically located on gently sloping foredunes, blowout areas behind primary dunes,
washover areas cut into or between dunes, ends of sandpits, and on sites with deposits of
suitable dredged or pumped sand. ’

Other than the piping plover and an occasional transient bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) -or peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), no other federally listed or proposed
threatened or endangered flora or fauna under Service jurisdiction are known to occur in the
project area. Further consultation pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA will be necessary to
ensure no adverse impacts on piping plovers occur as a result of the proposed project.

SERVICE REVIEW

Based on a'preliminary review of the study area and fish and wildlife resources that occur
within the study area, the Service recommends that the Feasibility Report and environmental
documentation pursuant to the NEPA incorporate the following issues.

1. Address all structural and non-structural alternatives to storm damage protection
including beach nourishment and acquisition (buy-out).

2. Address impacts on shellfish and finfish at potential borrow areas and at potential
storm damage protection sites and include justification of borrow site selection based
on environmental criteria.

3. If dredging is proposed, identify proposed methods of dredging and the impact of such
dredging on sea turtles, shellfish, and finfish.

$
o

4. ‘Identify direct, indirect, and cumulative iﬁnpacts on the piping plover, a federally listed
(threatened) species; least tern (Sterna antillarum), a State-listed (endangered) species;
and, any other State-listed species known to inhabit the study area. Additionally,
identify actions to avoid or minimize impacts on federally listed and State-listed
species.

5. Identify a monitoring program that would allow the Corps to gather information on
long-term beneficial and adverse impacts of the proposed project on fish and wildlife
resources, including beach nesting birds.
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State of Nefo Jersey

Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Governor Commissioner

Office of Program Coordination
PO Box 418
Trenton, NJ 08625-0418
Phone 609-292-2662
Fax 609-777-0942

April 23, 1998

" Mr. Robert L. Callegari
Chief, Pianning Division
Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3391

RE: Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet Feasibility Study
Dear Mr. Callegari:

The Office of Program Coordination of the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed its review of the limited information
contained in your recent letter regarding initiating the Great Egg Harbor Inlet to
Townsends Inlet Feasibility Study. We offer the following comments regarding natural
resources and open space resources.

NATURAL RESOURCES

The NJDEP’s Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife’'s (DFGW) has already
commented on the reconnaissance study for this same area; those comments were
included in our July 10, 1995 letter (see attached). However, since the time of that
response, additional information regarding shellfish resources has arisen. Therefore, the
original and updated information is summarized below and should apply to this feasibility
study.

Shellfish Resources

The DFGW's Bureau of Shellfisheries responded to the reconnaissance study for
this project by indicating that, “unlike most of the State’s waters along the Atlantic
Ocean, this region has not produced commercially viable concentrations of surf clams
(Spisula Solidissima) in over twenty years”. While this was true when the comments
were submitted, recent data collected during the 1996 and 1997 surf clam inventory
surveys has revealed that the stocks of surf clams in the region are improving. The
Bureau has found localized areas that contain high densities of surf clams; any proposed
borrow area should now be investigated thoroughly since the offshore lumps typically
used for sand extraction are also prime surf clam habitat.

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer
Recycled Paper
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Back-bay areas still contain productive hard clam (Mercenaria mercenaria) beds.
While not comprehensive, various site inspections conducted throughout the back-bays
within the project area indicate the viable hard clam habitat is present; shellfish densities
vary depending on location. It is noted that a number of shellfish aquaculture leases
exist throughout this region; these leases augment the natural value of the estuarine
shellfisheries of the region.

Any questions regarding additional information on shellfish issues should be
directed to Jeff Normant (609-984-5546) of the Bureau of Shellfisheries.

Marine Fisherles

The DFGW's Bureau of Marine Fisheries re-emphasizes their concerns from the
reconnaissance study relative to potential impacts on fisheries resources from borrow
area activities. Offshore lumps, wrecks, artificial reefs and areas identified as prime-
fishing grounds should be avoided. Several lumps offshore of Corson’s Inlet (2-3 miles)
and several ridges within two miles of the beach off Strathmere and Sea Isle City are
particularly noted. These areas are popular fishing sites since they attract and hold fish;
such sites should not be considered as borrow areas for beach nourishment. Monitoring
studies of any proposed borrow sites, as well as mitigation for impacts at borrow areas,
need to be coordinated with the Bureau of Marine Fisheries.

A second area of concern is the impact of beach nourishment and the loss of
jetties on shore based recreational fishing activities. Losses to existing beach habitat
and temporary impacts to benthic organisms/forage would need to be developed to
address these impacts and provide a basis for assessing mitigation requirements.

Qusstions or future coordination regarding marine issues should be directed to
John McClain at 609-748-2020.

Wiidiife Resources

The Bureau of Wildlife Management indicates that large numbers of waterfowl
can be expected to utilize the marsh/wetlands adjacent to the coastal study area during
the period from October through April. Primary species include black duck, brant,
mallard, bufflehead, old squaw, scoter and scaup. In addition, salt marsh areas in the
study are extensively used by clapper rail for nesting during their breeding season
(April - August). Mammals that occur in the study area are river otter, raccoon, fox, and
an occasional white-tailed deer. ’

Questions or future coordination regarding marine issues should be directed to
Lee Widjeskog at 609-748-0455. )

Endangered and Threatened Species
The Great Egg Harbor to Townsends Inlet reach of the Atlantic coastal beaches,

bays and marshes continues to provide critical habitats for several endangered and
threatened species and other important coastal wildlife.
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Thirty to forty pairs of piping plovers (federally threatened, State endangered)
nest on the barrier beaches in this area and represent roughly 25% of the nesting
population of New Jersey. Nesting piping plovers are found in all three municipalities
that make up this stretch of coastline (Ocean City, Upper Township, Sea Isle City). Two
to five least tem (State endangered) colonies have existed in the study area over the
past decade. The areas that most consistently support nesting least tems are around
Corson’s Inlet and Townsends Inlet. One of the largest black skimmer (State
endangered) colonies in New Jersey is located in Corson’s Inlet, frequently on the
Strathmere Natural Area.

Several osprey pairs (State threatened) nest mostly on artificial structures in this
region, although they are abundant immediately south of the area. One pair of peregrine
falcons (federally threatened, State endangered) nest in a nesting box behind Sea Isle
City. Another pair nests on the marshes of the Tuckahoe River but undoubtedly feed in
the marshes behind this coastal reach.

Several wading bird colonies are located on the dredge disposal islands in the
back-bays and marshes behind barrier islands in this stretch. Herming gulls, laughing
gulls and great-backed gulls nest on the marsh islands but are not as numerous as in
the regions immediately north or south of this area. Several small common tem and
Forsters tern colonies are also located in this area. Other notable nongame marsh birds
breeding in the study area include willets and American oystercatchers. Beaches, tidal
flats and marshes in this area all provide important feeding and roosting habitat for
migratory shorebirds.

In regard to the protection measures that may be proposed, beach nourishment
will probably enhance habitat for beach nesting birds, although this often presents
difficult management challenges where human interaction occurs. If the protection
measures take the form of hard structures, negative impacts to beach nesting bird
habitat are likely; hard structural solutions to beach erosion should be avoided. General
precautions would include timing restrictions during construction and a management
plan to adequately protect endangered birds that nest on any habitat created by the
beach nourishment.

It is also noted that the study area include two State-owned parcels (Corson’s
Inlet State Park and Strathmere Natural Area) as well as the relatively undeveloped
Whale Beach area. These areas do not normally meet the strict federal cost/benefit
requirements for shore protection measures but provide some of the most important
existing beach nesting habitat. If beach nourishment activities avoid these areas in favor
of more populated -areas, then suitable beach nesting habitat will essentially be shifted to
areas that present a greater likelihood of conflicts with human activities. Therefore, any
beach nourishment in the study area should also include creation and/or enhancement
of habitat on Corson’s Inlet State Park, Strathmere Natural Area and Whale Beach; it
should also include provisions for management of this habitat and the nesting birds.

Addi’t’ibnal information or questions regarding endangered/threatened/nongame
resources should be directed to Dave Jenkins at 609-292-9400.
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OPEN SPACE RESOURCES

As noted above, Corson’s Inlet State Park and the Strathmere Natural Area are
in the study area. Both areas have been hammered by storms extensively this and other
past years. Significant loss of primary dunes has closed the former walkway entrance at
Seaview Avenue in Strathmere and repeated northeasters have created a “gut”, linking
the Atlantic Ocean and Middle Thorofare in North Carson’s.

The primary concern of the NJDEP’s Division of Parks and Forestry is the
sensitivity of laying pipe across Strarthmere Natural Area. Approximately ten years ago,
the plan to pump sand from Corson’s Inlet to downbeach properties originally called for
destruction of dunes and the laying of pipe diagonally across the area. The obvious
intrusion into nesting areas and disturbance of protected areas precluded such action
from taking place; the pipe was laid along the high water mark. (The lack of
communication and coordination between the project partners has improved greatly
since that time.) ‘

The Division of Parks and Forestry welcomes this initiative to minimize the
destruction of primary and secondary dune systems on our parklands. Additional
information or questions regarding these open space resources should be directed to
Thomas Keck at 609-861-2404.

Thank you for the opportunity to be part of the scoping process for this important
_ project.

7zl

Lawrence Schmidt
Director
Office of Program Coordination

Attachment

C: Nathan Dayan, ACOE
Robert McDowell, NJDEP
Andrew Didun, NJDEP
Jeff Normant, NJDEP
John McClain, NJDEP
Lee Widjeskog, NJDEP
Dave Jenkins, NJDEP
Carl Nordstrom, NJDEP
Thomas Keck, NJDEP
Bernard Moore, NJDEP
Ruth Ehinger, NJDEP
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CENAP-PL-E
6562 /am
! 31 JULY 1998

" Environmental Resources Branch
J@ w

ZAPPILE

Mr. Andy Didun JUL 3 1098 LIPS
NJ Department of Environmental Protection : %

CN 400 - Division of Fish, Game & Wildlife LEG
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0402

Dear Mr. Didun:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District, is currently conducting the
"Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsend Inlet, New Jersey Feasibility Study." Enclosed for your
review is a draft scope of work for the benthic sampling to be complete for the proposed project.
This benthic work will examine the proposed borrow areas as well as the placement site for this
study. These conditions will be compared to surrounding reference sites (for the borrow areas)
and the site of the recent Ocean City nourishment activities (for the placement site). This SOW is
also being coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

As a result of recent meetings between our offices, we would like to request that you also
review the location(s) of the proposed borrow areas for concerns you may have relating to surf
clams and prime fishing Areas.

It is currently anticipated that the benthic sampling for this project will be finished by
September 30,1998. In order to meet this schedule we request that you provide us with any
comments you might have on the SOW or the proposed borrow areas no later than
August 14,1998. ‘

Any questions or concerns with regard to this study can be directed to Mr. Nathan Dayan
of the Environmental Resources Branch at (215) 656-6562. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Callegari
Chief, Planning Division

Enclosure

CEN:AP-PL—E
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Ve
State of Nefo Jersey

Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Governor Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife Commissioner
P.O. Box 400
Trenton, NJ 08625-0400
August 7, 1998

Robert L. Callegari

US Army Corps of Engineers

‘Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 19107-3391
Dear Mr. Callegari:

This serves to respond to your July 31,1998 inquiry about the draft scope of work for the “Great Egg
Harbor Inlet to Townsend Inlet, New Jersey Feasibility Study”. Specifically, your request is for the
Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife [DFGW] to provide input on: a) the proposed benthic sampling
program; and, b) the selection of proposed offshore borrow areas relative to our concerns about surf clams
and prime fishing areas. This latter information will weigh heavily on decisions made relative to the
regulatory authority of the state’s Land Use Regulation Program [i.e. Federal Consistency].

