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APPENDIX : SECTION 404(b)(l) GUIDELINES EVALUATION 

Introduction 

This appendix of the Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long 
Beach Island, New York Stom1 Damage Reduction Prqject presents a Section 404(b)(l) 
Guideline e \ d ~ a t i o n  for the conlprehensive evaluation of improvements to the Long Beach 
Island (LBI) coastline. The evaluation is based on the regulations found at 40 CFR 230, Section 
404(b)(l): Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material. The 
regulations implement Sections 404(b) and 501(a) of the Clean Water Act, which govern the 
disposal of dredged and fill material inside the territorial sea baseline (4230.2(b)). 

Generic 404 (b)(l) Evaluation 

The following Section 404(b)(l) evaluation is presented in 3 format consistent \vith typical 
c\:aluations in the New York area and addresses all required elenlents of the evaluation. 

Project Dcscriptinn 

a. Location: The Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long 
Beach Island, New York S t o m  Damage Reduction Project, covers approximately 6.7 
miles (of which 6.4 miles represents protection provided by the selected plan) of 
oceanfront along Long Beach Island, including the Town of Hempstead (Point Lookout 
and Lido Beac11)~ Nassau County (Nickerson Beach), and the City of Long Beach. 

b. General Description: In 1965, the USACE evaluated various stonn protection options for 
the area and presented findings in the Beach Erosion Control and Interim Humcane 
Study for the Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York: Jones Inlet to East Rockaway 
Inlet (USACE 1965). Local interests did not support the plan and the project was 
terminated in 1971. Since that time, beach erosion and stom1 damage have continued in 
the area. At the request of the local interests following Humcane Gloria in 1985, the 
USACE conducted a Reconnaissance Study (completed in 1989), and subsequently a 
Feasibility Study (completed in February of 1995), to evaluate an array of structural and 
non-structural measures to provide flood and stonn protection for the Long Beach Island 
ai-ea (USACE 1989, 1995, 1998, 1999). 

As a result of the Feasibility Study, several alternatives were evaluated and a iinal plan 
was selected. The plan, as presented in the Final Feasibility Study and Final 
Environinental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Project. included widenins of the 
existing beach with the hydraulic placement of beach fill material, rehabilitation of 16 
goins at Long Beach, constlvction of six new goins west of Point L.ookout at Lido 
Beach, and construction/rehabilitation o i  numerous dune walkovers and dune access 
points (USACE 1995, 1998). The December 1998 Record of Decision (ROD) (filed in 
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the Federal Register, January 1999) granted approval of the plan as presented in the 1998 
FEIS and was signed on December 23, 1998. 

Subsequent to tile 1998 release of the FEE for the Project, the proposed alternative was 
re-evaluated. The wevaluation was conducted to address changes to the shoreline since 
the 1998 evaluation and changes in the Project scope (i.e., a reduction in the size of  the 
Project area), and to address environmental concems expressed by agencies and/or 
interest groups (USACE 1998, 2002). Furthermore, this re-evaluation allowed 
incorporation of advancements in engineering evaluation methods. As a result of project 
re-evaluation, several modifications were made to the plan that was selected in 1998 and 
are presented in the 2005 Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) and subsequent plan 
modifications for the Project (USACE 200%). The proposed Project modification is 
intended to provide a long-teim, cost-effective solution for reducing erosion and 
maintaining the protective dune and beach benn in this area. 

When con~pared to the original Project that was presented in the 1998 FEIS and approved 
tlu-o~~gh a Record of Decision in 1999, the proposed Project modification includes several 
new structural features and activities that are in addition to those proposed in the original 
Project. These include placcinent of a sand ban-ier beneath the existing boardwalk in the 
City of Long Beach, extension and rehabilitation of the eastern lenninal groin, dune 
cross-over structures, boardwalk surface replacement, construction of a lifeguard 
headquarters in Point Lookout, conslruction of timber walls around: five existing con~foit 
stations, two comfort/lifeguard stations and one lifeguard headquarters in Long Beach the 
extension of existing dune cross-over structures in the Town of Hempstead. However, the 
overall Project area has been reduced in the proposed Project n~odification and several 
structural features and activities (vehicle access ramps, new groins, dune walkovers, 
impacts within a 136-acre shorebird nesting/foraging area) have been eliminated. As a 
result, the proposed modification has significantly reduced the area of fill placement and 
the amount of fill nlaterial required for the Project. Specifically, 170 [ewer acres will be 
filled (i.e., approximately 104 acres in the upper beach zone, 35 fewer acres in the 
intertidal zone: and 31 fewer acres it1 the sub-tidal zone), the amount of fill material 
required for the Project has been reduced by 2,042.000 cubic yards (cy), and the moun t  
of fill material needed for 5 - y  renourishment activities has been decreased by 3S5,000 cy 
per yr. The Long Beach Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) and subsequent plan 
modificalions PI-ovide specific details regarding proposed Project modification 
components (USACE 2005a). 

c. Authoritv and Puipose: In October 198G, h e  Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the United States House of Representatives authorized the USACE to 
review the previous report on the Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York, Jones Inlet to 
East Rockaway Inlet, to detennine the feasibility of providing stom1 damage protection 
works for Long Beach Island. Subsequently, a recoimaissance study and report were 
completed in 1989, a Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) report were circulated in 1994, and a Final Feasibility Repoit 'and Final 
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Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) report, and circulated in 1998 (USACE 1998). 
A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on December 23, 1998 aud filed in the Federal 
Register in January 1999. The 1995 Feasibility Report Recommended Plan was 
authorized for construction by the 1996 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA). 

As a result of the Feasibility Study: several alternatives were evaluated and a final plan 
was selected. The plan included widening of the existing beach with the hydraulic 
placement of beach fill inaterial, rehabilitation of 16 groins at Long Beach, construction 
of six new groins west of Point Lookout at Lido Beach, and sand removal from an 
offshore borrow area. However, since the 1998 release of the FEIS for the Project the 
proposed alternative was re-evaluated. The re-evaluation was conducted to incorporate 
advancements in engineeling evaluation methods, to address changes to the shoreline 
since the 1998 evaluatiori and changes in the Project scope (i.e., a reduction in the size of 
the Project area), and to address environnmei~tal concerns expressed by agencies and/or 
interest soups .  As a result of project re-evaluation, several modifications were made to 
tbe plan that was selected in 1998 for this Project. 

In 2002, the New York District USACE initiated a limited re-evaluation study to explore 
options to refine the proposed project modification. The limited re-evaluation study was 
conducted wit11 the intent of identifying and evaluating various means of maintaining the 
beach that are longer-telm and less expensive than the current plan and that incorporate 
concerns addressed by agencies and/or interest groups. As a result of project re- 
evaluation, several modifications were made to the plan that was selected in 1998 and are 
presented in the 2005 LRR for this Project and subsequent plan modifications (USACE 
200Sa). 

d. General Description of Placement Material: Sand that is compatible to the existing beach 
that will be pumped in from offshore borrow area. 

e. Pro~osed Discharze Site: The Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway 
Inlet, Long Beach Island, New York Stoim Damage Reduction Project, covers 
approximately 6.7 miles (of which 6.4 miles represents protection provided by the 
selected plan) of oceanfront along Long Beach Island, including the Town of Hempstead 
(Point Lookout and Lido Beach), Nassau County (Nickersoi~ Beach), and the City of 
Long Beach 

f. Disposal Method: Use of hydraulic dredging equipment for the initial constmction and 
re~iouris lmc~~t efforts. 

Factsral Dctermir~ations 

a. Phvsical Substrate Detem~inations 
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(1) 1) a dune with a top elevation of +I5 fi above NGVD, a top width of 25 ft, and 
landward and seaward slopes of l V 5 H  that will extend along the entire project 
area except where the City of Long Beach boardwalk is located; 2) a sand barrier 
with a top elevation of +15 ft above NGVD, a top width of 25 ft, a landward slope 
of 1V:3H and a seward slope of 1V:5H, that will be locatcd directly beneath the 
existing boardwalk in the City of Long Beach; and, 3) a beach berm that will 
extend 11 0 ft from the seaward toe of the recommended dune or sand barrier at an 
elevation of +I0 ft NGVD, then will gradually slope to match the existing 
bathymeli-y (slope will be between 1V:20H in Point Lookout and lV:35H in Long 
beach and Lido Beach). 

(2) Sediment Twe:  Sediments similar to those present in the placement area will be 
utilized. No impacts are anticipated. 

( 3 )  Dredqed Material Movement: Minor shoii-tern inovenlent and existing shore 
p1-ocesses will continue. 

(4) Phvsical Effects on Benthos: Minor short-term disruption. No long-term impact. 

(5) Other Effects: None identified 

( 6 )  Action to Minimize Impacts: See section (5.0) 

b. Water Cil-culation. Fluctuations. and Salinitv Detenninatiolis 

(a) -: Proposed project is not expected to alfect salinity because beach 
fill does not govern the overall water mass movements (tidal flow and 
river discharge) that control salinity. 

(b) Water Chemistry: h'o major impacts are expected. 

(c) W v :  Temporary increase in turbidity will occur from sediment 
resuspension during placement of the material. 

(d) Color: Minor temporary changes possible but no major impacts are 
expected. 

(e) Odor: No measurable impacts arc expected 

( i )  Taste: Kot applicable 
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(2) Dissolved Gas Lcvcls: Possible short-telm vanation may occur due to 
tul-bulence created by placement of the material on the beach. 

(h) Nutrients: Temporary and localized nutriznt increases may occur due to 
sediment resuspension during beach fill activities. No long-term increase 
in nutrients and eutro;rhication will result from the proposed project. 

(I)  Eutro~hication: None identified 

Cj) m: None identified 

(2)  Current Patterns and Circulation: No impacts identified 

( 3 )  No~mal  Water Level Fluctuations: No impacts identified 

(4) Salinilv Gradients: No impacts expected 

( 5 )  &tioll~_ro Minimize In~uacts: Not applicabk 

c. Suspcncied ParliculateiTurbiditv Determination 

(1) C l i a e  at Disoosal Site: Short-tem~, localized increases in suspcndcd 
parliculateslturhidity as a result of placement of material, but no long-tern1 
changes. 