Benthic Sampling Program
In regard to the benthic sampling program, the DFGW supports the sampling effort described and does not

have any major concerns or recommendations. In fact, the results of the proposed benthic sampling will be
important information for more detailed future comments regarding shellfish [surf clams] and this project.
We ask that the data from the sampling, even in raw form, be supplied to our Bureau of Shellfisheries for
consideration [see shellfish comments below].

Relative to the inshore impacts of burial by beach nourishment, we note that an additional area of
discussion beyond the proposed program is needed. As indicated in prior correspondence, loss of habitat
type / diversity [i.e. jetties] and losses to shore-based recreational fishing activities [i.e. lost access on
jetties to deeper water; lost attraction of fish to rock communities for recreational fishing] would also need
to be considered and should be evaluated as part of a sampling program.

Borrow Areas - Shellfisheries

With regard to the offshore borrow areas and shellfish, we note that the surf clam inventories in the study
area show that, although low, stocks have recently [1996 / 1997] improved. Increased surf clam production
appears to be the trend off of Cape May, however, current data is not abundant enough or specific enough
to afford us the luxury of placing selection priorities on the borrow sites indicated. Therefore, as inferred
above, the proposed benthic sampling program may provide the needed insight into the final selection of
preferred or opposed borrow areas.

Borrow Areas - Marine Finfish

In regard to the offshore borrow areas and marine finfish, we note that some of the proposed sites {lumps]
are specifically those noted in prior correspondence [April 23, 1998 letter from L. Schmidt] to “not
consider as borrow areas”. They include L2, M3 and O1. Area L2 is the Sea Isle Lump, which is identified
as a prime fishing area in the “Blue Book” as well as in the “Anglers Guide to the United States Atlantic
Coast” by Freeman and Walford (1974). Under chapter 7:7E-3.4 Prime Fishing Areas, submarine and
sand mining is prohibited in this area. Site M3 includes all of one and the majority of another lump that,
-while not technically identified as a prime fishing area, serves to attract and hold fish just as well. It too

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer
Recycled Paper
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should be avoided. Of the three major “lump” sites, site O1 is the least objectionable, but still includes the
tip of a ridge running parallel to shore.

Site L1 lies directly adjacent to the Sea Isle Lump (L2). Unless it can be shown that mining this site would
have no adverse effect on the continued existence of the Sea Isle Lump, it should not be mined. Site M8 is
the least objectionable of all the sites, although it too includes a small lump.

DFGW Preferences on Borrow Areas )

In reference to prior discussions about borrow areas and the DFGW’s preference in their selection, we have
emphasized that using sand from nearby inlets in the study area be investigated as a first choice. We
reiterate that preference here; both Townsends and Corson Inlets have a build-up of sand that should be
considered for beneficial use [i.e. beachfill] before establishing new borrow areas. If excess sand is
available from Great Egg Harbor Inlet after its use for the Ocean City beachfill, then this inlet should also
be considered before new borrow areas.

Unless changes are shown in the results of the current benthic sampling program relative to shellfish [surf
clam] abundance, the use of the inlets as borrow sites should be followed by the selection of site M8, then
site L1[provided no adverse effects on L2] and finally site O1. Any excavation of these sites, however,
should be shaped to mimic their bottom contours / relief except that the resultant contours will be at a
deeper depth. No excavation of any site should cause a depression in the bottom that could create anoxic
conditions. This fine-tuning and contour shaping of potential borrow areas are the same suggestions made
in our recent discussions concerning the Cape May Meadows project. Sites 1.2 and M3 should no longer be
considered for borrow.

We hope these comments are of service to you. We appreciate this opportunity to provide information into
the selection of potential borrow sites before they are presented in formal documentation. This is precisely
the kind of coordination needed to avert future conflicts. If you require any further information, feel free to
contact me [609-984-2413] or our technical staff: John McClain {Marine Finfish; 609-748-2020] and Jeff
Normant [Shellfisheries; 609-785-0730].

Sincerely,

Andrew Didun, Supervisor
DFGW, Office of Environmental Review

¢. R. McDowell, Director
R. Itchmoney, Asst. Director
B. Moore, Administrator; Engineering & Construction
L. Schmidt, Director; Program Coordination
J. McClain, Marine Fisheries
J. Normant, Shellfisheries
M. Mauriello, LURP
E. Schrading, USFWS
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CENAP-PL-E
26 AUGUST 1998
am/6562

DAY.

PASQU
Environmental Resources Branch %
. AUG 26 1998 ZAPPLIE
LIPSK}?//

Dear : ’ S

e

Versar, Inc. will be conducting environmental studies related to a US Army Corps of
Engineers sponsored shoreline protection feasibility study between Great Egg Harbor Inlet and
Townsends Inlet, New Jersey. We would appreciate it if your township would grant permission
to the Versar crew allowing them to drive their field vehicle (a standard 4X4 pickup truck) on the
beach during the last two weeks of September 1998. They will be collecting sediment samples in
the surf zone along the entire length of the barrier island, from Great Egg Harbor Inlet to
Townsends Inlet. They will contact you a week before the sampling to let you know what days
they will be driving on the beach. In addition, they will display a “beach survey” sign on their
vehicle to let the public know they are conducting official survey work.

If you intend to issue a permit or letter granting permission, please fax or mail it directly to
our contractor: '

William Burton

Versar, Inc.

9200 Rumsey Road
Columbia, Maryland 21045
410-740-6986 (office)
410-964-9200 (fax)

Any questions or concerns regarding this letter can be directed to Mr. Nathan Dayan of
the Environmental Resources Branch at (215) 656-6562. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Callegari
Chief, Planning Division

N. Dayan - CENAP-PL-E
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CENAF-FL-E
G55%xm

19MARCH 1999
alLENBT]

PASQUALE -1f

Environmental Resournes Branch AR 22 109 L

Oibice: of Ervirommental Revieor

Newr Forty Deparimem of Environmental Prozsction
Ditvisirn of Fish, Game and Wikdlifis

P.O. Box 400

Tremion, New Jartey 0B525-D400

Degr Mr, Didun:

Enclosed for yor review snd comment is Lhe drafl ropor! endthed: “An Evaluation and
Comyparison of Benthic Comnuatnity Assenbinges Within Porendial Offzhore Sand Barrow Sites
] Nearghooe Placemend Sitea For the Great Egg Hastxxr [nled In Toemestads Infed, New Jarsey
Feasihility Study™. This study was developed based on a need to provide basslioe macrobenthic
and surficlam (Sploeka aofidfadme) daia and o compare peversl altermtive died to Guabiabe sand
barmrer site peection. This study also evalusied benihic resources focated in. the nesmshore
subdidal and imesridal habvitats in the viciaity of Ocern Ciny, New Jarsey. Fleace review the draft
report and provide amy commmena by 9 Aprdl 1999, Questions andfor comments can be directed
10 Steve Allen of the Envingnmen tal Resoorres Branch el £215) 656-6559. Thamkc-you.

Sinceredy,
Raobert L. Callagari
Chief, Planning Division
Enclomure
Copy Furnishes]-

Mark Mauriedlo, NJDEFP (LURF}
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CENAP-FL-E
685%/am
IPMARCH 1999

ALLEA

PASQUALE
Environmemal Fesoures Branch WR 22 KKO LUCAS J&u

Gapma
Mr, Diuglas Adame C‘“}@‘“

17 5. Fizh and Wildhfe Savice
ST North Main 5t. (Hldg. D)
Plensantville, New Jerssy 08232

Dear Mr. Adame:

Enclosed for your review and comment is the doaft report sititled: "An Evaloaeion and
Comperison of Benthic Community Assemblages Within Potential (Mfshoce Sand Bomow Sites
and Mearshare Placement Sites For the Great Egg Herbor Infet to Townsends Enlet, New Fersey
Feaghifity Smdy”, This stady was developed based on & need o provide baseline macrobenthic
and surfelan {Spisteda solichssimgy dats and to compare several alberrtive sites to facilfitate sand
borrow site selection, This study also evalusted benthic resources located in the nearsbiore
suabitidal and mtertidal habatats in the vicinity of Ocean City, New Jersey. FPltase review the draft
report and provide amy comments by ¢ Apail 1999, Questions andfar comments can be directed
to Steve Allen of the Emvirommmental Resources Branch at (215) §56-6559. Thank-you.

Sinceredy,

Bobert L. Callegan
Chif, Planning Divizion
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State of et Fersey

Choistine Todd Whilman Department of Environmental Protection Robert . Shinm, [n
Lavgrngr Lot ioner
THvihom of Flxh Gaooe s WML
P Boox S0
Tremm, MY 250400

Babest MrDowell, Direcor

April 26, 1959

Roberl Callegari, Chiel

U3 Army Corps of Engineers

Flaming Division

100 Peon Square Exst, Wimamaker Bldg,
Philsde]phia, PA 19107 -3301

Dear Mr. Callegari:

This serves to respomd to your request for the Division of Fish, Geame and Wildlile

[ GW] b review and comment on the draft report entitled * An Evaluation and
Companson of Benthic Community Assemblapes Within Potential Okfshore Sand
Bomow Sites and Nearshore Placement Sites For the Great Epg Harbor o Townsends
Inlet, Mew Jersey, Feasibility Study™ In general, the DFGW does not kave major
criticisms of the docvnent’s resuits / discussion, which conchudes that none of
differences [between bomow sites] would preclude an area from being used a3 o sand
source for beach replenishment activities. We do not dispute the findingz of the beach
nourishment sites. Moreover, sampling tecimiques appear 16 be comparable to the Burtan
of Shellfisheries [BSF] techriques although, for comparison purposes, the BSF questions
if Versar lined the bottom of the surf clam dredge with a 2* rebar io retain smaller clams
sines there are some skze differences, This should be explained.

The DFGW, however, does not agree with the following staterment “It is unkmown
whether dredging operations will alter the substate compesition of the hormow area o
preciude surf clam recolonization after dredging™ [page 4-4]. The dociment identifies
changes in substrate as oot potential adverse impact [the creation of anoxic bomow pits
wasg another]. Preliminary borings can surely determine if the degree / depth of dredging
propased at 2 specific borrow area will remove the existing substrate and expose a
different one or one of leszer suitability. Borrow area selection and the depth f degree of
dredging should specifically avoid locations whete changes in substrate oype would
ooour, partrcularly if those changes result in unmurtables substrates, Dredging should alse
avnid the creation of anoxic borrow pits [a= noted i the report].

In regerd to the bormow areas amalyzed in (his document and the prefemed borrow arsas
noted m the DFGW™s last leter of Augnst 7, 1999, we are concetne] abom e
implications of fris documenl. That is, some horrow sites thal we rrcommenda] for
avoddancs: [Area M3, now Area M] or awoddance with precaiions farea L1, now Area L]

Recycied Pager
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were analyred. yel areas we recommended for u=e, soch a3 the mlet zreas [ Toemsends
and Corson Inders] and Area MR, were nol pradied at sl in the berihic anabysiz. The
DFGW iz, therefors, conceried that all of the viahle / possible bamow ailes are ool being
considered. If the eelection of a borrow area is based heavily on Bns éocuanvent, Ben thas
documetit is incomplets.

As a reminder, the DFGW reiterates / clarifies its position on the preferred borrow sites
for the Great Egg Harbor 'nlet to Townsends Indet Project:
1) sefert Townsends and / or Corson Inlets to remave their built-up sands [3f suitable]
before estahlishing new bOrmow areas;
2™ if excess sand is availahle from Great Egg Harbor Inlet after its use for Ocean City
beachfill, thet vse this site before establishing pew barrow sites:
3™ combination of i and 2 above;
4™) select proposer bomrow areas in the following order of acceptability:

aj site M8; and smy combination aboves

b} site 01; and any combination abawe;

¢) site L1 [provided there is no adverse impact to the adjacent S#a Isls Eanmp}
Original sites 1.2 {Sea Isle Lump] and M3 [now Arse M) were not recommended for
bosrow. Site E2 is a Prime Fishing Area and M3 attracts and bolds fish / biota just as weil
a5 a Prime Fishing Area bt is techaieally not identified a5 one in “Anglers Guide to the
Uhfted States Atlantic Coast™ by Freemar and Walford (1974). The S¢a lsle Lurp and
Area M are still recommended by the DFGW for elbmination a3 bormonw sites,

We hape this informeation is of service o yon. Thank you for this opporuicy o
comnment. I you cequire any further information, feel free o comtact me [#09-984-2413),
Jobn McClain [Marine Fizh; 509-748-2020] or Jeff Nonmem [Bhellfish; GIr5-785-0730].

Sincerely,
Andrew Didun, Sirpervisor
DFGW, Enviroomental Keview
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecnlcgicsl Services.
&7 Nonh Maio Socel (HMg D1)
Flemamtville, Now Jemsey ETIT2

FP-99/019
(ER# 99/0247)

My 5, 1999

Mr. Steve Allen

U5, Army Carps of Engineers
Philadelnhia District

CEMNAP-FL-E

Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Sqmare Eest

Philadelphia, Penesylvania 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Allen:

The 11,8, Fish 2nd Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) Notice of Imtent to Prepare 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated
March 9, 1959, for a propossd storm damage reduction project from Great Egp Harbor Inlet &
Townsends lnlet, Cape May County, New Jerscy. The Motice of Intent to Prepare a DEIS was
issued pursuant to the Mational Environmenital Policy Act (83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321 &rf seq.).
The purpose of the proposed praject is i provide shore protection and stabilization for the
communities of Ocean City, Strathmere, and $ea [sle City. The smdy area extends
approximately 24.1 kilometers and inclodes beaches, nearshore areas, and offshors areas slomg
the coasiline. The stody area is sobject 1o severs damages due to major stoc events.

AUTHORITY

The following commenis on the proposed acrivity have besn prepared under e qurhoricy of the
Fish and Wildlife Coondination Act (48 Stal. 401, 16 U..C. 561 e seq.), the Endamgered Species
Acr of 1973 (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 ULE.C. 1531 er sag ), and the Mational

Environmental Policy Act of 196%, arnd are comsislent with (he intem of (he Service's Mitigarion

Policy (Federal Rogizter, YWol. 46, No. 15, Jan 13, 1981).

FEDERALLY LISTED SFECTES

The piping plover (Charadrivs meladi), fedaally Hsted a5 threatened pursmant to the ESA,
currenily pegts within the shody area. Specifreally, the piping plover nests in Ocean City,
Strathmere, and Sea Isbe City. Piping plovers oes on sandy beaches ahove the high tide line on
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ypically located on genrly slopng foredhnes, blowout arezs behind primery dunes, waghower
areas ¢t Iolo or berwern dumes, ends of sandgirs, and on sibes with deposits of soitable dredged
or pumped sand -

Furlher consultatvon puramanl p Section Fa)(2) of the ESA will be mecessary mp ensure no
adverse IInpacts on pipmg plovers ocenr as a reqult of the proposed project. Onber than the
piping plover md an oceagional Temgiem hald eagle (Holfaeatuys lervephatus) or paregrine
Talcon (Falco peregrins), oo other fealerally liaed or proposed threatened of codangened foma o
froma moder Service purisdicfion are Inown I gecur in 1he projec aiea,

SERYICE REYIEW

Bas=d on a preliminary review of (he study area and fish and wildlife resources that ocenr within
e srudy area, the: Service recormmsends ol the: Feasibility Report and DFIS meorporate eod
addess the following isucs.

1. Adddress all soectoral oed ror-strurfuoned Blismatnees W sioom demage protection

2 Evaluare approprise cand ty-pass systems {soch a9 modifiing or notching (he groins
within e prajest arca) W ensure that litoral difl enoorishes downdnft boaches, Geneby
elimipating sand starvation

3. Adiress impects on shellfish emd fnfish ar potentinl Bomme areas and 2 potential #orm
damage prolection sites end inclode justification of borrow sile selecfion based on
. 1 vileri

4. If dredging is proposed, entify proposed methods of dredping md the impac of snch
dredying on sea turikes, ghellfish, and fimFfsh

5. Identify dirces, indireet, and curmularive impacts on the piging plover, a fdemlly listed
threatened aed State-listed endangered spexies; least tem (Srermg atiffanor), a Sbe-
licped endengered sperics; and, amy other Seane-listed gpectes knowm iy inhebit ihe sty
aren, Additonally, demify acrions bo avedid of minimize impracts on fodenally Listed and
"Saue-liszed species.

6. Identify a monitoring program that would allew ihe Corps w gaher information on: keag-.

term bene fcial and adver=e impacts of the proposed poject on figh and wildlife
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The sbove views constitate Enﬂﬂvim'unmﬂmﬂn?ulﬁn}iﬁmhmaFmﬂm
John Staples or Eric Selwding of mry staff o (S0F) S45-23 10,

Clifford G. Day ._
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p— Coordinattan viec. —C'C«,C.rﬁim;i.ﬂx -C-fom USACE

H‘ iz NSbEP’ Diu{if*n o Fisth and UJJAL-FE‘__,

US Army Corps Wanamaker Building

of Engineers 100 Penn Square East

Philadephia Districd Philagelphia, PA 19107-3300
Fax Cover Sheet

FAX Number: (609) 984-1414
DATE: 30 July 1999

TO: Mr. Andrew Didun
Location: NJDEF Div. FGW
Telephone Nomber: (609} 984-2413

FRODM: Steve Allen

Location: Envimnmental Resources Branch

Telephone Number: (215) 655-6559

Fax Number: (115) 6566543

E-Mail Address: stevend allen@naplil.usace.army.mil

Remarks:
GREAT EGG TO TOWNSENDS INLET POTENTIAL SAND
BORROW AREAS

Attached are revised borrow area dimensions under consideration. 'We wounld
like: to discuss our options for utilization. Please take a look ai the map and
accompanying description and give me a call to discuss. I can be reached ai
the above number, Thanks

Number of Pages: 3 (including cover sheetl)

ATTENTRN
DO ROT FROCESS, STORE, OF TRANSMIT CLASSIFIED INFORMATIQN 0N INSECURED TELECOMMIUNICATIONS
SYSTEMS. OFFICIAL DOD INCLUDING FACAMILY MACHINES, ARE SUBJECT TO
MHONTEORING TELFCOMMUNICATIONE SECURETY MOKTTCRING AT ALL TDMES 1SE OF THIS 3YSTEM
CONSTTITUTES CONSENT TO TELECOMMIUNHCATIONS SECHRTTY MOMITORING.
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Foma) (rordivodion Bron MIDEP 3o USALE

Alkan, Stevan D NAP

From: Ardy Dafun [ADIDUMNde pStaler. nj.us]
Sel: Tusstay, Augus 10, 1899 5:00 PM
To: steven o afendrapls usace smmy.mil
Suthjert: Seve:

Steve:

Rs: Great Egg Harbor to Townsends Inlet— Potential Borrow Areas

After comsulting with bech Marine Finfish and Shellflsh, wa bave reached the Lollowing
conclurivos about your July
30, 1993 FRZ aod the phone conversation we [you & I had Sollowing the FRX:

1} there i= ng styvng oppositicon e the uwae of ME or the npaw L2 borrow sites [depemding on
panthic cesults);

2) there is no strong opposition to tha proposed shoreward s=panzion of L1 3ike provided
it doea mot extend Inte

the nearby "Fingwr™ aceas Zucther in towasd the shore [agaln, deponding on benthic
ragulta] ;

3} we caonot support Ehe idea of boroowing from arsund or nenr the impercant fishercy
lnmpes, that 1a, the expansion

area= ghown arcunf M2 and 12 / Ll [exceapt as noted in #2 abowve fob the L1 exparsion); we
have grave Concerns -

about the stebility of the lumps amd gquestlon what impecte to the lumps themzelwves might
ragult from the removal of

send in close proximdty to them.

Hope this helps. If you bave wore, feel free to oontact me at 505-384-2413 or FAR &02-984-
14314 ox BE=-mail
pldchmiden . stake.nj. . us
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pr&imhnn i -ECavc.Sﬂrm"l-E, o UVSACE
E‘ o MIDEF Divisien 06 Fish and L1 fe

US Amy Corps ¥anamaker Building

of Enginaers 100 Penn Square East

Philadel|phia District Philadelphia, PA 191073350
Fax Cover Sheet

FAX Number: (609) 984-1408/(609) 748-2032/
(609) 984-1414
DATE: 24 September 1999

TO: Mr. Jim Joseph/Mr. Jeff Normant/

Mr. Andrew Didun
Location: NJDEP Div, FGW
Telephone Number: (609 292-3093/{609) 748-2040/
{60%) 584-2413

FROM: Sieve Allen

Location: Environmental Resources Branch

Telephone Namber: (215} 656-6559

Fax Number: (215) 6565543

E-Mail Address: stevend.allen@ma pl2 uzace. army.mil

Remarks:
GHEAT EGG HARBOR INLET TO TOWNSENDS INLET FEASTBILATY STUDY

. —i—"" ""-J."’ L-ﬁnnﬁ—ﬁ-—ﬁn——-ﬁ*--ﬂhm '.;:.:.::L.GL..

MH"'“" N 4l el . ——— k- I
h -=-+unu-uuu- L Ty

ThA kAT
e

M ber of Pagre: 10 (v ding tover shneei}

ATTENTICH{:
D KOT FROCESS, STDAE, OR TRANSMIT CLASHPTED INFORMATION ON UNG ECTRED TELECCMMIUNICAT IONS
SYSTEMA OFFICLAL DOD TELECOMMUNICATIONS FYSTEMS, INCLUIMIG FACSIMILE MACHIKES, ARE SUEIECT TO
MORTTORIHG FOR TELEOUMMENICATIORS SECURCTY MONITORING AT ALL TIMES HSE OF THES SYATEM
CONETTITUTES OCONEENT TO TELEOOMMUNK_ATIONS SECURITY MONITORING.
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E-wal Coocdination from Minsrmll Moragoint Sorla

fo

Uskee
Allen, Steven D MAP
From: I e e Y i I e O .
Swr: Manday, Seplamber 27, 1996 500 A
Tae stewen d_alerinapll? issce ammy.mil
Cr: Roger Amalngimma.goy; bdruskenimms.gov
Subject: SOWY For Saawd Gillees - Qe B o Towsomts, W)
Hl Steve —

I work ulth Bayry Druckepr at ¥MMS: I em the blelaglet for the Maripe Minerals
Aotivities Division.

I had a chanca te lock ower the 50H. Tt lcoks comprehensive. I don't forsee a
problem with the 32 acee sample spacing, gilwen the extensiwe analysis that will
be parformed.

I just bhave 2 mueationsg, and one request:

1] where zre the reference aites located?

2] Will there B¢ zny efforts mace te consult wirth WMFS on Fszsential Fish Habitat
and/or correlate the surfclam areas with desigrated EFE for surfclam?

And the regquest: could you please Fforward teo me the coordinates of the
boundacics of the propossd borrew areas in LAT/IONG?

We pppreciate rhe heada=-uwp, and I look forward to further copsminication.
Sincaraly, .