(2) Effects on Chemical and Phvsical Prouelties of the Water Column: Impact should 
be tnini~nal since particles will settle out fairly rapidly and no toxic mctals or 
organic con~pounds are anticipated to be encountered. 

(3) EKects on Biota: Short-term exposure due to localized sediment resuspension 
during placement of material. No long-term effects are projected. 

(4) Action to Minimize Impacts: Placement of material will be completed as early as 
possible to allow for optin~um recruilme~~t of benthic organism within the 
placemenr arca. 

d. Contaminant Determination. No impacts identified 

e. Aquatic Ecosystems and Orzanisms Detennination: Possible effects to the gills ofnekton 
species that are in the immediate area ofplacement. No major impacts are espected. 

f Prmosed Dlsposd Site Detennination: Not applicable 
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g. Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosvstem: See section (4.0) 

h. Determination of Secondarv Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem: None identified 

Firidirigs of Compliance or Norzconzpliartce 

a. Thel-e are no practicable alternatives fol- the proposed action under the jurisdiction of 
Section 304(b)(l) Guidelines. 

b. The proposed action does not appear to violate applicable state water quality standards or 
efiluent standards. 

c. The proposal will not have sipificant adverse impacts on endangered species or their 
critical habitats. Fonnal coordination with the USFMrS under section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 is ongoing to insure the safety of any transient species that may be 
present during constn~ction. Infonual consultation with NIMFS is ongoing at this t ine.  

d. The proposed action will not result in si&pificant adverse impacts on human health or 
welfare, including municipal and private water supplies, recreational and commercial 
fishing, plankton, fish, shelliish, wildlife and special aquatic sites. 

e. All appropriate steps to minimize adverse environmental impacts have been taken. 

f. No significant adaptations of the guidelines were made relative to this evaluation 

Based on all of the above, the proposed action is detemlined to be in compliance with the 
Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines, subject to appropriate and reasonable conditions, to be 
detennined on a case-by-case basis, to protect the public interest. 
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APPENDIX C 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE (USFWS) 
COORDINATION ACT 2 (b) REPORT 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

September 12, 2005 

MI-. David A. Stilwcll 
Field Supeivisor NY field Oilice 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sc l~ ic i :  
3817 Luker Road 
Cortla~id, New Yorh 1.3045 

Subject: Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Met to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach 
Island, New York. Sro~mi Damage Reduciion Project. 

Dcai- Stilwell: 

Thank you for 111-oviding the Dl-aft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 
(DFWCAR) fol- the subject project. In response to the DFWCAR dated September 2004, 
please see attaclml niodificatioiis to the proposed pro-ject. We feel the modifications are 
not sig:ificant and would like your staffto review these modifications witll my staff and 
I-esume the Section 7 consultation. We recognize your heavy workload and appreciate 
your speedy response to the pi-oject descriptioil. I look foiward to \ v o r k i n ~  with YOU and 
your staff on this effoii. If you should have any questions, please contact Mr. Robeit J. 
Smith of m y  siaffat 91 7-790-8729. 

Leoiiaril Houston 
Chief, Environmeiital Ainlysis BI-ancli 

Cc: LISFTVS, LI Field Office (Rosemarie Gnain) 
.4rt:~c~llllellt 



Constructiort of New Groins 

The selected 1995 plan proposed eventual construction of seven new go ins  (all 765 ft 
long and 70 ft  wide) at Point Lookout (USACE 1998). Currently only the first four 
go ins  are targeted for immediate construction, whereas the remaining three groins are 
proposed for deferred construction as needed based on the stability of the existing 
weldinent area (USACE 2005a). However, based on subsequent re-evaluation of the 
area, some modifications to the original d e s i g  of the four new groins have been 
proposed. The Project requires the inmediate construction of a new 3-oin field at Point 
Lookout that will contain four goins that begin SO0 feet west of existing Groin 55 in 
Point Lookout. The Sour goins would he constructed with tapered lengths and spaced at 
an interval of 800 feet (USACE 2005a). Groin lengths vary and range from 380 ft to SO0 
ft. Groin widths will be 11 5 ft. 

A determination to construct the three westemmost goins will be triggered at a later date 
within the %year Project life and be based on monitoring data (USACE 2005a). The 
criterion for construction includes a change from an accreting beach to an eroding beach 
in the area where the structures are to be located. The criteria will be evaluated based 
upon field measurements and analysis (USACE 2005a). 

Poirzt Lookout Terr~tiuuI Groin Rchubi[itafiort arrd Exterrsiort 

During re-evaluation of the proposed Project, the USACE detennined that Groin #58 
(i.e., West GI-oin), the terminal groin in Point Lookout, required an extension along with 
the rehabilitation recornrnended by the Feasibility Study (US.4CE 2005). Accordingly, 
the District plans lo rehabilitate the exisling portion of the ~ o i n ,  extend the length an 
additional 100 feet (cu~~ently 200 fi), and extend the width to between 107 and 170 ft 
(currently widths range from 50 to 107 ft), in accordance with design specifications 
presented in the "1999 USACE Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension at Jones 
Inlet, Long Beach Island, New York Report". Extending the tenninal g o i n  may decrease 
the amount of sediment lost toward the inlet after the beach fill component of the project 
is carried out (USACE 2005a). It will also possibly retain additional longshore sediment 
ti-ansport without causing large changes in inlet dynamics (USACE 200%). The median 
armor weight for the rehabilitated and new portions of Groin ii58 is approxin~ately 10 to 
10.75 tons (USACE 2005a). 

Dune iih[kovers and Vehicle Access structures, and Board~vulX- Surface Replacc~nertt 

Several dune walkovers and vehicle access points and are proposed for the City of Long 
Beach and the Town of Hempstead (USACE 2005a). Construction of these structures 
will allow the public to gain safe access ro the beach without hanning the existing and 
enhanced dune system. 

A total of 12 timber dune walkovers (including 8 wheelchair accessible and 4 zigzag). 
12 gavel surface pedestrian walkovers, 8 extensions to existing walkovers, 11:000 If of 
boardwalk repair, 8 gavel surface vehicle access ways two swing gate vehicle access 



MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The recommended plan for this Project includes the prefened plan (identified in the 1995 
Feasibility Report and subsequent 1998 FEIS filing) with post-Feasibility modifications 
as detailed in the LRR [USACE 2005al. The reconimended plan provides the most 
comprehensive, effective, and cost-effective solution to provide s tom protection in the 
Project area. 

The proposed action is a n~odification to the Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to 
East Rockaway Inlet, Island of Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project 
that received a favorable Record of Decision (ROD) in 1999. When compared to the 
original Project, the Project modification entails an overall reduction in the Project area, 
which results in a reduction of 7,000 linear feet (If) of project area (12,000 If of fill area), 
a reduction of 2,042,000 cy of till material needed for initial beach fill and 385,000 cy 
per yr for 5-year renourishment activities, a reduction of 17 acres (ac) of dime plantings 
and a reduction of 43,000 If of sand fence. Specifically, there will be a reductio~~ of 104 
ac of filling in the upper beach zone, 35 fewer acres of filling in the intertidal zone, and 
31 fewer acres of filling in the sub-tidal zone. 

Structural components of  the Project modification include the construction of 12 timber 
dune walkovers, 12 gravel surface dune walkovers, eight extensions of existing dune 
walkovers, S gravel surface vehicle access ways, two swing gate vehicle access 
structures, one timber raised vehicle access way, construction of 1 lifeguard headquarters, 
consiructioi~ of retaining walls around: five existing comfort stations, two 
conifort/lifeguard stations and one lifeguard headquarters, construction of four new 
groins (three of the seven groins proposed for the Project have been deferred indefinitely, 
and are not part of the current proposed Project modification), the rehabilitation of 17 
groins, the rehabilitation and extension of the eastern terminal groin, and a modification 
to the sand placement location in the City of Long Beach such that a sand barrier (instead 
of a dune) is placed beneath the existing boardwalk instead of in front of the boardwalk. 
Supplemei~tal NEPA documentation would be prepared to address construction of the 
three deferred groins as appropriate. 

In addition to the decrease in the size of the Project Area and the amount of sand material 
required for the Project, when compared to the original Project, the Project modification 
would result in five fewer dune walkovers, one fewer vehicle access rampl two fewer 
new groins, and the construction activities originally proposed within a 136-acre 
shorebird nestinglforaging area would be excluded from the Project (Table 2.1). The 
proposed Project modification would, however, result in an increase, eight walkover 
extensions. 11,000 If of boardwalk repair, construction of one lifeguard headquarters, the 
construction of timber retaining walls around: five existing comfort stations, two 
cornfort!lifeguard stations and one lifeguard headquarters, the rehabilitation of two 
soins,  and the extension of the terminal groin. A comparison of coinponents of the 
original selected plan and the proposed Project modification are shown in Table 2.1. 



Component 

Beach fill material (for creation 
of beach benn. sand bamer and 
a dune) 
Borrow area sand removal (i.e., 
total sandfill quantity, excluding 
5-vear renourishmentsf 
Dune plantings 
Sand fence 90,000 If 
Boardwalk extensions 0 
Dune walkovers (timber ar~dlor 19 
p v e l  surface) 
Walkox er extensions 0 
Vehicle access ramps (t~mber 12 
andlor gravel surface) 
Repaii of evlstlng boardwalk 0 
surface 
Reco~~stmction of lifeguard 0 
headquarters 
Constructioil of timber retaining 8 
wall around: existing conlfort 
stations, comforillifefeguard 
stations, and lifeguard 

Table2.1. Summary Comparison of the Original Proposed Project and the 
Currentl? Proposed Project Modifications. 