Ehaled . Bassim

Biclogical Oceanographer, International Activitiea and Marine Minerals Division
U.5. Minerals Hanagpement Service

351 Elden Street, M3 2030

Berndanh, VA 20170

Fhone: (703} 787T-1300
FAX: (702} T87-1284
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E- ol Coordinalion From, USALE to Maliongl Mevine Frgjagel

GV i G
Allen, Steven D NAP
Fram: Adien, Edmvan D MAFDZ
Sant: Wednesilay, Ocinber 13, 1959 L% FM
Tae ’ ‘enita riporteladhnoas ooy
Subject: QGresarl Egrg Harbar Inkel bo Townsands niat, M) Faasibiity Sty

De=ar Aniia,

Thank you for expluining the EFH process W o &nd applving it m this ixly. Az we dismeeeyd, sitached i the
soope of wirk for (e bexithac sl investigation for the proposed sand borcow sims for 1he: above refrenced
project. These boomw gies are being proposed as a rell from coordmstion with HIDEP Div. of Fish, Game
and WildEf: where previcusly proposed sites were sbandoned due to Fcheries concerns. Please review the scope
af werk and provide me eny comments by Friday, 15 Ocrober 1999, 1 apologize for the sharl notice. IEyou
herve ey questions, pleass com=or me gt {215) 656-655%. Thank you.

Smve Allen
Enrvircumertal Resourzs Branch

P 5. TU b Faing 4 beord copy thas will have the map fpmes artached,

]

Haw B i, dow
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£-may) Ceordivation Lrws Wakienal morive Eigharies
Cervitl do  USHCE

Allen, Steven D NAP

Frsm: Roberl Praid {maadsh.nmiagoy]

Hendt: Monday, October 15, 1989 9:34 AM

To: £even_ D Alendfiuracs amy mil; Anfla Riporislls
Buhjact Barthos of Bormow Sites.

Hi Stewa,

I'm & benthic scologist at the HMES Howard Lab, NJ. Anita Riportella
aszknd me to seand you any coments on the draft scope of work for
agzeasing borrow aitea from Great Egg to Townsemwds Inlet.

Cyerall, the proposed assassiant looks Fairly thooough and
coaprehensive. The #& wvery large {1f (.4m2 lan't a typo) benthic
samples, gcreened to (.5om, may even be owverklll, and should he quite
Sxpensive atd time—consuming to andiyse. But I <don't have the
Btatistical expeartisze to say whether there's a mera efficient way to do
that part of the project. I do have aome concern that cnly the top 10
taxa "by numerical count andfor Biomass™ (that leaves come wiggle room
-will both abundance and bivmazs be conziderwd7?) will bw IDed to
apacies. I haven't asen that approach weed, and don't knew if it will
yield Ypublizhable® info asm stated. I slac don't know 1f 1t's walid teo
calovlate diversity indices, "species™ richaess etc, when the top 10
specios are IDwd and the rest are grouped by class or phylum [shouwld say
"claas where peoszible, or phylum®™?}.

The surf clam assessment looks fine. I assutee that will be done after
the benthic= sampling, sc the benthos isn't disturbsd baform sampiling it.

Have you been comparing notes with Hew York Dhetrict COE?  They'wve done
a good deal of similar work off northern NJ labely, and may have
daveloped good methodn. The data might be maorea valuable if similar
collestion and analymis methods were used for the antire coast,
pecitting hoosder compacizons. I think MYD has dane the YBRATT
analysis of trophic value of benthos off the aorkbhern coast; daks from
that should he helpful in determining the value of benthos at your
sites. And Frank Steimle of cur 1sh has & wealth of data an forage
valus of local Danthos.

Sinceraly,
Bob Reid
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£-ras\  Coor dinaticn dvenn USALE 4» bNakional
Mearirt FGheits  Serpcs
Allen, Staven D NAP

From: Alen Elwwin D NAPE

Enrrt- Bonday, Cchober 18, 1002 5:16 P
To: 'Roberl Ref, Anta Fiporiila
Subject RE: Bonlhos of Eormoms SHes

Bek,

Thank vou for revlewing the ascope of work. I'm glad that you rzviewsd it because
you caught ews ercors that I wmust have overlooked. You ara corract in stating that a 0.4
sq m dredgw would be excessively larga (I would feal sorry For tha poor perzon whe would
bhawve to 1ift itd). It shouwld have zaid ¢.04 sq.m. Thiz sampler 1z a "voung®™ sampler, snd
In the past we may have called it a2 "Youpyr-Modified van—Veen Samplec®™. Alse, the
taxonomiec icdwntification lavels werx Incorzect. We normally require taxonocmic
identification down to szpecies or lewest group possible for all aspecimens in the sample
{Somehow the tep 10 specles specification slipped by me. I think I accidencally pulled lb
in from another sodpe that I was uzing &3 2 “poiler plate™. 1711 make surt that I change
it). Therefore., the statistical analyses will be more valid with id's down to speciea or
leowest poasibkle greupdng for the entirse sample..

The methodology for this scope is similac to other Benthic studiez for other Fhila. Dist.
ghore protection atwdies comducted along the HI Cocast. Thera is a large bedy of data
anzoelatred wrh rhese other =ztudies rhat can offer goodd comparlizonz. Howewer, T willl see
here we <an inbegrate some of the siwllarities in the work that New Yerk Dlsteict has
been dolog.

Rgain, Thank you wvery smch for veviewing the scope under shert-motlee. If you have any
gquasticns, please call me 4t {215) &55-G55%.




United States Department of the Interior

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE )
‘Washington, DC 20240 U.S. Department of the Interior

1829199 9]

0CcT 14 1999

Mr. Carmen Zappile

Department of the Army

Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-3391

Dear Mr. Zappile:

I received a letter on October 6, 1999, from Robert Callegari advising the Minerals
Management Service that sand from the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) may be needed
for the proposed Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet shore protection project and
initiating coordination between our respective offices for use of the sand.  We look
forward to working with you in the environmental review of the proposed borrow areas
and preparation of a project-specific Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) as required by
the OCS Lands Act.

I have enclosed copies of the general MOA established with the Army Corps of
Engineers which outlines the procedures for use of OCS sand and our policy and
guidelines for National Environmental Policy Act requirements. As stated in the MOA, I
would suggest that we meet after you have reviewed this information to go over any site
specific needs, compare each agency’s environmental data at the sites, and answer
questions.

If you have questions or need additional 1nfonnat10n contact me at (703) 787-1282 or

E-mail to Roger.Amato@mms.gov.

Sincerely,

W

Roger Amato
Physical Scientist

Enclosures
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CEMNAP-FL-E

655%ada
20 TN 2000
Pﬁm
JoENs oM T
SUBJECT: Review Benthic Repart for Great Egg Harbor Inlet tp Townsends New 7o
Jersey Feaxibillity Study. GART
{S#o Distribution List Attaches)
Deear

Encloped Gar your reviews and ooy is the drafi repon entilled; “An Evahatinn and
Compariam of Benthic Cormumity Assemblages Wilkin New Poiential Offshore: Send oo
Sites For the Great Egg Harbor Inlel b Termmsends Inlet, Mew Jertey Feamhility Study™. This
benrhic: srudy was developed baced on 8 oeed bo provide baselme macrobenthic svd marfelam
(Spioela sofidissine) daca and L compare several altemative sites o faciftate sand bormow ste
selection fur the bezch berm and dung reppration akemstive. Pleage review (he dreft repoct and
provide ary comements by Tuly 15, 2000 Questions anl/or comments cen be directed o Steve
Allen of the Emvironrental Resourcess Bramch ol {215} 6566552 Thapk-you,

Sioeerdy,

Ratweyy L. Callegar
Chief, Planning Divizion

Endosire
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Office of Exyiromment:al Panview

Mew Jersey Departmnt of Environmeatal Protection
Dévision of Fish, Geme and Wildhifi:

PO Box 400

Tremton, Wew Jersey 086250400

Mir. Diomagglas Adar

U.5. Fish and ‘Witdlif: Service
977 Narth Maim 5L (Bkig D)
Pleasantévifle, WJ 0R02

Ma Aniia Ripocedla
Matioml Merne Figteries Service
Sandy Hook Laborarory
Highlands, M} 07732

M, Kimled M. Bastm

Binlogizal Oceanngrapher, Intemnational Activities and Marims Minerals Division
1.5, Mimwrmls Management Service

381 Elden Strest, M5 4090

Herndon, VA 20170
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Staie of Hebr Yermey

Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robart £, Shinn, Jr
Govemor Comam it e
NI [rimigion of Figh and PR
Fi) Boc 400
Tirpartar, N OR6ZT
Rt LeDhnaeli, Direcior
July 14, 2000
Eoben1 L. Callegari
s Army Corps of Engineers

Warameker Baikling, | (0 Ferm Square East
Philatelphis, Pa. 19107-339%0

Dezar M. Callegari,

This iz in response to your letter requesting the NJ Division of Fich and Wildlife [DEFW]
1o review and comment oo the draft report “An Evafuation ard Cowgrarison: of Benfic
Cammurity Assemblages Within New Patential Offshore Sand Borrow Sites for the Grear
Ege Harbar Inlet to Townsends Inlel, New Jersey, Feasibility Study" prepared by Versar,
Inc. Our Burean of Shellfisheries [BSF] staff has reviewed the report and found the data
presentsd on st clam sbocks within each potential borrow area comparshle to data
collected by the BSF during it anoal sarf’ clon invetory survey.  However, we are
comoerned that Versar compared their small-localized sampling areas to a broad region
1.« Cape May Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inlet] that was sampled by the BSF in 1996
Due to varying phiysical and environmental conditions that influence the distributon of
murf ciam populations throughout this repion, this cotapatison ig inappropriate. Yersar
should compare their data to the data we collected within / near the sindy sites.

Thenk you i the opportunity o comment oo Bns draft repore I you have amy quesions
reganding this issoc, pleas contacd Mr, Jeffrey Mommnans in the BEF at (G000 F48-2040.

Siocerely,
(R N R
Robert McDowell, Directr
Davision of Fish and Wibdlife

c. T. McCloy, I Jaseph, A Didum, J. Mammast, 5. Alfen [ACOE],

New fecory i wn Bl Opprorcmity Bogricer
Rrvorisd Papur
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Section 2 — Agency and Public Comments and Responses
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1. Concur. Aspart of our standard procedure, we will
continueto coordinate with the Service, NJDEP — ENSP and
NHP during Preconstruction, Engineering and Design phase
to obtain updated information on fish and wildlife resour ces
of concern and to develop appropriate measuresto avoid
project-related adver seimpactsto fish and wildlife resour ces
throughout the project life.

2. Thecreation 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 municipalitieswill beresponsible for placing
fencing, signage, and educational materialsin 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. Thisisnot a project requirement and would need to be a
decison made by Cape May County.
5. Areas occupied by nesting piping ploverswill be avoided
during the nesting season within established buffer areas or
beach sections currently occupied by piping ploversor areas
historically occupied by piping plovers.
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6. Construction activities will be avoided during the nesting
season in areas currently occupied by piping ploversor areas
historically occupied by piping plovers. Priority would be
given to placement of beachfill immediately after August 15in
areas documented to be inhabited by piping ploverswithin
recent past. Thiswould be done to provide maximum
recovery timefor benthic organismsalong the shorelineto
provide a sufficient food sour ce for potential nesting piping
ploversthefollowing spring.

/. Concur.

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

9. Public outreach and the development of infor mational
materialswill be the responsibility of the NJDEP and the local
communities as part of the plover monitoring and
management activities.