Original Project Project Change 
Modification - 

41,000 If, some wlth~n 29,000 If, none -12,000 if 
shorebird nesting area within shorebird 

nesting area 
8,642,000 cy 6,600,000 cy -2,042,000 cy 

I 

~eadquarters 
5-yr renourishment 
Rehab and I00 ft Extension of 
goln 58 
Vcw groins 

?.ehabililation of existing ~ o i n s  
mpacts to shoreb~rd 

3.111,00Ocy/yr 1.716.000 c y / y  -385,000 cylyr 
1 (rehab) 2 (rehab and + 1 

extension) 
6 4 (7 proposed, but - 2 

3 have been 
deferred) 

15 17 - ? 

136 ac 0 ac No ~mpacts 
~estinglforaging area 



This component of tlie Project includes the following: 1) a dune with a top elevation of 
+ I 5  it above NGVD, a top width of 25 ft, and landward and seallard slopes of 1V:jH 
that will extend along the entire project area except where the City of Long Beach 
boardwalk is located; 2) a sand barrier nith a top elevation of +I5 ft above NGVD, a top 
width of 25 it, a land\~ard slope of 1V:3H and a seward slope of IV:jH, that will be 
located directly beneath the existing boardwalk in the City of Long Beach; and, 3) a 
beach beim that will extend 110 ft from the seaward toe of the reconin~ended dune or 
sand hamer at an elevation of +10 it NGVD, then will gradually slope to match the 
existing bathymeby (slope will be between 1V:20H in Point Lookout and 1V:35H in 
Long beach and Lido Beach). 

Approxiniately 41,000 If of beach fill and a total of 8,642,000 cy of fill material we]-e 
proposed in the original selected plan (USACE 1998). However, the Project area has 
been re-defined and now excludes portions of Long Beach that were originally part of the 
Project area. The resulting beach fill plan includes approximately 29,000 If of beach fill 
that extends from Point Lookout west to the western boundary of the City of Long Island 
Beach. This modification results in a reduction of 12,000 if ofproject area and 2,042,000 
cy of fill material. 

Thc dune construction portion of beach fill actions includes ilnplmentation of dune 
stabilization methods. Specifically, 11 acres of beachgrass will be planted and 47,000 
feet of  sand fence will be installed (USACE 2005a). 

Relrabilitatiort of E.~isting Groirrs 

Sixteen groins were proposed for rehabilitation in the plan selected in 1998. However, 
the existing groins within the Project were re-evaluated in the LRR (USACE 2005a). 
The groins were evaluated for structural condition, sand trapping effectiveness, and 
planfonn holding effectiveness. As a result of this survey, a total of 17 groins were 
recommended for rehabilitation. including 15 groins in Long Beach and two groins in 
Point Lookout . 

Rehabilitation will consist of repositioning existing aimor stone and adding additional 
stone where required. The restored groins will have an average length of 144 i t  and an 
average width of 53 ft. Existing yoins are on average 144 ft long and 33 ft wide. A 
primary armor ~vcight of 5 tons was selected for the new amior in order to match the 
existing annor (USACE 2005a). 



structures, and one raised timber vehicle access way, are cun-ently proposed. Originally, 
29 dune ivalkovers (both timber and gravel) and 12 vehicle access ramps were included 
in the selected plan (USACE 1998). Extensions to existing wallcovers and boardwalk 
surface replacement were not components of the 1995 Feasibility plan. 

Comfort Statiorts and Lifeguard Headquarters 

The cui~ently proposed plan includes the construction of timber retaining walls around: 
five existing comfort stations, two comfort/lifeguard stations. and one lifeguard 
headquarters (including existing concession stands), and the construction of 1 lifeguard 
headquarters. 

Bird Nesting and Forugir~g Area 

The proposed Project modification has escludcd Project activities from nithin a 93.4-acre 
ephemeral pool and a 32.3-acre tedpiping plover nesting area located in Point Lookout, 
near the Jones Inlet ebb shoal attachment point. Project activities were proposed within 
this area as part of the original plan that was selected in 1995. However, the USACE 
ree\.aluated proposed Project activities in direct response to concerns regarding shorebird 
habitat from Federal and Stale agencies and other interested parties (ESACE 1998). As a 
result, construction of a beach hem and dune within the bird nestinglforaging area has 
been eliminated from the proposed Project to allow for the continued unimpeded use of 
the area as shorebird nesting and foraging habitat. Thee  new groins were originally 
proposed within the ephemeral pool and tendpiping plover nesting area. However, based 
on a re-evaluation of the Project, construction of these groins has been defen-ed 
indefinitely, and is not part of the proposed Project modification. Supplemental KEPA 
documentation would be prepared to address construction of the thee  deferred groins as 
appropriate. No beach fill activities will take place within the bird foraging and nesting 
area. 

Srind Rentoval from Offshore Borrow Area 

An offshore boiro\v area, located approximately 1.5 miles south of Loiig Beach Island 
between 25 feet mean low water and about 60 feet mean low water, has been identified as 
a potential source of sand material for beach f i l l  and dune construction activities (USACE 
2005a). Approximately 6,600,000 cy of material will be removed from this area. The 
original plan selected in 1995 proposed 8,642,000 cy of sand ren~oval (USACE 199s). 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVlTS FEDERAL BUILDING 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

REPLYTO 
AnENilON OF 

Environmental Branch 

November 12.2004 

Mr. David -4. Stilwell 
Field Supervisor NY field Office 
U S .  Fish and Wildlife Service 
3 8 17 Luker Road 
Coltland, New York 13045 

Subject: Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach 
Island, Ncw York, Storm Damage Reduction Project. 

Dear Mr. S~ilwell: 

Thank you for providing the Draft Fish and Wildl~fe Coordination Act Report 
(DFWCAR) for the subject project. In response to the DFWCAR dated September 2004, 
please see attached point-by-point response. We would like to meet with your staff to 
discuss future options with respect to project design and recommended best management 
activities. We r e c o g ~ i ~ e  your heavy workload and appreciate your speedy response to the 
project description. I look forward to working with you and your staff on this effort. If 
you should have any questions, please contact Mr. Robert J. Smith of my staff at 212- 
264-01 89. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard Houston 
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch 

Cc: USFWS, LI Field Office (Rosemalie Gnam) 



United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WULDLE SERVICE 
3817 LukerRoad 

Carilnnd, NY 13045 

May 27,2004 

-----______ 
Mr. Frank Santomauro 
Chisf, Planning Division 
US. Army Corps of Engineers 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, NY 10278 

Attention: Robert Smith, Environmental Analysis Brsnch 

Dear Mr. ~antomaurol 

Enclosed is the revised drdt Scope of Work (SOW for the U.3. Army Corps ofEn_gineerx' 
(Corps) Atlantic Coast of ~ o n g  Island, New York fiom Jones Idet Westerly to East Rockaway 
Inlet, Nassau County, New York Project &ong Beach Island Project). The proposed revisions 
reflect the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) consideration of stafftime and cost 
estimates t i  undertake prepamtion of both the Dmft and Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act 2011 (FWCA) Reports for this large-scale, long-term project. 

As you may be aware, because of the size and complexity of the project under review, the 
Service's cost estimates for completing the FWCA work were higher tban the Zlnal fi,gres in the 
Scope of Work. It will be helpiul in the future to involve us a s  early as possible in the Project 
DeIivery Team (PDT) planning process, so that m u b d y  acceptable fundink levels, reflective of 
the biological work necded, can be negotiated. We would appreciate your consideration of this. 
Our participation in fhe PDT process was discussed at some length in our problem-solving 
session at the December. 17 - 18,2002, North Atlantic DivisiodService Regional 
Office-sponsored NY District Corps/Service coordination meeting. 

Lfyou have any questions or require further assistance, please contact Steve Papa of the Long 
Island Field Office at (631) 58 1-2941. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Stiiwell f i  Field Supervisor 

c c :  NYFO, P r o j e c t  6 RR File3 
LIFO, P r o j e c t  File 
FIS:LIFO:IYTI?O:SP~P~:~~~ - - 
9v3.,= 1 .  71 cari 



Mr. Frank Santomauro 
Chief, Planning Division 
US.  Army Corps of Engineers 
26 Federal Plaza 
NwYork,NY 10278 

Attention: Robert Smith. Environmental Analysis Branch 

Dear Mr. Santomauro: 

Enclosed is the revised draft Scope of Work (SOW) for the US. Army Corps of Engineers' 
(Corps) Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York from Jones Inlet Westerly to East Rockaway 
Inlet, Nassau County, New York Project (Long Beach Island Project). The proposed revisions 
reflect the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) consideration of stafftime and COST 

estimates to undertake preparation of both the Draft and F i a l  Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Art 2@) (FWCA) Reports for this large-scale, long-term project 

-4s you may be aware, because of the size and complexity of the pmject under review, the 
Senice's cost estimates for completing the FWCA work were higher than the final figures in the 
Scope of Work It will be helpl l  in the future to involve us as early as possible in the Project 
Delivery Team (PDT) planning process, so that mutually acceptable finding levels, reflective of 
the biological work needed, can be negotiated. We would appreciate your consideration of this. 
Our participation in the PDT process was discussed at some len,gg in our problem-solving 
session at the December, 17 - 18,7002, North Atlantic DiuisiodSenice Regional 
Office-sponsored NY District CorpslSwice coordination meeting. 

If you have any questions or require further assistance, pleae contact Steve Papa of the long 
Island Field Office at (631) 581-2941. 

Sincerely, 

Field Supervisor 

Enclosure 
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REVISED SCOPE OF n7om 
FISCAL YEAR 2004 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 
Atlantic Coas: of Long Island, New York kom Jones Wet W-sterly to East Rockaway Inlet 

Nassau County, New York 

1. SUBJECT 

This Scope of Work (SOW) is between the US. Fish and Wi la fe  Service (Swvice) md 
the US. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps) for the Servlce to prepare 
a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) 2@) Report for the proposed project. 
Report on the proposed project pursuanr to the FWCA (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). 

2. PROJECTNAME 

Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York &om Jones Inlet Westerly to East R o c h a y  
Inlet (Storm Damage Reduction Project) 

3. COWS DISTRICT AND CONTACTS 

US. Army Corps of Engineers (CE24.A.N-PL) 
26 Federal Plaza Zlst Floor, New York. NY 10278-0090 

Section ChieE Rosde Hem Td: (212) 264-21 19 
Project Biologist: Robert J. Smith Tel: (212) 264-0189 

4. SERVICE OFFICE AND CONTACTS 

US. Fish and Wildlife Service, New York Field Office 
38 17 Luker Road, Cortland NY I3045 

Field Supervisor: David A. Stilwell Tel; (607) 753-9334 

U.S. Fish asd Wildlifc Service, Long Island Field Office 
500 St. Marks Lane, Islip, NY 11751 

Supervisor: 

5. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Laag Bcsch Island 

Rosemarie Gnarn Tel: (63 1) 331-2941 
Fax: (631) 581-2972 

The study area for the Storm Dama~e Reduction Project is located on the Atlantic Coast 
of Long Island, New York, from Jones Inlet westerly to Eajt Rockawzy Inlet. The site 
lies withinNassau County, New York, and from east to west, encompasses the 
communltm of Point Lookou< Lido Beach, City of Long Beach, and .4Uantic Beach. 
Thc nine-m~le-long barrier island varies in width f i m  1.500 to 4,000 feet (it) and is 
bounded on the east by Jones Inlet, on the south by the Atlantic Ocean, on the west by 



East Rockaway Inlet, and on the north by Reynold; Channel. Development is primarily 
residential wirh extensive recreational facilities. The storm damage reduction project 
requires the utilization of bomw area sediments and gmin revitalization~construction ro 
provide a measure ofbesch erosion control and hurricane protection to the Long Beach 
Island shoreline. 

Project Description 

Long Beach Island is a nine-mile-long barrier island located on the Atlantic Coast of 
Long Island, New York, between East Rockaway Inlet to the west and Jones Met to the 
east. The area has been subject to major flooding during storms, causing damage to 
structures along the barrier island. Over the years, continued erosion has resulted in a 
reduction of the height and width of the beachfront, which has increased the potential for 
storm damage. 

The terrain of the island is low-lying and flat with elwatians generally less than 10 fi 
above National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). Although some areas have dunes, the 
ocean shoreline of Long Beach typically consists of a continuous strip of generally 
low-lying besch with a series of groins along the o c e a i h n t  Severe storms in recent 
years have not only caused a reduction in the overall beach height and width along the 
island, but also accelerated deterioration of the stone groins, increasing the susceptibility 
of the storm damage to local communities. Continuing erosion exposes this low-lying 
island to hei&tened risk of catastrophic damage fiom floocijng and wave impact. 

Problems also include the deterioration of misting coastal protective smctures. In spite 
of continued stom damage, groins fronting the barrier island, including the eastern 
terminal groin, have not been maintained or repaired since construction in the 1950s. 
Tnis deterioration decreases the protective capability of the beach and increases 
vulnerability of the coastal communities to storm damage. 

The island is also subject to floodmg, although at lower stages, and less frequently on the 
bay side of the island. Based on current Federal Emergency Management Adminishation 
(FE-) delineation of the 100-year tidal inundation area, the Lang Beach Island 
Resonal Planning Board estimates that over 3,000 homes would be flooded, directly 
impacting over 8,000 homes. The threat of the resultant loss of life is a direct possibility 
in any coastal flooding situation. 

The Long Beach Project is a stom damage reductionproject which has been designed to 
provide protection against wave attack and inundation for homes and businesses along 
2.4 mile; of oceanfront including Point Lookout, Lido Beach and the City of Zang 

- 

Beach. This area has been subject to major f l o o h g  during storms causing damage to 
structures along the banier island. Over the years, continued erosion has resulted in a 
reduction in the height and width of the beachfront increasing the potential for stom 
damages. 

The Recommended Plan is a beach fill plan developed to reduce storm damages to highly 
developed communities tbat are susceptible to wave attack and flooding during major 
storms and hurricanes and to piovide protection against a 100-year storm event. The 
Plan, which includes appmxirnately 34,000 linear feet of bezhBl, is characterized by a 



110-fr wide beach berm at an elevation of +I0 fi above NGW, and a dune system with a 
top elevation of +I5 ft. NGVD. 

Beachfa 

The Recommended Plan includes the beach fill for Plan 5 in the February 1995 
Feasibility Report. The components of the beach El1 include: 

Dune and Berm Fill: Dune and berm fill from Point Lookout west to the western 
boundary of the City of Long Beach where the selected plan tapers into the 
&sting shoreline in Atlantic Beach (approximately 34,000 L.F.). 

Dune: Crest elevation of +15 it NGVD for a crest width of 25 ft witb 1 on 5 side 
slopes on the landward and seaward sides. 

Berm: Fronting the dme, a berm width of 110 ft to 400 fr at elevation +10 ft 
NGVD with a shore slope of 1 on 20 for the easternmost 5,500 L.F. of the project, 
a 1,500 L.F. cansition, thence a 1 on 35 slope for the remaining 27,000 L.F. 

Sand Fin Quantip; A total sand Ell quantity of 6,670,200 cubic yards (cy) will 
add spproximately 100 to 400 ft of design beach at 0.0 ft NGVD to the existing 
beach. These quantities of sand fill include the following: 

+1.0 ft. tolerance 
- Overfill factor of 2.5 percent 
- Advanced nourishment width of 50 A 

The dune construction mcludes 24 acres of planted dune grass and 41,500 L.F. of 
sand fence for dune sand entrapment, a s  well as 15 boardwalk extensionddune 
crossovers, 14 dune wakoiier~ aiid 4 vehicle access ramps over the dune in the 
City of Long Beach, and 26 dune walkovers and 8 vehicle access ramps over the 
dune in Lido Beach and Point Lookout 

Renourishment of approximately 1,681,300 cy of sand fill h m  the offshore 
bormw area every 5 years for the 50-year project life. Beachiill for the proposed 
project is available b m  an offshore borrow area containing approximately 
36 million cy of suitable beachfill material. The borrow area is located 
approximately one mile offshore of the banier island of Long Beach. 

Changes To The Recommended Plan Since The Feasibility Report 

Since the completion of the Feasibility Report in 1995, there have been refinements to 
design and changes in the exis?ing conditions. Accordingly, a number ofmodificatiom 
have bem incorporated into the Recommended Plan based on work completed to date 
since the completion of the Femibility Report. These modiications are described in the 
following para-graphs. 



Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Erteririon 

Based on the report entitled, "Termiod Gruin Rehabilitntion and Extension at Jones Inlet, 
Long Beach Island," February 1999. prepared by Michael Baker, Jr., Inc., the 
Recommended Plan has been modified to lnclude rehabilitation and extension of Groin 
No. 58. the easternmost terminal groin iaPoint Loohout. in accordance with the typical 
design proposed in the rcforenced report. 

New Groin Construction 

a x e d  on the report entitled "Technical Reanalysis of the Shoreline Stabilization 
Measures for the Eastern P o ~ o n  of the Long Beach Island, New- York Project," 
March 2000, prepared hy OEshore and Coastal Technologks, Inc. IAndrews. Miller & 
Assoc., hc., the RecommendedPlan has becn modified to include the construction of 
seven new groins in the Point Lookout area Thi h t  pain will be constructed 800 fi 
west of misting GTom No. 55 in Point hokout and the second through fouxth p i n s  
constructed with tapered len+@s at intervals of 800 R. The remaining three groins will be 
c o ~ c t e d  at 1,200 ft. intervak with tapered lengths. In order to minimize potential 
impacts to the shoreline to the west, a tapered gruiri field is recommznded with a 6-demee 
tap- starting at the seaward tip of Groin No. 3. This taper results in a proposed ]en,% of 
500 fi from the proposed seaward top of berrn to the seaward tip of the f m t  proposed 
groin to the west of Groin No. 3. The lengths of the remaining goins are nduced to meet 
the 6-degree taper for the groin field. 

Initial construction of the bur easternmost groins i s  recommended to provide the required 
erosion control and stom protection for the severely eroded shorehe area The 
remaining three groins, which would be largely buried in the existing weldment area, are 
proposed for defened conshuction as needed based an Qe stability of the weldment area. 
Tne deferred tapered g~oins arc: included to address the possibilitythat the weldment may 
migrate westward, mating erosional pressure to the east as it moves. 

Existing Groin Kehabilitation 

Based on a condition survey of the existing groins conducted in September 2003, the 
Recommended Plan hss been modified to mclude rehabilitation of those groins that were 
found in poor or fnir condidon that would be beneficial to the beach stabiliiy. Based on 
this evaluation, 15 of the 23 g m k  in the City of Lang Beach and 2 -wins in Point 
Lookout are recommended for rehabilitation, The proposed rrhbilitation consists of 
repositioning existing armor stone a d  adding ~dditional armor stone along the seaward 
100-2130 ft of each of the groins. A minimum constructible crest width of approximately 
13 R was selected with side slopes of 1V on ZH. A prima7 armor weight of 
approximately 5 tons was selected in order to approximately match Me existing m o r  
stone. 

Bird Nesting and Foraging Area 

The Recommended Planbas been modified to accommodaie an area of the beach which, 
due to existing width and berm height, is a prime area for ephemeral pool formation and, 
as such, is a prime shorebird nestkg and forageing area This plan will allow for the 
continued unimpded we of this area as shorebird nesting and foraging areas. In order to 



avoid construct~on in this nestingfora-&g area, evaluations were conducted to ensure 
that the existing condition bas at lest the same storm damage level of protection a< the 
recommended design section. Tne level of protection against storm erosion and 
overtopping for the existing berm and dune width and height was compared to that 
required in the Feasibility Study anti round to provide a comparabla level of protection 
(I=& than 80 p-rccrt dunc mattrial disylac~ment). A futurc trig~m, n minimum b m  
~ 4 3 t h  o f  250 ft, has bz-1 dc:ermined and included in th:: L W  and OMRR&K Manual, 
such that if the benn width fdls below that mirumum width required storm protection, 
construction of deferred project elements will be initiated including placement of the full 
design section as per the Feasibility Study. Ylacemen: of the full feasibility cross-section 
(or equivalent protection) in the nestmgha& area at a W e  date will be considered a 
part of major rehabilitation contrngency for determining project costs. 