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

11. If seabeach amaranth occursduring the project life,
effortsto avoid adver sely impacting this species would be
coor dinated with the USFWS, however, sand replenishment
may be necessary toinsure project integrity and function.

12. Seeresponse#8. Municipalitieswould be notified of their
responsibilities as per the ESPRMP if nesting piping plovers
or sea beach amaranth areidentified within the municipal
beach area.



13. Based on projected long-term sand needs of the project,
Sites“IN” (C1-Corson’sinlet), L1, L3, and M8 would be
required.

14. Concur.
15. Concur.
16. Concur.

17. Therestriction 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. Thisin addition to piping
plover restrictions would leave only 4 months of the year
availablefor construction during foul weather months, which
isa safety concern for construction. Thisrestriction may be
mor e feasible during periodic nourishments asthey require
shorter construction periods.

18. If possible, a pipeline dredge will be used to reduce
project impacts. However, if a hopper dredgeisused 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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19. A pre- and post-beachfill benthic fauna sampling study
has recently been done on affected beachesin the existing
north Ocean City Federal project. Results of thisstudy will
be coordinated with the Service when available.

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

21. TheDistrict will coordinate with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the New Jer sey 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 birdswithout compromising other project purposes.

22. Dune grass planting measur es favor able to promote
beach-nesting birdswhile still providing dune stabilization
would be consider ed through coor dination with USFW S and
NJDEP during the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design
(PED) phase of the project.

23. Dunefencing arrangementsthat allow for passage of
juvenile shor ebirds between and among the dunesthat also
provide for adequate dune stabilization will be consider ed
during the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED)
phase through coordination with the USFWS and NJDEP.

24. Perpetual easementswill be obtained.
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1. Concur. Asstated in 6.2.28 (Mitigation M easur es)
monitoring will be utilized to locate ar eas of high commer cial
surfclam densitieswithin the borrow areasto deter mineiif
these areas should be avoided.

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

3. Concur. Post-dredging monitoring will be conducted to
document impacts and to establish if any adjustmentsor
adaptive management measures are necessary if the impacts
are mor e adver se than anticipated as described in the EIS.
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4. If project conditions change or new information becomes
available which would change the basis of the conservation
recommendations pur suant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act,
further consultation with the National Marine Fisheries
Service would be undertaken.
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1. Additional coordination would be undertaken during
Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) phase of the
project toinsurethat concerns are addr essed.
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2. Perpetual easementswill be obtained.

3. The development of informational materialswill 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 Jer sey
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 mor e susceptible to breaching and undermine the protection provided by
the adjacent areas wher e nourishment would be provided.

6. Thisisnot aproject requirement and would need to be a decision made by Cape May
County.

7. Areas occupied by nesting piping ploverswill 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 15in areas
documented to be inhabited by piping plovers. Thiswould be doneto provide maximum
recovery time for benthic organisms along the shoreline to provide a sufficient food sour ce for
potential nesting piping ploversthe following spring.

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

10 Dune fencing arrangementsthat allow for passage of juvenile shorebirds between and

among the dunesthat also provide for adequate dune stabilization will be considered during
the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase through coor dination with the
USFWS and NJDEP.

11 If seabeach amaranth occursduring the project life, effortsto avoid adver sely impacting

this species would be coordinated with the USFWS, however, sand replenishment may be
necessary to insure project integrity and function.

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

13 Therestriction 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. Thisrestriction would probably be more feasible during
periodic nourishments asthey require shorter construction periods.
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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 variouslocationsin the
study area. Depths of closure wer e selected wher e the profilesjoined together in the offshore
region indicating a seaward limit of sediment movement. Whereasthe suggested depth of —-10
m may be appropriate for Long Island, it is excessive for this southern New Jer sey region.
Depths of closure used in the project design wer e developed from actual profiledata and are
considered appropriate and reasonable for this study area.

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

16 Thelimits shown for Borrow Area C1 depict the maximum area of suitable sand. The
recommended borrow area was further reduced to minimize impactsto the natural processes
of theinlet and adjacent shorelines. Dredging in the borrow area will remove material from
themain 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 alocal 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 Thereferencereport, Meisburger and Williams, CERC MR NO. 82-10, was used as a
guideto identify the potential borrow areas. Additional potential borrow areas recommended
by thereport and within the study area wer e 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
sour ces 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 GENESI S models
wer e 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 wasthen used to
evaluate both “with” and “without” project conditions for various alter natives. Reasonable,
even conservative, interpretation of the results were made. Similar to any numerical model,
SBEACH does have limitations, one of which isthat the model evaluates cross-shore profile
changes and does not account for longshoretransport. The model was not used in areas
adjacent to tidal inlets where sediment transport processes become mor e complex and when
necessary longshor e transport was evaluated independently of the SBEACH model.



19.

20.

21.
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19 Mineralogical composition of the borrow sediment was not performed. However, there
wer e several analysis performed comparing the native beach material to the borrow areas
sediment. The samples used for these analysis wher e 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 concer ning the per centage 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.
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1. Thenature and extent of theimpacts of past and present
projectsarereatively unknown since few of the beach
replenishment projects within the Philadelphia District
boundaries have included monitoring. Thefiguresstated 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 acr es of
offshore shoals of low relief are proposed for usein 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 thisdate. A majority of
theimpacted marine habitat isfrom individual permit actions
wher e there wer e no monitoring requir ements associated with
them. Benthic and surfclam monitoring for the existing
Federal project in north Ocean City, NJ has been
implemented for the borrow sitein Great Egg Harbor Inlet.
Theresultsdid not show significant adver seimpactsto
benthic and surfclam resour ces (Scott and Kelly 1998).
Because no adver seimpacts on the benthic community could
beidentified, no adaptive measur es have been required such
as dredging depth modificationsor timing restrictions.
Comprehensive long-term biological monitoring of the
impacted shoreline habitats, near shore and offshore borrow
areaswas 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 adver se effects on the benthic communities, fish
populations, and water quality in the intertidal, nearshore,
and offshoreareas. It should be noted that all of the
proposed Federal projectswithin the Philadelphia District
include long-term biological monitoring.



2. An expanded discussion that relates existing regional

2. | monitoring information to cumulative impactsis presented in
Section 6.2.25 of the Final Feasibility Study and I ntegrated
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 resourcesin 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.



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 theimpacted ar eas was given to minimize disturbance to the benthic
community. If the borrow areas become depleted within the project life, other alternative
sitesor expansion of the existing ones (including Outer Continental Shelf Sites) would be
considered, if it is determined that thereisa need for additional sand resour ces.

3. Asdiscussed in the EI'S, mitigation measures wer e recommended to minimize or avoid
adver se impacts on resour ces of concern. Priority would be placed on implementing these
measur es during design engineering and construction wherever practicable. However, there
may be cases wher e they may not be practicable, such as dredging in times of lowest biological
productivity during theinitial construction, which requiresover a one-year construction
period.

4. These time periodsrefer 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 EISto include some cited examples of different
recolonization/recovery ratesfor offshore borrow areas.

5. Section 6.2.25 “ Cumulative Impacts’ was expanded to provide additional discussion on
previousimpact studies asthey pertain to cumulative impactsfor thisaction. The Final EIS
concluded that there would be no significant adver se cumulative impacts on benthic
communities and fisheries with implementation of the proposed action. Although specific
monitoring and impact studies within theregion are few, the general available literature
describes that biological impacts of beachfill placement and dredging are basically short-term,
if theproject isplanned properly. Theaction proposed in thisreport 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 pitsand rotational dredging in the borrow sites would minimize
benthic recovery periods. Thediscussion 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
becomesincreasingly speculative when discussing for eseeable projectsthat have not been
implemented.
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1. The specific types of equipment (dredges, barges, pumps,
bulldozers, etc.) are mobile sour ces, ther efor e, there would be
no stationary sourceson land. The majority of the emissions
will be from mobile marine vessels (cutter head-suction
dredges or hopper dredges) and mobile land-based
construction equipment.

2. Project specifications will requirethe construction
contractor to bein compliance with Federal and state air
quality statutes and regulations.

3. Air quality permitsfor the discharge of a sand slurry and
dewatering oper ations 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 per mit.

4. See above responses.



1. Thereport text wasrevised as appropriate.
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1. Section 2.3.11.2 was updated with thisinformation.

2. Asdiscussed in the EIS, it isanticipated that with the
exposur e of suitable substrate after dredging iscompleted,
these areas could have suitable habitat for future recruitment.
Therefore, a permanent loss of habitat isnot anticipated.
Thisshould be demonstrated through pre and post-
construction monitoring of the affected areasto determineif
theimpacted areas have suitable physical, chemical and
biological parametersnecessary for futurerecruitment of the
affected areas. It may be possible to focusdredging in areas
of lesser productivity within the existing borrow areasearly in
the project and monitor recruitment patternsin the affected
areasto determineif more productive areas could be
harvested with subsequent sand extraction and surfclam

recr uitment.

3. Concur. Monitoring for surfclamswithin the borrow areas
will be conducted over along-term to coincide with periodic
nourishment cycles. Preservation of substratessimilar 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 ar e currently being negotiated between the
non-Federal sponsor (NJDEP) and the local municipalities.
Approved management planswill be adopted prior to any
construction activities.
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5. Construction activitieswill be avoided during the nesting
season in areas currently occupied by piping ploversor areas
historically occupied by piping plovers. Priority would be
given to placement of beachfill immediately after August 15in
areas documented to be inhabited by piping ploverswithin the
recent past. Thiswould be done to provide maximum
recovery timefor benthic organismsalong the shorelineto
provide a sufficient food sour ce for potential nesting piping
ploversthefollowing spring.

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

7. Aspart 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 thisinformation.

9. PL-E The Strathmere Natural Areawas acquired by the
State of New Jersey from the Natural Lands Trust in 1969
with funding from the New Jersey Green AcresLand
Acquisition Act of 1961, and was later assigned to the Division
of Parksand Forestry in 1970 (per sonal communication with
Robert Cartica, Office of Natural Lands Management). This
was clarified in thetext.



10.

11.
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10. The Corson Inlet borrow area was delineated in such a
manner asto avoid negative impacts (erosion) to Corson’s
Inlet State Park and the Strathmere Natural area. Borrow
areasin TownsendsInlet are already committed to the
TownsendsInlet to Cape May Inlet shore protection project.

11. While habitat restoration was not a primary goal of this
project, a 734-foot taper extendsinto the Strathmere Natural
Area, which may provide some habitat protection.
Opportunitiesfor 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. Thisstudy identified seven potential sand sources. Of these
seven sites, three wer e eliminated based on NJDEP opposition
to fisheriesimpacts (L2 and M3). Another site (O1), was
eliminated dueto unsatisfactory sand quality. Theremaining
sitesselected (L1, L3, M8 and C1) are expected to
accommodate the projected sand needs over a 50-year period.
If significant commer cial surfclam densities develop within
portions of these sitesduring the project life, the sitesare
lar ge enough that it should be possible to take sand within the
existing sitesand still avoid high commercial surfclam
densities. It should be noted that once an area isimpacted,
the permanent surfclam habitat may not be lost over along-
term. Post-dredge monitoring of these areas would provide
valuableinsight into the recovery rates of affected areas.

2. AreaClislocated in Corson’sInlet and isdesignated in
thisstudy for the periodic nourishment of Strathmere.
TownsendsInlet (Area E) isalready a designated borrow area
for another Federal project at Avalon.

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

4. Borrow depths have been chosen to ensurethat two feet of
sand isleft in place over any clay or mud substrates. The
vibrocor e boringswill be used to delineate clay or mud
substratesin order to ensurethat a minimum of two feet of
sand isleft intact over these areas during dredging.