F i p e i  3 to 5 h m  the original Scope of Work indicate the proposed ephemerd pool 
dimensions and positioning for the nesting/foraging area as provided by the  NYD. The 
ephemeral pool encompasses a 93.4-acre area and the plover and least tern nesting area 
covers a 42.3-acre area 

Borrow Area 

The borrow area is loceted south of Lung Bearhkland between 25 it mean low water 
(Raw) to about 60 ft MLW. The sediments at the borrow site have been found 
characterized though a series of composite grain-size analyses and were determined to be 
predominantly fine sand with typically only a trace oisilts (US. Army Corps of 
EnGnsers 1998). The offshore borrow area contains approximately 36 6 0 1 1  cy of 
suitable beachfill material. 

6. PROJECT STATUS: 

Dm? Envkonmental Analysis Due May 2004 
Final Environmental Analysis Due October 2004 

7. SPECIFIC SERVICE WORIi TO BE ACCOMTLISBED: 

A. Review project description and DrafliFinal Scopes of Work; 

B. Identify existing sigiificant fish and wildlife resources (including threarened and 
endangered species and their liabitatr) within the project area and discuss project 
reiated resource concerns. Update information on fish and wildlife resources 
w.thin the pmjca's impact sreas; 

C. Coordinak with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(FWSDEC) and orher agenciedor-gnizations regarding projccl arca resources, 
project-relatcd impacts, and measures to minimize or miti~ate project impacts on 
fish and wildlife resources; 

D. Evaluate direct, indirect, and cumul&tive impacts of the prefened alternative on 
fish md wildlife rsources; 



E. Evaluate the preferred alterxiative to redux or compensate far impacts to fish and 
wildlife resources Recommend fish andulldlife enhancement o p p o m t i e s  in 
the project area and provide cost estunates for enhancement proposals; 

F. Conduct site visits; 

G. Provide an Interim Ldtn;lUp&te one month prior to submission of Drai'i FWCA 
Repon. 

H. Pmvide Draft FWWCA Report to Corps, AYSDEC, Environmental Pmlection 
Agency @PA), and National Marine bisheries Servicz (NMFS); 

I. Review Corps and IvYSDEC comments on Draft FWCA Report and provide Final 
FWCA Report; 

I. Request written concurrence on D r e ~  FWCA Report from NYSDEC; 

K. Notify the Project Biologist in writing of any anticipated schedule delays as soon 
as they are identified or, minimally, onc month prior to specified delivery date. 

REPORT BINDING: 8. 

a. DraftRepork Four (4) copies bound 

b. Final Report: Four (4) copies bound 
Digital (Compact Disk) version 

9. CORPS ILh'PUT TO SERVICE: 

Corps to p v i d e  project description and all available May 21.2004 
information on project desig and the bcuefitkost 
analysis of  the alternatives. 

Corps to provide comments on Dmfr Report Within 30 days of 
Receipt nf the Draft 
R e m  

10. SERVICE INPUT TO CORPS: 

Service submits Interim LetterKJpdate 
Update to the Corps 

Smice submits Draft FWCA Report 
to Corps, NYSDEC, EP4  and NMFS 

Semce submits Final FWCA Repod 

Junz 11,2004 (or 22 days after 
receipt of the transfer of funds 
[TOE], whichever comes 61% 

July 11,2004 (or 52 d a ~  fiorn 
receipt of the TOF) 

Au,yst 20.2004 (or 30 days after 
submission of the D~aft  Report - 
incorporates minimum 30-day 
interagency review period) 



11. SERVICE EFFOKTS AND COSTS; 

Item Staff-Days Cost ($) 
- 

Review af project descriptiodiepds3 1,500 

Coordination with IWSDEk', Service 2 
specialists, and other resource agencies 

Site Visits 2 1,000 

Preparation of Draf? FWCA Rqofl 12 6,000 

Preparation of Final FWCA Repori 5 2.500 

SUBTOTAL: 24 12,000 

Overhead (38 percent) 4,560 

Report Reproduction, Equipment, Mnterials, 
and miscellmeous cxpenses 

TOTAL: 

Interim Payment MIPR W16ROE41128 165 $15,000.00 

Appmximate overhead (38 percent) 4.130.00 

Site Visits and Repofi Prepamtion 2 1 10,869.00 

Anticipated Additional Pa)aentlper anticipated revision to MIPR $2,060.00 

Approximate overhead (3 8 percent) 568.00 

Report Prepaiation 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
3817 LuLer Road 

June 15,2004 

Mr. Leonard Houston 
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch 
IJ.S. Army Coi-ps of Engineers 
26 Federal Plaza, f in .  21 19 
New Tiork. NY 10178 

Dear Mr. Houston: 

I11 accordance with the Scope-of-Work (SOW) dated May 37, 2004, this Interim Letter provides 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) preliminary review and coinments on the U S .  

.Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) project entitled, "Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York, 
from Jones Inlet Westerly to East Rockaway Inlet, Nassau County, New York" (referred to as 
Long Beach Island Project), and is intended to assist in subsequent project planning. This letter 
does not constitute the final report of the Department of the Interior on the project as described 
under Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (48 Stat. 401: as 
amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 c l  seq.). The Service has also used this opportunity to provide some 
comments on the proposed project pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as 
amended, (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) regarding the Federally-listed 
piping plover and seabeach amaranth which occur in the study area. 

Description of Proieet and Studv Area 

The fo l l o~v~ng  project description, wvl~ich was developed bq the Corps, is excerptcd Crom the 
May 27, 2004. SOW (Figures are not included) 

Long Beach Island 

The study area for the Storm Damage Reduction Pmject is located on the t l a n t i c  Coast 
o f  Long Island, h'ew York, from Jones Inlet westerly to East Rockaway Inlet. Tile site 
lies within Nassau County, New York, and, from east to west, encompasses the 
communities of Point Lookout, Lido Beach, City of Long Beach, and .4tiantic Beach. 
The 9-inile long barrier island varies in width from 1200 to 4,000 feet (ft) and is bounded 
on  the east by Jones Inlet, on the south by the Atianlic Ocean. on the west by East 
Iiockaway Inlet. and on the north by Reynolds Channel, Development is primarily 
residential with extensive recreational facilities. The storm damage reduction project 
requil-es the utilization of borrow area sediments and groin revitalizatiodconstruction to 
provide a measure of beach erosion control and hurricane protection to the Long Beach 
Island shoreline. 



Project Description 

Long Beach Island is a 9-mile long barrier island located on the Atlantic Coast of 
Long Island, New York, between East Rockaway Inlet to the west and Jones Inlet to the 
east (See Figure 1). The a e a  has been subject to major flooding during storms, causing 
damage to structures along the barrier island. Over the years, continued erosion has 
resulted in a reduction of the height and width of the beachfiont, which has increased the 
potential for storm damage. 

The terrain of the island is low-lying and flat wit11 elevations generally less than 10 fi 
above National Geodetic Vertical Datum WGVD). Although s o m  areas have dunes, the 
ocean shoreline of Long Beach typically consists of a continuous strip of generally low- 
lying beach with a series of groins along the oceanfront. Severe storins in recent years 
have uot only caused a reduction in the overall beach height and width along the island, 
but also accelerated deterioration of the stone gi-oins, increasing ihe susceptibility of the 
storm damage to local communities. Continuing erosion exposes this low-lying island to 
a heightened risk of catastrophic damage fi-om flooding and wave impnct. 

Problenls also include the deterioration of existing coastal protective structures. In spite 
of coniinued storm damage, groins fronting the barrier island, including the eastern 
terminal groin, have nor been maintained or repaired since constiuction in the 1950s. 
This deterioration decreases the protective capability of the beach and increases 
vulnerability of the coastal comnlunities to storm damage. 

The island is also subject to ilooding. although at lower stages and less frequently on the 
bay side of the island. Based on the current Federal Emergency Management 
Adn~inistration (FEMA) delineation of the 100-year tidal inundation area, the 
Long Beach Island Regional Planning Board estimates that over 3,000 homes would be 
flooded, directly impacting over 8,000 homes. The threat of the resultant loss of life is a 
direct possibility in any coastal flooding situation. 

The Long Beach Island Project is a s tom damage reduction project, which has been 
designed to provide protection against wave attack and inundation for homes and 
businesses along 6.4 miles of oceanfront, including Point Lookout, Lido Beach, and the City 
of Long Beach. Tlus area has been subject to major flooding during s t o n ~ s ,  causing 
damage to structures along the bamer island. Over the years, continued erosion has resulted 
in a reduction in the height and width of ihe beacMont, which has increased the potential for 
siorin damages. 

The Recommended Plan is a beach fill plan that has been devsloped to reduce storm 
damages to the highly developed conimunities that are susceptible to wave attack and 
flooding during major stonns and hurricanes, and to pro~ide protection against a 100-pear 
stonn event. The Recommended Plan, which includes approximately 34,000 linear feet of 
beachfill; is characterized by a 110-fi wide beach berm at an elewtion of +I0  ft above 
NGVD. and a dune system with a top elevation of +I5 fi NGVD. 

The Reconnneiided Plan includes the beach fill for Plan 5 in the F2bruary 1995 
Feasibility Report. The components of the beach fill include: 



Dune and Berm Fill: Dune and benn fill from Point Lookout west to the western 
boundary of the City of Long Beach where the selected plan tapers into the 
exisling shoreline in Atlantic Beach (approximately 34,000 L.F.). 

Dune: Crest elevation of +I5 ft NGVD for a crest width of 25 ft with I on 5 side 
slopes on the landward and seanard sides. 

Berm: Fronting the dune, a berm width of 11 0 ft  to 400 ft at elevation +I 0 ft 
NGVD nith a shore slope of 1 on 20 for the easternmost 5,500 L.F. of the project, 
a 1.500 L.F. transition, thence a 1 on 35 slope for the remaining 27,000 L.F. 

Sand Fill Quantity: A total sand fill quantity of 6,670,200 cubic yards (cy) will 
add approximately 100 to 400 ft of design beach at 0.0 ft NGVD to the existins 
beach. These quantities of sand fill include the following: 

+I  .0 ft. tolerance 
- Overfill factor of 2.5 percent 
- Advanced nourishment width of 50 ft 

The dune construction includes 23 acres of planted dune grass and 41,500 L.F. of 
sand fence for dune sand entrapment, as well as 15 boardwalk extensions/dune 
crossovers, 14 dune walkovers, and 4 vehicle access ramps over the dune in the 
City of Long Beach, and 26 dune walkovers and 8 vehicle access ramps over the 
dune in Lido Beach and Point Lookout. 

Renourislment of approximately 1,651,300 cy of sand fill from the offshore 
borrow area every 5 years for the 50-year project life. Beachfill for the proposed 
prqject is available from an offshore borrow area containing approximately 
36 inillioil cy of suitable beachfill material. The borrow area is located 
approximately 1 mile offshore of the barrier island of Long Beach. 

Changes to the Recommended Plan since the Feasibility Report 

Since the con~pletion of the Feasibility Report in 1995, there have been refinements to 
design and changes in the existing conditions. Accordingly, a number of modifications 
have been incorporated into the Recommended Plan based on work completed to date 
since the coinpletion of the Feasibility Report. These modifications are described in the 
rollowing paragraphs. 

Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension 

Based on the report entitled, "Terminal Groin Rehabilitatio~i and Extension at Jones Inlet, 
Long Reach Island," February 1999, prepared by Michael Baker Jr., Inc., the 
Recommended Plan bas been modified to include the rehabilitation and extension of 
Groin KO. 58, the easternmost terminal groin in Point Lookout (Figure 2), in accordance 
with the typical design proposed in the referenced report. 



New Groin Construction 

Based on the report entitled "Teclmical Reanalysis of the Shoreline Stabilization 
Measures for the Eastern Portion of the Long Beach Island, New York Project," 
March 2000> prepared by Offshore and Coastal Teclmologies, Inc. /Andrew,  Miller & 
Assoc., Inc., the Recommended Plan has been modified to include the construction of 
seven new groins in the Point Lookout area. The first groin will be constructed 800 ft 
\vest of existing Groin No. 55 in Point Lookout (Figure 2) and the second t h r o ~ ~ g h  foulih 
groins constructed with tapered lengths at intewals of 800 A (Figure 3). The remaining 
three groins will be constructed at 1J00 A. intervals with tapered lengths (Figure 4). In 
order to minimize the potential impacts to the shoreline to the west, a tapered groin field 
is recommended with a recommended 6-degree taper starting at the seaward tip of Groin 
No. 3 .  This taper results in a proposed length of 500 ft from the proposed seaward top of 
berm to the seaward tip of the first proposed groin to the west of Groin No. 3. The 
lengths of ihe remaining groins are reduced to meet the 6-degree taper for the groin field. 

Initial construction of the four easternmost groins is recommended to provide the 
required erosion control and stonn protection for the severely eroded shoreline area. The 
remaining three groins, which would be largely buried in the existing weldnlent area, are 
proposed for deferred construction as needed, based on the stnbility of the weldment area. 
The deferred tapered groins are included to address the possibility that the weld~nent may 
migrate westward. creating erosional pressure to the east as it moves. 

Existing Groin Rehabilitation 

Based on a condition survey of the existing groins conducted in September 2003, the 
Recommended Plan has been modified to include rehabilitation of those groins that were 
found in poor or fair condition that would be beneficial to the beach stability. Based on 
this evaluation; I5 of the 23 groins in the City of Long Beach, and 2 groins in 
Point Lookout, are recommended for rehabilitation. The proposed rehabilitation consists 
of repositioning existing armor stone and adding additional armor stone along the 
seaward 100-200 ft of each of the groins. A minimum constructible crest width of 
approximately 13 ft  was selected with side slopes of 1V on 2H. A primary armor weight 
of approximately 5 tons was selected in order to approximately match the existing armor 
stone. 

Bird Nesting and Foraging Area 

The Recominended Plan has been modified to acconiinodate an area of the beach, which, 
due to existing width and benn height, is a prime area for ephemeral pool formation and, 
as such, is a prime shorebird nesting and foraging area. This plan will allow for the 
continued unimpeded use of this area as shorebird nesting and foraging areas. In order to 
avoid constriiction in this nestinglforaging area, evaluations were conducted to ensure 
that the existing condition has at least the same storm damage level ~Eproteciion as the 
recommended design section. The l e ~ e l  of protection against storm erosion and 
overtopping for the existing benn and dune width and height was compared to that 
required in the Feasibility Study and found to provide a comparable level of protecrion 
(less than 80 percent dune material displacement). A future t r ig~er ,  a minimum berm 
width of 250 ft. has been determined and included in the LRR and OMRR&R Manual, 
such that if the bernl width falls below that minimum width of required storm protection, 



construction of deferred project elements will be initiated including placement of the full 
design section as per the Feasibility Study. Placement of the full feasibility cross-section 
(or equivalent protection) in the nestingiforaging area at a future date will be considered a 
part of major rehabilitation contingency for determining project costs. 

Figures 3 to 5 indicate the proposed ephemeral pool dimensions and positioning for the 
nesting/foraging area as provided by the NI'D. The ephemeral pool encompasses a 
93.4-acre area and the plover and least tern nesting area covers a 42.3-acre area. 

Borrow Area 

The borrow area is located south of Long Beach Island between 25 ft mean low water 
(MLW) to about 60 ft MLW. The sediments at the borrow site have bee11 found 
characterized tluough a serirs of composite grain-size analyses and were determined to 
be predo~ninantly fine sand with typically only a trace of silts (U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 1998). The offshore bol-row area contains approximately 36 million cy of 
suitable beachfill material. 

Preliminary and Outstanding Scrvice Comments on the Project Description and 
Supporting Documents 

Via electronic correspondence dated April 14: 2004, the Senrice requested clarification of the 
project description and for\varded the table provided below to illustrate the differences between 
the 1995 Proposed Plan, which was to serve as the basis for the proposed project, and the project 
description contained in the May 27,2004, SOW. While our office awaits clarification and 
confirmation on these aspects of the final project design, we will continue to move forward in the 
preparation of the Draft FWCA Report, as we believe we have a understanding of the gross 
aspects of the proposed project. 

In addition, on April 13, 2004, the Service requested the reports entitled, "Terminal Groin 
Rehabilitation and Extension at Jones Inlet. Long Beach Island," dated February 1999. and 
.'Technical Reanalysis of the Shoreline Stabilizat~on Measures for the Eastern Portion of the 
Long Beach Island, New York Project," dated March 2000. The Service awaits these reports for 
review. 

Con~parisoii OJBLWCII !Vo~~ i~ I in i e~ i l  Plar?fioni 1995 Recon~me~icled Plan 5 and Project 
Dcscriptioii in Drafi 2004 SOW 

/ 1995 Recommended Plan 
I Beach Fill Length 4 1,000 ft 

pp 

Plan in Draft 2001 SOW 
34,000 fi 

15 to 25 ft maintenance corridor 
Berm width 
Fill volume 
Beach grass area 

Yes No 

41,500 ft 
1,681:200 cy 

15 
4 

1 5? j 

Linear ft sno\v fence I 90,000 ft 

i 110ft l lOto100f t  

I Rsnourislunen~ volumes 
Dune walkovers 
Vehicle access ramps 
Timber ramps 

6,670,200 cy 
39 acres 

2,111:OOO cy 
16 
12 
13 

8,642,000 cy 
! 24 acres 



Ecological Uni~ueness  of Project Area and Surrounding Habitats 

There are 11 6 species of special emphasis in the Hempstead Bays - South Oyster Bay oceanic, 
barrier island, and estuarine complex, incorporating 42 species of fish and 49 species of birds, 
and including the following Federally and State-listed species. (Living resources and their 
habitats are dynamic, therefore. the ecological significance and species information presented 
here may not be complete or up-to-date [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 19971. Federal and State 
enviro~mental  agencies should be consulted for additional information.) 

Federally-listed Endangered 
Atlantic ridley (=Kemp's) sea turtle (Le~~idochc(vs kempi) 

Federally-listed Threatened 
loggerhead sea turtle (Caretla caretia) 
piping plover (Char-adrius nielohisj 
seabeach amaranth (A177irrai7thuspunzilils) 

Federal Species of Concern 
northern diamondback terrapin (Mulaclenzys t, terrapir7) 

State-listcd Endangered 
Carolina clubmoss (Lycopodiella car-olii?ia~m) 
Barratt's sedge (Carex burrattii) 
false china-root (Sniiluxpscudochina) 
St. Andrew's cross (Hypericuin hypericoidcs spp. mulricazile) 

State-listed Threatened 
least tern (Stemu anlillrrr~m~) 
northern harrier (Circus cyaizeus) 
osprey (Pondion haliuetus) 
common tern (Stemn hirurdo) 
button sedge (Carex bullata) 
golden dock (Rumex ~nurilimus var.fueginus) 

State-listcd Special Concern Animals 
shoi-i-eared owl (.4siofianinieus) 

State-listed Rare Plants 
whip nutrush (Scleria ir.iglonternta) 
pinweed (Lechea rocemulow) 

Preliminary Endangered Species Act Comments 

The project area, which includes the beach nourishment and dune construction zones as \\,ell as 
the offshore sand borrow areas, contains habitat critical to a number of fish and wildlife species, 
including the Federally-listed piping plover and seabeach amaranth. Currently, the Service 
awaits the Corps' submission of a Biological Assessment (BA): as per 50 CFR Part 402, that 
would identify the potential impacts of the project to these listed species and measures to avoid 
or minimize impacts due to direct and indirect effects of the project. On April 13, 2004, the 
Service provided guidance related to the preparation of the BA and offered technical assistance 
as needed in developing a framework for the BA. 