5. Concur

6. Concur



7. Concur

8. Concur

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

10. Construction activitieswill be avoided during the nesting
season in areas currently occupied by piping ploversor areas
historically occupied by piping plovers. Priority would be
given to placement of beachfill immediately after August 15in
areas documented to be inhabited by piping ploverswithin the
recent past. Thiswould be done to provide maximum
recovery timefor benthic organismsalong the shorelineto
provide a sufficient food sour ce for potential nesting piping
ploversthe following spring.



4. Sand and Gravel Extraction (N.LAC, T:TE-4.2(1}

5. Public Open Space (7:TE-3.40)
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11. The project sponsor, NJDEP, would need to negotiate
easementsto allow USFWS and NJDEP staff to monitor and
manage nesting activities.

12. Sand extraction for beach nourishment hasthe potential
todirectly or indirectly degrade surfclam areas (N.J.A.C.
7:7E-3.3) and Shipwrecksand Artificial Reefs (N.J.A.C. 7. 7E-
3.13) asidentified in Subchapter 3* Special Areas’. The
proposed borrow areas currently do not “support significant
commer cially harvestable quantities of surfclams’, however,
they may support thisin the future, given thevariability in
their distribution and densities. Alsothese areas may also be
considered as* areasimportant for recruitment of surfclam
stocks.” Asdiscussed in previousresponses, monitoring is
necessary to determineif significant commer cially harvestable
qguantities of surfclamsare present within these sites, and to
document recruitment rates of impacted areas. Two targets
wer eidentified as potential shipwreck siteswithin the borrow
area C1. The placement of buffer zones around these tar gets
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.
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1. TheN.J. State Historic Preservation Office concurswith

1. the Philadelphia District’s deter mination of “no adverse
effect” provided that conditionsfor monitoring and avoidance
asdescribed in the Philadelphia District’s letter are met.
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Dear Mr, Callegari,

As a member of the Strathmere Fishing and Environmental Club I urae the : i
Army Corp of Engineers to consider dredging Corson’s Inlet both inside and L The beach replenishment SChedl,Jled for t.hefgll Isasiate
project. The proposed Federal project detailed in the Great

outside of the mlet in conjunction with the beach replenishment scheduled for hili
this fall. 1 feel that dredging the inlet will allow the water to flow in and out of Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet Feasibility Report would
however, also use Corson I nlet as a borrow source.

the mlet in a more direct fashion and reduce further erosion of Corson’s Inlet
State Park and the Strathmere Beach.

I thank you for your consideration in this matter

N | Names and Addresses Withheld
ame |

Address

Signature | Signatures Withheld
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1. Acknowledged. The proposed groin construction wasa
state project. The Corpswas only involved with the
per mitting aspect.

2. Acknowledged. Accordingto our records, thegroinsin
Upper Township wer e constructed by the State and local
municipality.

3. Groins are effectivein reducing sand loss due to longshore
transport. Therefore, aspart of the feasibility study, a
analysiswas performed to deter mine the cost-effectiveness of
groin construction in the Whale Beach area. However, in this
case, groinswould only be ableto reduce sand nourishment
requirements by about 4%. Thisisnot enough savingsto
offset the substantial initial cost of the groins.
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1. Theredid not appear to be any official set boundariesfor
Whale Beach when the study was initiated, thus it was mostly
referred toin thereport asthe “Whale Beach area.”
Regardless, our use of theterm Whale Beach for a specific
area does not endorse any “official” federal gover nment
designation. Unfortunately, time constraints do not allow for
therequested revisionsto thereport.

2. Itisagreed that “ Townsend Inlet” isbetter grammatically,
however “ TownsendsInlet” istheterm used on official
mapping such as NOAA charts.

3. Aspart of thefeasibility study, a detailed analysis was
performed to deter mine the cost-effectiveness of groin
construction. Accordingto our analysis, groinswould only
reduce sand nourishment requirements by about 4%. Thisis
not enough savingsto offset the substantial initial cost of the
groins. Even without the groins, our calculations show that
sand nourishment every 5-year s should be adequate.

4. Acknowledged. Seepreviousresponse.

5. Wehave verified our findingsthat groin construction is
not a mor e economical solution than the selected plan.
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WALKER, PREVITI, HOLMES & ASSOCIATES

Engineers - Surveyors

JOHN R WALKER Environmental Consultants - Planners Mailing Address;

ANDREW A. PREVITI

P.0. Box 569
Qcean City, NJ 08226-0569

JAMES N. HOLMES ——
(1963-1999) 156 Stagecoach Road
—— Marmora, NJ 08223

JOHN A. FEAIRHELLER, JR. {609) 390-1827
ROGER D. MCLARNON Fax: (609) 390-0040

July 3,.2001

Lt. Colonel Timothy Brown, District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District
John Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA. 19107-3390

Re:  New Jersey Shore Protection Study
Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet

Dear Lt. Colonel Brown: .

I am the City Engineer for the City of Sea Isle City and in this capacity I received a copy of the
following report:

New Jersey Shore Protection Study
Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet

Draft Feasibility Report
Integrated Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix A: Pertinent Correspondence, December, 2000

Please also be advised that I attended the June 25, 2001 Public Meeting in Sea Isle City relative
to this project.

The purpose of this letter is to provide comment relative to the above noted report. Ialso
testified at the June 25th Hearing and the contents of this letter are similar to comments noted at
the Hearing.

Please take into account the following comments when finalizing the Feasibility Study:
1) The study notes storm water outfalls on Ludlam Island at 84th and 88th Street as

noted on Page ES-3, and at other locations on other pages in the report. Storm 1
water outfalls are actually located at 82nd Street and at 86th Street. 1. Acknowl edged and corrected.




*

A selective plan for Ludlam Island calls for a renourishment under a five (5) year

cycle. Iasked at the Public Hearing that if a need arises to renourish before the

five year period ends, will the ACOE undertake this work or will it be a State/Local 2.
responsibility? Representatives of the ACOE indicated that the work would not be

a State/Local responsibility, but would be a joint responsibility under the appropriate
funding formula.

The selected plan reflects the BD50-14.8 Berm & Dune Restoration Alternative. This
alternative was deemed to be the most cost effective. The study also analyzed a Beach-
Dune & Groin Option. Page 5-79 of the study summarizes the groin option as follows:

“The addition of the groins would not produce greater net benefits, and therefore
option was no longer considered”.

I would make the following comments concerning the groin option:

A)

The City of Sea Isle City supports the inclusion of the construction of low profile
groins in this project. The City has proposed a groin field for the beaches north

of 31st Street in Sea Isle City and has even entered into an agreement with the 3

NIDEP to construct these groins. I am enclosing for your review a copy of a

design study prepared for the City and our office by J. Richard Weggel, Ph.D.,
P.E., entitled:

Design of a Groin Field For the Beaches North of Thirty-First
Street in Sea Isle City, New Jersey

The performance of the existing groin field on Ludlam Island has been studied
in the past. These studies have found that the beaches within the groin field are
relatively stable and wider than the beaches north and south of the groin field.
The extension of low profile groins to the project area north of 31st Street will
help to produce a wider beach and will keep any beach nourishment materials in
place for a longer period of time.

The design study noted in Section A above recommends construction of the low

profile groins over a period of time. Sequential construction of the groins should 4

be considered in the cost benefit analysis. I do not think that this was the case and
that the initial construction costs for all five groins was factored in as being
constructed at the very beginning of the project. Sequential construction should
have a positive impact upon “net benefits”.

2. Correct. All sand nourishment is cost-shared between the
Federal and non-Federal sponsor. Aspart 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% . Thisreduction was not enough for it to be cost-
effective over the 50-year period of analysis.

4. Inthefeasibility study, groin construction was assumed to
occur simultaneously. Sequential construction would indeed
reduce aver age annual costs. However, since average annual
benefitswould also bereduced, and arelow in magnitude, it is
doubtful that this alter native would produce greater net
benefitsthan the selected plan.



4) The existing 88th Street groin and the terminal groin located south of 93rd Street are 5 5 ACkn9W|edged' The_dlgltal mappl_ng was ptl;Oduced prl_or tothe
missing from Figure 6.1-22. construction of the terminal groin whilethe 88™ Street groin was

mistakenly omitted. These errorshave been noted in the figure.
The City of Sea Isle City is very much in favor of the proposed project. However, while the City y 9

supports the Selected Plan, the City thinks that the Selected Plan could be improved by the
inclusion of the five low profile groins described in Dr. Weggel’s report. Sea Isle City Mayor,
Leonard C. Desiderio, requested at the June 25th Hearing that the groin option be reconsidered
and be included in the Selected Plan. I support the Mayor’s suggestion and I base this on my
twenty-eight years of experience with the beaches of Sea Isle City.

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to review the Draft Feasibility Report and T
shall await the finalization of the report.

If you should have any questions concerning my comments, please feel free to call me,
Very truly yours,

WALKER, PREVITI, HOLMES & ASSOCIATES

Cudo DRt

Andrew A. Previti, P.E.
City Engineer

AAP/pp

¢ Mayor and Board of Commissioners
Theresa Tighe, RMC
Bernard J. Moore, NJDEP
Irene Jameson, SIC
File No. 7516
File No. 7206

flec:projectssicTS16 1wp




Dave & Lois Budd
40 N. Woodland Ave. 5117 — 5119 Central Ave.
Woodbury, NJ 08096 Ocean City, NJ 08226
856-845-0195-work 609-399-0479
856-845-8865
856-384-1798-fax
6/28/01

Robert Callegari

Attn: Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari,

I attended the workshop in Ocean City, NJ last night concerning the shore
protection program from 36 th st to 59 th street. Thank you for an informative
evening.

Our family is against building of dunes in front of our beachfront home at 51 st. We
have lived there since 1945 and have witnessed all of the storms you mentioned in
your presentation. In 1962 we lost both our home and our grandfathers home next
door, to the strong northeaster. This turned out to be a blessing. The storm

undermined an old bulkhead and then had nothing to stop it for 3 days. The
following year a new bulkhead with large rocks , that were brought in by rail, were
placed 10 — 12 feet deep. This is the best thing that has been done to the beach in
the last 50 years.

1 believe the records show no storm has ever had levels above this bulkhead. I am
very comfortable with this as a protection for our property. The dunes and fencing
that have been recently created have cut off my view of the beach and water and
have greatly restricted our access to the water. Our family loves the beach. Our
grandkids have kyacks, surfboards , boogie boards, skimmer boards etc they enjoy
using, when they can get them to the water.




Once created a dune system becomes almost impossible to control. The height of
dunes in other areas of Ocean City are evidence of this. The City has recently lost a
highly publicized case where a judge ruled that the dune height had reduced
property value due to a cut off view, restricted access, and damages were awarded.

1 think many property owners are frustrated . 1. Duringthe Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design

Saying that I realize that by definition, being a beachfront owner makes me in the Phase' the Cor PS will coordinate with the state and City

minority. If dunes are eventually bult, access for property owners must be taken regarding construction of the dunein the same location asthe
into consideration. The present proposal while great according to the textbook . « " )
defination of keeping the dunes as far away from the high tide line as possible, have ' recentl yd eated du ne, leavi ng the“tr OUgh Or accessareain-

put it right up against my property line. There needs to be a trough similar to the one place. Coordination regarding dune walkoversfor beach

there now with several cut throughs to the beach. . .
access will also be accomplished.

I also would like to see more information on how to keep the beach sand from
drifting southward. There are tremendous amounts of sand in and off of Corsons
inlet that are part of your replenishment project. If we could keep it from drifting,
less pumping would be necessary.

2. Thefeasibility report examined the alter native of constructing groins
I hope some compromise can be worked out. Mr. Rambo seemed to understand the to requce longshore transport and ther efore periodic sand nourishment
problem and was a very good listener. At some point the needs of those you are requirements. However, nourishment quantities wererelatively low

trying to protect need to be addressed. Beach replenishment, OK, but I do not know enouah that ar oi : ] M .
what dunes give us that we do not already have with the bulkhezd. g groin construction was found not to be cost-effectivein this

situation.

Sincerely,

Doe Budd

David L. Budd
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Section 3 — Public Workshop Minutes
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" COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES

1 the Townsends Inlet area. They are about 6 1 time will be 50/50.
2 to 7 miles off the shoreline, and there is 2 Real estate. Real estate is
3 a great quantity of sand out there just 3 obtained for public access so that the
.\'l. asking us to come and get it. 4 public has a right to go down onto the
5 1 have been out there with the 5 beach; also, so that the Corps and its
é Bureau of Geology from the DEP and the good [ contractors and its monitoring folks have
7 old management folks from Washington. We 7 the right to go down on the beach and do
8 have been gathering information on the 8 tr;e measurements that they have to do to
9 grain size, what environmental problems we 9 make sure that the project is functioning
10 would have, and we are in the process of 10 correctly. )
1" developing an EIS so that the Department of 1" Project coordination. Throughout
12 Interior can grant us a permit to go out 12 this entire time, there is a coordination
13 there when the day comes. 13 between the Army Corps of Engineers, the
14 It's a long ways away. It hasn't 14 State, the County and the municipalities
15 happened, and it will be a few more years 15 that are involved.
16 to go before we will ever get that permit, 16 Project maintenance. We will
17 but we are working on it. 17 discuss what happens after the project has
18 We have other sites up and down 18 been constructed and what role you and I
19 along the shoreline. 19 have to do to make sure that the project is
20 We are looking at the same thing; 20 still maintained.
21 again, trying to get better quality sand, 21 That's what I go through with the
22 good quality sand, we can put on the beach 22 Army Corps of Engineers.
23 and be retained. 23 At the same time, there is going to
24 As we end the feasibility study we F be another agreement written between the
COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES
[ 8
1 are working on right now, and that's what 1 State and the three municipalities of Sea
2 this meeting is about, is to get your 2 Isle City, Upper Township and Ocean City.
3 comments about what we have proposed, we 3 Basically, we cover the same thing.
4 will then go into the next phase of the 4 We kind of change the wording around
5 project, which will be plans and 5 a little bit. My agreement is only, maybe,
[ specifications. At that point, the State 6 7 or 8 pages long and the Army Corps pf
7 of New Jersey will begin to enter into 7 Engineer's agreement is about 30 to 40
8 agreements with the Army Corps of Engineers 8 pages long.
9 and lock us together permanently over the 9 One of the things you have to be
10 life of this project. 10 aware of is this last item, endangered
1 The project life is 50 years. 1 species protection.
12 Again, it will be between the Army Corps of 12 Years ago, we never had to worry
13 Engineers and the State. 13 about endangered species because we didn't
14 The initial construction will be 14 have any on the beach, the little piping
15 spelled out in detail. Renourishment for 15 plover, and leas tern, because we didn't
16 the City of Ocean City is every three 16 have a beach for them to nest on, so they
17 years, and for Ludlam Island it is every 17 didn't bother to come.
18 five years. ) 18 Now we have a beach and we are
19 Again, on the cost sharing, and I 19 getting to be quite good at providing
20 will go into this in a Little bit more 20 nesting areas for these endangered species.
21 detail in a few more minutes, will be 21 So, we have to enter into agreements
-22 65/35.  Thatis what Congress has agreed to. 22 with the Fish and Wildlife folks to make
3 The initial construction will be that, 23 sure that the birds have their piece of the
2 65/35, and the renourishment at a later 2 beach so they can nest. We have to put
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completed, 2004-2005 for the initial

1 fences up to provide protection for them. 1
2 That's part of the agreement that we 2 construction, and somewhere around 2010 you
.3 "~ will have to work with. 3 will be doing your first renourishment for
4 As 1 said, I was going to talk to 4 the Sea Isle City/Upper Township area. At
5 you about cost sharing. I have to admit 5 that time, cost sharing will be 50/50.
6 that about three weeks ago, at a Beach 6 That!s reflected in the charts and
7 Commission meeting, I made a royal screw 7 thg feasibility study handouts.
8 up, as they would say, and gave the wrong 8 You probably heard some talk about
9 information. 9 cost sharing changing from 35 percent to 65
10 Hopefully, tonight I will correct 10 percent for everything. Right now, we have
1 that. 1 been assured by our people in Washington,
12 Cost sharing is set in what they 12 from all of the other congressional
13 call the Water Resource Development Acts. 13 districts, not only in New Jersey, but in
14 The first one was done in 1986. 14 the Great Lakes, California, Texas and
15 Every two years, there is a Water 15 Florida, that that's not going to happen.
16 Resource Act that authorizes various 16 It's just not going to happen.
17 projects and gives direction to the Corps 17 Initial construction will remain at
18 of Engineers for shore protection, 18 65/35, the way it is, and whatever
19 dredging, flood control projects and other 19 agreements we made before 1999, they will
20 civil-type work that they do. 20 stay also.
21 For “shore protection, cost sharing 21 So, when we look at this project,
22 is 65 percent Federal and 35 percent 22 and don't let these numbers scare you, it's
23 non-Federal. That's the way it has been. 23 really not all that bad when you look at
24 In 1999, they tried to change the 2% it. Here is the total cost for the Ocean
COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES
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1 cost share. 1 City side.
2 our congressional delegations worked 2 The cost of the project is 12.5
3 together, and what they came up with was 3 million dollars, and by the time we cost
4 somewhat of a compromise. 4 share everything out, the Fderal govermment
5 The initial construction for all of 5 is going to be picking up about 8.1 million
[ the projects will be 65 percent Federal and [ dollars and the State is going to be )
7 35 percent non-Federal. : B 4 picking up about 3 million dollars and the
8 k The change comes when we start doing 8 City of Ocean City about 1 million dollars,
9 periodic renourishment. If you were doing 9 Just about a million. That's really not too
10 periodic renourishment before December 31, 10 bad.
1" 2000, it still remained at 65/35. That's 1" Ludlam Island, and I know that's the
12 with a project 12 one you are interested in, the total cost
13 authorization and a feasibility study completed. 13 is 29.9 millfon dollars. 1t's broken up
14 It was 65/35. 14 65/35. The net of 35 percent is broken up
15 1f the periodic renourishment was 15 again to 75/25.
16 not started after -- was started after 16 what 1 did, because we have Corson's
17 December, 2000, it switched to 60/40. On 17 Inlet State Park at the north end of Upper
18 December 31, 2001, it will switch to 55/45, 18 Township, Strathmere, 1 took into
19 and on December 31, 2002, it will switch to 19 consideration that they are going to
20 50/50. ‘ 20 benefit by this and they have to pay
21 Look at the project that we are 21 something.
22 involved in right now. We are now doing 22 Upper Tounshyip, they pick up 25
3 what we call plans and engineering. It 23 percent. o b
24 24

will be 2002-2003 for the plans to be
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bigger municipality, so they pick up 72
percent. '
This is what you are paying for.

when you break it all down, you are looking

at the Federal government paying 19.5

million dollars and the State paying almost
8 million dollars and Upper Township paying

650,000 thousand and Sea Isle City 2
million dollars.

Those numbers will, of course,
change, but not very much. These are
pretty good estimates. They are on the
high side a Little bit. They should be
okay. That's what we are looking at.

I started off by saying New Jersey

has the best shore protection program.

That's why 1 put up that sign, "New Jersey
and Shore Protection, partners together.®

MR. ZAPPILE: I will run through,
basically, what the feasibility study is
about. i

There is a report in the back. I
have some extra ones here.

I will run through and give a brief
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The State has determined that there
is a high percentage potential for storm
damage, so they requested Congress to
allocate funds to study these areas they
were talking about.

Congress did allocate the funds, and
then what came about is the New Jersey
Shore Protection Study.

what that is, basically, is the
Philadelphia district, from Manasquan Inlet
all the way down to Cape May Inlet. We
looked at a lot of different regions. We
looked at from Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat
Bay. We looked at Great Egg Harbor Inlet
down to Cape May and down into Avalon. We
looked at different regions. What we are
here today to talk about is this one
specific region. This study is about from
Great Egg Harbor Inlet down to Touwnsends
Inlet, which includes Ocean City and Ludlam
Island.

Here are more specific areas where
we are going to be talking about tonight.

Basically, here are some photos we
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overview. I don't want to spend too much
time on it. I want to get to the comments

you pecople have so we can answer your
questions.

As soon as this comes on, I will
take it away. '

; Here we go. Basically, I am going
to give you some background about how this

study came to be and then talk about the
feasibility study.
That's important to know, that it is a study.

14

Someone asked us our opinion of what

we could do to reduce storm damage in this

area.
That!s what we are looking for.
wWhether you like the project or

don't like the project, it's a study. A

lot of things can happen before it actually

gets built. )
We will talk about project

inplementétion_and also talk about current
administration policies and how it regards

shore protection projects.
Basically, why aré we here?

"

COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES

O O NONS NN -

N NN NN = b b ad o ud b = b =
B UWN =20 00NV HWN=O

s 16

took while flying around the area one nice
day in 1998 or 1999.

That's up in Strathmere. That's
about the same time period.

This is the Whale Beach area looking
north towards Strathmere.

This is tooking south toward Sea
Isle City.

This is back in 1995. There was a
storm offshore. You can can see where the
waves are breaking in proximity to the
homes there.

This is the same time frame looking
south.

That's not too long after the
terminal drawing was put down in Sea Isle
City after the beach fell.

Basically, to give you a little bit
of overview the way the Army Corps of
Engineers works, basically, there were two
different studies, two different phases.
One was the reconnaissance phase, which we
started back in 1995. That phase was a
12-month study. o
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to both the environment and the people. We

COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES

1 The Federal goverrment paid for the 1
2 whole thing. The whole point of 2 select a plan and coordinate with the
L 3 reconnaissance is to ask are there problems 3 public and the agency, which is what we are
i out there and do we need to do more 4 doing now, and then we make our final
5 detailed study and how much will it cost? 5 - recommendations. ’
6 what happened in April of 1996 is we -] Basically, the problem we identified
7 found that yes, there were problems down 7 was storm damage vurnerability.
8 there and we recommended that we do a more 8 : The big storms were the 1944
9 detailed study, which required a cost share 9 hurricane and the 1962 storm, also known as
10 where the state was the local sponsor, 10 the Five High storm.
1" which was the State of New Jersey. 1" The 1944 storm was one of those
12 The feasibility phase is what we are 12 storms you get like every 50 years.
13 here to talk about tonight. That is 13 You hear someone say that is a 5 or
14 normally about three or four years. It's 14 10-year storm. Well, that was a 50-year
15 shared 50/50 between the Federal government 15 storm. The probability of getting a storm
16 and the State of New Jersey. 16 of that level is once every 50 years.
17 It was initiated back in April of 17 The 1962 storm, also known as the
18 1997. The draft report was submitted in 18 Five High storm, stayed around for five
19 December. 19 high tides. That is where a lot of the
20 When 1 say "submitted", what 20 damage came from. That was a 25-year
21 happened is when we finished our report, we 21 storm. The 1944 hurricane storm was a lot
22 sent it up to our headquarters in 22 stronger.
23 Washington. They looked at it and gave us 23 For the 1962 storm, over 2000
24 their comments of what they thought before % structures were damaged. If you converted
COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES
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1 we released it to the public. 1 that into today's dollars, that would be
2 If we release it to the public and 2 about 52 million dollars.
3 Washington says they don't like the 3 There were also storms in 1991,
4 project, then it doesn't make any sense. 4 1992, 1993, 1994 and 1998.
5 They have already seen it and have made 5 The 1992 storm was a storm where the
6 their comments and took that into [] water came at its highest level, from our
7 consideration. Whatever they say, whatever 7 records.
8 deal we work out with them, is what we 8 Basically, how damage happens is you
9 recommend. 9 get erosion from long-term erosion and from
10 Basically, this report was released 110 storims. You get wave attack and
1 for the public and agency comment back in 1 inundation, which is simply another word
12 May, 2001. 12 for flooding.
13 Right now,-we are in the agency and 13 Here are some photos from the 1962
14 public comment period. We have gotten 14 storm. That's up ‘at Strathmere. You can
15 letters from different agencies commenting 15 see some houses knocked down there.
16 on reports. So far, we have gotten pretty 16 Some more in Strathmere.
17 good comments. The comment period was 17 That's the Whale Beach area. You
18 supposed to end tonight, but there has been 18 can see back here there are 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
19 a two-week extension to July 9. That's 19 6 homes there.
20 when all the comments should be in. 20 That's in Sea Isle City.
21 ) What do we do in a feasibility 21 This is 31st Street in Sea Isle
\22 study? 22 City. You see a lot of homes were knocked
23 We identify the problem, formulate 23 down there.
24 solutions and evaluate what the impacts are 24 This fs 41st Street in Sea Isle
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flooding conditions. They ask what kind of

COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES

1 City. The whole first row of the houses 1 alternatives can be developed? They
2 were knocked down. 2 analyze the project conditions with the
.3 This is down on 48th Street. 3 different alternatives and ask what are the
4 This is down on 59th Street. 4 benefits to the cost. We have to show, for
5 This is down on 60th Street. They 5 every dollar spent, that you get at least a
[ got hit pretty bad. [ dollar in benefits. That's what we are
7 That's at the end, down on 95th 7 required to show.
8 Street. 8 * Basiéally, in defining the existing
9 You can see there is definitely a 9 conditions, we look at everything. We look
10 great amount of damage. 10 at what is going on along the coastline,
11 The housing density back then was 1" how the shoreline moves, the historical
12 not nearly what it is today. There are 12 shore lines, what is out there now, are
13 even more houses there now. They are built 13 there jettys out there, are there bulkheads
14 higher and better, so we have the trade 14 out there. We look for sand off shore. We
15 off. The houses are built better, but now 15 have to find sand that matches the sand on
16 there are more houses and even more chances 16 the beach now. If you get grains that are
17 for damage. 17 too different, each sand you put on will
18 In Upper Township, in Strathmere, 18 wash away real quick. That's a big
19 you can see how close the water comes to 19 cohcern.
20 the houses. 20 We look at the environmental
21 This is the 1994 storm. 21 conditions.
22 This is the Whale Beach area back in 22 There are only certain areas where
23 1998, right before they put in those 23 we can dredge from. Finding a lot of sand
24 offshore break waters. 24’ is the easy part. The hard part is getting
COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES
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1 . The photo isn't to really show the 1 through all the environmental regulations.
2 break waters. It's to show you how the 2 We don't want to disturb fish habitat. We
3 dunes looked. 3 also look for ship wrecks. We are required
4 This is after the 1992 storm. You 4 to make sure we know where all the ship
5 can see that it is pretty washed out there. 5 wrecks are so, when we do do dredging, we
6 Once again, this is another shot of that. [ don‘t impact on them.
7 This is the Promenade area. 7 what is without project condition?
8 Everybody knows that, basically, high tide 8 Basically, that is the conditions
9 comes right up there. 9 without any special projects. What would
10 Here is another aerial photo to give 10 happen? Basically, it has been what is
11 you an idea of the proximity of the waves 1 happening now. We use a computer model to
12 to the homes. 12 look at what the damage will be. We look
13 This is the south end. A few years 13 at it over 50 years. That's what we are
14 ago, it was pretty bad. Now it looks a lot 14 required to look at. We run a computer
15 better. After that, our obvious objective 15 model of all different level storms to see
16 was to reduce storm damage vulnerability. 16 what kind of damage would happen.
17 Even the Federal government could figure 17 We have about 5 million dollars in
18 that out. 18 average annual damage. The way that is
19 Basically, how do they come up with 19 computed involves using the interest rate.
20 solutions? 20 There is a lot involved in doing that.
21 Well, they see what the existing 21 Basically, if you were to average all the
L. 22 conditions are. They ask what happens if 22 storms over 50 years, you would get about 5
23 we don't do anything with or without 23 million dollars a year in damage.
24 24

when we figure damages, that doesn't
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1 include the market rate of houses. We are 1 - Ocean City.
2 not allowed to include the market rate. We 2 Basically, these are the ones that
~4 3 are only allowed to include the cost of 3 we did a real detailed analysis on.

4 rebuilding houses. 4 When we looked at berm restoration,
5 If we were to include market rate, 5 just putting beach out there was not really
6 you can imagine how much the damage would 6 an alternative. Then we looked at a berm
7 be. 7 and a dune. We looked at structural
8 Now that we know what the without 8 réinforcecént.

9 project condition is, we get to what kind 9 By that, I mean putting a dune there

10 of alternatives do we develop. How do we 10 and putting in a geotube in the center of
1" do that? 1" that, just lLike they have in the Whale
12 We do initial screening. Being we 12 Beach area.

13 have done four or five of these studies, we 13 Then we looked at putting in a groin
14 have a real good feel for what will and 14 field, putting five or six groins out in
15 won't work when we look at other locations 15 the Whale Beach area, how would that work.
16 along the coast. 16 We looked at combining all the
17 We kind of have an idea. We look at 17 alternatives.

18 structural and non-structural alternatives. 18 We looked at evacuation for the
19 A non-structural alternative would 19 Whale Beach area. We got a lot of comments
20 be to buy everybody out, to tell everybody 20 from Washington to make sure you look at

21 to get off the island. That's very 21 evacuation, especially in areas where it is
22 expensive, but we look at that. 22 not as densely populated as your typical
23 We look to see whether the 23 New Jersey shore area.

24 alternatives meet the objectives. We look 2 What are the benefits?
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1 at the environmental impact. We do a 1 To reduce storm damage.
2 detailed analysis of things that we feel 2 That's the thing we look at.
3 are the best. Basically, the one that 3 We also can claim damage through
4 usually comes out pretty good is the dune 4 reduced local efforts. 1f the State or the
5 and the berm. Most people know what the 5 City has to go out there every year and
6 dune is. The berm is the flat part of the 6 spend a few hundred thousand dollars or a
7 beach. : 7 million dollars, we can say hey, if we put
8 A lot of times it's hard to notice 8 this project in, they don't have to do
9 because the beach is such a gradual slope. 9 that, so we can claim those benefits for

10 The berm is what we define as the 10 that.

1 flat part of the beach that goes in front 1 We also look at recreation. The way
12 of the dune. You can see how it slopes 12 we are regulated, we can only claim a
13 down to the high-water line. 13 certain percentage of our benefits toward
14 There is also the putting of a 14 recreation. It's 50 percent. No matter
15 geotube in, which is what was put in in the 15 how many recreation benefits we generate,
16 whale Beach area. We look at something 16 because we have a bigger beach, we can only
17 like that. 17 claim a certain amount.

18 We also look at putting a groin in, 18 That is the law that they give us.
19 what some call a jetty. They are actually 19 So, we do claim it, but it is like a
20 really called groins. I don't know why 20 secondary type of thing.

21 they came up with that name, but that is 21 Costs. We have the initial

22 really what they are called. That's 22 construction costs, periodic nourishment

3 actually a timber groin in Strathmere. 23 costs that we put in and also monitoring.

24 That's a stone groin at the end of 24 We have to do a lot of the
* COURT REPORTI‘NG“ASSOC!ATE'S‘ COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES
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1 environmental monitoring. There are a lot 1 there, we put sand fence up there, we do
2 of costs associated with that. 2 _nourishment of about 1.8 million cubic
3 Basically, the selected plan and .3 yards every five years and we would also
4 report was the berm and dune. I have some 4 extend the outfalls.
5 more detailed things hanging up in the back 5 There are a couple places where,
6 on some poster boards. This kind of gives [ because the beach is wider, we have to make
7 you a schematic. 7 those outfalls longer also.
8 To make it easier to understand, the 8 ’ Basically, you can see where we have
9 way it works out is a dune is a certain 9 our bar areas.
10 height. I think it is 14.8 NABD. That's 10 Basically, we are dredging over here
1" how high it is. What does that mean? 1 and in Corson's Inlet also in the
12 Well, in Strathmere, it's about 9 12 renourishment cycle.
13 feet high from the beach, so if you were 13 Basically, these are the benefits.
14 walking on the beach in Strathmere, we 14 With the project implemented, it
15 would have the dune about 9 feet high 15 would reduce damage about 60 percent.
16 measured from the beach. You go about 50 16 One thing I didn't mention is that
17 feet out. There are existing dunes out 17 most of the damage, according to the
18 there in Strathmere. Depending on where 18 computer model, would be from wave damage.
19 you are at, the highest dune would be in 19 I think it would be reduced about 60
20 the area of Strathmere that has a bulkhead. 20 percent with that project. If we did
21 The worst part would probably be about six 21 nothing, most of the damage would come from
22 feet high. If you were at the bulkhead 22 waves breaking on structures knocking
23 area in Strathmere, the dune would be about 23 structures down.
24 six feet over the existing bulkhead. For 26" Basically, our project would reduce
COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES COURT REPORTING ASSOCIATES
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1 the most part, it would be about two or 1 about 58 percent of all damage.
2 three feet over the existing dunes. Now, 2 Local costs are gone. If we do this
3 if those dunes got knocked down before we 3 project, the locals don't have to spend
4 went out there, it would be nine feet from 4 that amount of money on their shore
5 the beach. If you look at what's out there 5 protection project.
) now, that's what it is. é There are recreation benefits of 1.6
7 Whale Beach is the same thing. It's 7 million dollars.
8 a 50-foot berm and a dune about nine feet 18 There are benefits during
9 high on the beach. 9 construction, which is a goofy thing they
10 For Sea Isle City, the easiest way 10 make us do.
1 to expiain how that is is that is about 1 As you are building a project, you
12 three feet over the Promenade. For the 12 get benefits, even though the project is
13 most part, there are no dunes on the 13 not fully completed.
14 Promenade now. That's really how high it 14 Like, before we finish Strathmere,
15 would be. 15 we can start claiming benefits. That's
16 For the south end, the dunes down in 16 something we use to show all the benefits
17 Sea Isle City, there are pretty good dunes 17 we are getting and also to detour costs.
18 there. It would be pretty close to what is 18 We had to really justify the Whale
19 out there now, maybe a foot or two larger. 19 Beach area because of a lack of houses out
20 What is the selected plan that we 20 there. We had some other benefits we were
21 recomend? ) 21 able to get, )
|22 Basically, it's about 5 mitlion 22 ' That area, if that area is cut off
23 cubic yards going the whole length of the 23 during a storm, what happens? The people
2 2% in Strathmere will be stuck there. Besides

island. Basically, we put dune grass up
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1 a qualitative explanation, we explained to B then goes to preconstruction engineering
2 Washington how people could get stuck 2 (and design. The plans we are showing now
13 there. We also had to say people had to 3 are conceptual to a point to what we would
4 detour and drive extra, thi