The S e l ~ i c e  rzcommends that the C o p  include the following measures into the project 
description in order to avoid or minimize impacts to ihe piping piover and seaheach amaranth: 



I )  The C o ~ p s  should consult with the Service in order to identify, delineate, and 
sylnbolically fence piping plover territorial, courtship, nesting, and brood rearing areas. 
B y  July 1, if plo1,ers have not utilized any previously designated piping plover territorial, 
courtship, nesting. or brood-rearing area, the Corps, after consultation with the Senice ,  
may be authorized to initiate construction activities within these areas. Any oil-going 
construction work within the plover territorial, courtship, nesting. and brood-rearing areas 
and designated buffer areas shall cease by April 1 o f  any given year. 

2 )  Qualified endangered species bird monitor(sj, from a list pre-approved by the Service, 
should be retained. 

3 )  Beginning on April 1, and prior to co~nmenceinent of both the initial construction proiect 
and subsequent renourishment acti~mities, and continuing though September 1, or the date 
o f  last fledging (marking the coi~clusion of the piping plover breeding season), the 
following survey/monitor activities shall be established: 

Senbeach arnar-anth surveying acrivities within the project arm shall be coizducied both 
mid-season (.June/Julyl and late season (Septenzber/October.j. @on the idcnf~cat ion  of 
any seabcoch aniuranth within ihe project o r e ,  (he Corps shall reinitiate Section 7 
consultaiio17 with the Senice and shall profect seabeach amaranth habilat with sjimho1ic 
fencing. Symbolic fcnciiig shall be erected in a 3 nzeler- (appronin~uiely 10 fee0 radius 
around individual plants, or erected in a 3 meter ,-om in any direction around groups of 
plarirs. No fill shall be placed on seabeach amaranih beirveen May I andNovenlbcr 1 in 
any given year. Consultation with the Service will be necessau! to iiL.tern~ine ifihis lime- 
oJyear wo1.k restriction is appropr-iure. 

4) The beach disposal area(s) in front of the dunes shall be finished to a natural grade and 
contour to maintain suitable nesting habitat for piping plovers. 

5 )  The dredged material to be disposed of in the beach nourishment area shall conform with 
the already existing substrate on the beach or consist of material that is capable of 
maintaining suitable piping plover habitat. 

6 )  In order to assess the need for additional protective measures for pipiug plover and 
seabeach amaranth, the Corps should ensure, via cooperation and coordination with local 
landowners or though  direct involven~ent by Corps biologists, that the project area is 
surveyed for three seasons following the initial project completion. The objectives of 
these surveys sl~ould be to estimate the number of breeding pairs of plovers, to estimate 
overall productivity, and to estimate the number of seabeach amaranth plants. Yearly 
survey reports sl~ould be sent to the Senice by December 1 during each of the 3 years 
following initial project completion. 

7 )  A stated secondary benefit of the proposed project will be the significant improvement of 
opportunities for recreational beach use. Increases in recreational use of beaches can also 
result in increased adverse impacts to piping plovers and seabeach amaranth that occur on 
these beaches. To avoid such impacts, the protection of piping plover and seabeach 
amaranth habitats should be assured prior to project in~plementation. This should occur 
by educating residents, landowners, or beach managers on the management 
requirements discusssd below and, prior to project commencement, by seeking a written 
agreement - from residents, landowners. or beach i~~anagers for full cooperation with the 



Corps and the Service, or mutually agreed-upon designated representatives (the 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, The Nature Conservancy, 
etc.). 

a) Provide access to the project beaches to the Service, the Corps, or their mutually 
agreed-upon designated representatives, to survey.. monitor, post, and/or 
symbolically-fence seabeach amaranth habitat and piping plover courtship, 
nesting, and brood-rearing areas? and erect predator exclosures (as neededj for 
nests during the plover breeding season (April 1 to September 1). Access should 
be given during daylight hours on any day(s) o f  any given year at the required 
frequency to accomplish the purposes stated above. 

The symbolic fencing [nay be placed in a 50 meter radius (approxinlately 163 it) 
around plover nest sites, and in a 3 meter radius or zone around seabeach 
amaranth plant(sj where pedestrians, joggers, picnickers, fisherinan, boaters, 
horseback riders, or other recreational users are present in n~unbers that could 
harm or disturb incubating plo\.ers and their eggs, and seabeach amaranth. 

b) Prohibit off-road vehicular (ORV) traffic, including all terrain vehicles, on the 
beach in accordance with the Service's guidelines entitled, "Guidelinesfoi~ 
h4anuging Recreaiionnl .Ictivities in Piping Plover Greeding Habirat on ihe U.S. 
.1tlnnfic Coast lo Aizoid Toke Uiide~ Secrion 9 of the Endnngered Species Act. " 
Prohibit ORVs from entering symbolically-fenced seabeach amaranth areas 
during the growing season between May 1 and November I .  

c)  Prohibit the renloval of natural organic material deposited on the beach by the 
tides (wrack) during brood-rearing in the areas used by plovers in order to 
preserve plover feeding habitat. Prohibit mechanical beach cleaning of any kind; 
however, trash and litter may be manually removed from the wrackline. 

d j  Prohibit fireworks on beaches where piping plovers nest from April 1 to 
September 1, or the date of last fledging. 

e) Prohibit kite-flying within 200 meters (approximately 656 ft) of territorial or 
nesting adults or unfledged juvenile piping plovers from April 1 to September 1 

r) Leash pets at all times fro111 April 1 to September 1 on beaches where piping 
p l o ~  ers are present, because dogs and cats are common predators of piping plover 
eggs and chicks. 

g) Prohibit feeding of raccoons, gulls, or other \vildlife to minimize predation on 
plovers. 

The proposed project area may contain the Federally-listed Kemp's Ridiey (Lepidochelys konpi) 
and loggerhead (Careita carctia) sea turtles. Principal responsibility for these species is vested 
with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad~nil~istrationiFisheri;s (iVOA4IF) and it is 
recommended that the Corps consult with the NOAAiT in accordance with Section 7 ofthe ESA 
regarding the potential for project impacts on these marine species. 



Finally, there is no habitat within the project impact area designated or proposed "critical habitat" 
in accordance uitli provisions of the ESA. 

Analvsis of Adverse and Bcneficial Proiect Impacts 

In terms of report fonnat, the Service will follow report fomlats used in previously prepared 
reports. With that in mind, the following provides a preliminary list of direct and indirect 
in~pacts to fish and wildlife resources that will be addressed in the FWCA Report. This list is not 
intended to be exhaustive. 

Direct Impacts 
0 large-scale habitat modification ofthe dune and beach areas and ocean 

intertidal and subtidal zones 
o iinpacts to fish and wildlife from construction, turbidity. and noise 

Indirect Impacts 
interference with natural processes of habitat fonnation 
long-term, extended habitat modification 
Impacts of potential increases in recreation 

Cumulative Impacts 
Impacts from related south shore beach erosion and hurricane protection 
and navigation projects 
Burial of benthic organis~ns 

Recommended Approach to Mitigation and Enhancement 

Under the FWCA and the National Enviroimental Policy Act rrgulations, the Service has 
responsibilities to ensure that project-related losses to fish and wildlife resources are identified 
and mitigated. As part of our participation in the project planning, a mitigation plan will be 
developed and will bs included in the draft FWCA Report. 

Alternative approaches to minimize or avoid impacts may include, but not be limited ro: 
establishing time of year construction nindows for initial and renourishment activities; 
establishing a species-community monitoring plan over the life of the project; and, ensuring that 
the grain size of the fill matches that existing at the project site. 

Potential Opportunities for Additional Fish and Wildlife Conservation Measures 

The Szmice intends to use this phase ofproject planning to coordinate ivith local and State 
agencies, as well as the Corps, on potential habitat enhancement features that could be 
i~lcorpoi-ated into the project description that would provide an overall net benefit to fish and 
\vildlife species. These measures could include, but not be limited to, the development of 
outreach and public education through the design and placement of kiosks along the project 
boardwalk or access points, and habitat enhancement or crsation to benefit migratory watrrfo~vl, 
shorebirds, and marine niarnmals. 



Thank you for the opportunity to provide your agency with these interim comments. If you have 
any questions or require further assistance, please have your staff contact Steve Papa of the 
Long Island Field Office at 631-5S1-2941. 

David A. Stilwell 
Field Supe~~iso r  



I 
xunf.;:.E-d States '?l sa~tnlent of the Inferior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
38 17 L u k r  Road 

h k .  Waiter Mudgan 
Di~ i s ion  of Eilviroiunenta1 Plailning , a d  Prolectiol? 
U S .  E ~ ~ v i r o ~ ~ m c n t a l  Protection Ageiicy 
Region 3 
290 Bronduay 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Please iind enclosed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Seivice's (Sei-vice) Draft Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) proposed project 
entit!ed, ".4tlantic Coast of New York, Jailes Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island, 
New York: Storm Damage Reduction Project." 

'rhe Service looks foi-wal-d to receiving your conlments on this draft rep013 within 45 days of 
receipt ofthis lettei-. If additional time is needed, please have your staff coordinate with Robcrl 
Sinih: of the Corps' New Yorlc District Office, at 312-264-01 89. If you have an!; questions 
related specifically to this s~p011, please conlnct Steve Papa of the Long Island Field Office at 
631-581-2941. 

Sincerely, 

/; OF* 
r 

David A. Stilwell 
Field Supervisor 

Enclosure 

cc: USACE, New Yoi-k, NY (R. S m i h  Planning Division) 



September 22, 2003 

Charles T. Hainilton 
Supervisor, Natural Resources 
Kew York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
B~~i ld ing  40> SUSY at Stony Brook 
SLony Brook, NY 1 1794 

Dear Mr. I-Iamillo~~: 

Please find cnclosed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice's (Service) Draft Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report for the U S .  .4nny Corps of Engineers' (Corps)-proposed project 
entitled, "Atlantic Coast of Ncw York, dones,Tnlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island, 
New York, Storin Damage Reduction Project." 

The Service looks forward to receiving your comments on this drafi report within 45 days of 
rcceipt of this !e?ter. If addi~iona! time is needed, please have your staff coordinate with 
liohert Smith, of the Coqx' New York District Office, at 21 2-264-01 89. If you h a w  any 
questions rclatcd specifically to this report, please contact Steve Papa of the Long Island Field 
Office at 631-581-2941. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

cc: USACE, New York. XI' (R .  Smith, Planning Division) 



1, 

I 

\Jaifed Spfates j ~ e D z ~ ~ n ~ d e n , t  of the ~ n ~ e r i o r p  

FISH AND WiLDLIFE SERVICE 
3817 Luker Road 

Stan Goi-ski: Field Office Supervisor 
Habitat Conservation Division 
National Oceanic and Atmosp11e1-ic Administration 
James J. Ho\~ard  ivlarine Sciences Laboratory 
74 Magruder Road 
Highlands, NJ 07732 

Dear Mr. Gorski: 

Please find cnclosed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice's (Se~vice) Draft Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report for the U S .  .4nny Corps of Engineers' (Corps) proposed project 
entitled, "Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet lo East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Islind; 
New Yorlc, Storm Damage Reductioll Project." 

The Serx-ice loolts forward to receiving your comnlelits on this drafi report within 45 days of 
receipt of this Ictter. If additional time is needed, please have your staff coordinate with 
Robert Smith, ofthe Corps' New York District Office, at 212-264-0189. lfyou have any 
questions relatccl specifically to this report, please contact Steve Papa of the Long Island Field 
Office at 63 1-581 -2941. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Stilmell 
Ficld Supervisor 

Enclosure 

cc: US/\CE, New York. NY (R. Smith, Plaming Divisionj 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This is the U S .  Fish and Wildlife Service's (Se~vice) Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

(FiITCA) Report for the U.S. Army Colps of Engineers' (Coq~s) proposed project entitled, 

"Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island, 

New York, Storm Damage Reduction Project." Pursuant to the FWCA of 1958, as amended (87 

Stat. 401: as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et scq.), the Corps consulted with the Service to ensure that 

therc was equal consideration [or fish and wildlife resources during the planning of the Corps' 

proposed water resources development project. 

The Service identified major ecological commu~ities and significant habitats in the Corps' study 

area, the species that use those habitats, and the potential impacts to those species and habitats 

resulting from impiementation of the Corps' proposed project (also referred to as Recoinmended 

I a n )  The Recommended Plan involves a massive construction project which would 

reliabilitate, remove, and replace numerous groins and provide initial beach and dime 

construciion and maintenance over a %-year project life. In addition, vehicle access ramps and 

dune walkovers would be constructed. The Corps also identified in the Recommended Plan 

important shorebird breeding areas within the. study area and contingency plans for these specific 

areas. The beach nourislunent and periodic maintenance will involve the dredging of offshore 

sand reserves wit11 upland and intertidal placement in the proposed project area. 

The Service recommended a number of meas~tres the Coips sl~ould incorporate in the project 

design? local cost-sharing agreement, plans and specif cations, as well as the operations and 



maintenance agreements to avoid, minimize, or conlpensate for impacts to S e n k e  trust resourccs 

including migratory birds and wetland habitats. Some of the species impacted by this project are 

included in various local, State, and Fedcral conse~vation plans. In this urban setting, the 

proposed project area supports many locally: regionally, and nationally impoiiant avifauna, fish, 

and shellfish species. Thc Service indicated that the environmental studies which the Corps has 

used as the basis of its justification and support for the project are out dated and non-site specific. 

The Senrice has ~cconnncnded tlial. the Corps undertake a i ~ u n ~ b e r  of resource studies to develop 

an environmental framework n ~ l ~ i c h  would assist in its decisio11-malting process for this project. 

In addition, the Service has pointed to the need for t i m e  additional studies to assist the Service in 

developing adequate ~nitigation measures. 

The Service has concluded illat the proposed project will result in unacceptable adverse impacts 

to Service trust resources. The Service also conc1udi.s that the proposed iniligation measures 

should be implemented immediately to address some ofthe infnl-~uatioiial and data gaps wl~icli 

exist for these resources in order to proceed wiih project planning. h~ addition, the mitigation 

nleasures include coordination that should be undertaken by the Corps with the local cost-share 

sponso~-s to minimize predickd long-tern adverse impacts to waterbirds and shorebii-ds due to 

human recreational activities in the project area. The Service recoynizes the importance of the 

prqject and is committed to assisting the C o i p  on lneeting its project objectives. Along this line, 

the Service has indicated tlial additions1 consultation under the FWCA would be needed. and that 

the Service is available to facilitate the consultation process. 
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AUTHORITY, PURPOSE, AND SCOPE 

This is the Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordi~~ation Act 

(FWCA) Report for the U S .  Army C o ~ p s  of Engineers' (Corps) feasibility study for the proposed 

project entitled, "Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rocka\vay Inletl Long Beach 

Island, New York, Srorm Damage Reduction Pro.ject." This report is submitted in accordance 

with the FWCA of 1958, as amended (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 cl seq.), which 

mandales Federal agencies to consult with the Service and the state wildlife agency, in this case, 

rhe New York State Department of Environmental Consenration (NYSDEC.). for any projects 

that may inlpact the waters of the United States. As a drafi report, it does not constitute the final 

report ofthe Secretary of the Interior as required by Section 2(b) of the FWCA. 

The Corps' feasibility study is being conducted under the authority of a resolution by the 

Committee on Public Works and Transpoi~ation of the U.S. House of Representatives adopted on 

October 1, 1986, which stated. 

"Resoh~eil by the Commitlee on Public w'orks and T ~ u J ~ . s ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ O J I  of /he Uniied Slules 

House of Rep~esentalives, [hat the Board o f  Engi17eers jbr Rivers and Hurbors is hereby 

reyucsred io  revieiv /he previous repor/ 011 the Atlai7lic Cousi of Long isla17il, ) + i 1 5  York, 

Jones Inlet lo Ensi Rock i r iq~  Inlel, uuihorizcd by the r-esolution of the Con711liitee or7 

Public 1i'ork.s und T~.aii.~~~ortu/ioiz, adopted A4urcl7 20, 1963, mid J m e  19, 1963, 

respcciively mid itlso in re.~poi~se to Public Law 71, 84'" Cor.igress, First Session, 



111 accordance with the Scope of W o k  (SOW) betwcen tlie Service and the Corps dated 

May 27,2004, copies of this report were submitted to the Corps and the NYSDEC for their 

rc\.iew and written concurrcnce. This repoi? was also sent to the U.S. Environmental I'rotectio~l 

Agency (EI'A) - Region I and llie National Oceanic and Atmospheric AdministratioidFisheries 

(SOAAIF) for comments. A statement from the KYSDEC as to whether that agent); concurs 

with the findings and I-scornmendations of the Seivice is expected within 45 days afier receipt of 

this repol?. Throughout the prepasation of this report, the Sesvice coordinated with the Corps to 

obtain pertinent engineering and biological reports. 

Tile Service and the Corps are currently engaged in informal consultation under the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stal. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 153 1 el seq.) for the purpose of 

ensuring that the proposed project would not be likely to advel-sely affect thc Federally-listcd 

tIl~.eatened piping plover (C'lmradr-;us melodus) and seabeach amaranth (.;i;z~uru17rhi1s piinzilus). 

In conespondcnce datcd March 16, 2004, the Corps informed the Service that a biological 

assessment was being prepared which would evaluate whether the proposed project would be 

likely to adversely affect ~edcrally-listed species. 



The purpose of the Corps' proposed project is to identify and evaluate a possible solution to 

beach erosion and storin damage problcms rsperirnced on Long Beach Island. The purpose of 

the FWC.4 co~lsultation is to ducument the potential impacts upon fish and wildlife resources 

expected from the implementation of the proposed project and recommend measures to conserve 

and protect iisli and wildlife resources. 

The scope of analysis for this repoi? is defined, in large measurel by the SOW between the Coips 

and tlie Service, wliich established the specific work to be accomplislied by the Service in this 

phase of the plalnling process. The Corps rcquested that the Service identify the significant fish 

and wildlife resources, including tlmatened and endangered species witliin the project area, and 

discuss pmject-related resource concerns. In addition, the Corps requested the Sen~ice to update 

iidonnation on fish and wildlife resources, evaluate project impacts (direct, indirect, and 

cumulative) of the prefemd altemative, develop mitigation measures for the preferred 

alternative. and recommend fish and wildlife enhanceme~~t opportunities. 

To achieve the above, the Service identified tlie geographic arca and temporal scope of the 

FWCA analysis. The geogi-apliic area generally includes Long Beach Island from Joiies Inlet to 

East Rockaway Inlet, Xassau County: New York (US. Army Corps of Engineers 1998), 

including all areas fo~ind there that would be directly or indirectly impacted b! the proposed 

o j c t  The eastern and wester11 boundaries of the FWCA analysis area a1.e Jones hlet and 

Beach 30"' Strcet on the Rockaway peninsula, respectively. (Beach 30Ih Street represents the 



The FWCA analysis area includes the areas described above as well as the previously defined 

poition of the  Rochaway peninsula and associated ocean beach, intertidal, and subtidal habitats. 

111 addition, the Hempstead Bays and South Oyster Bay complex to the north of Long Beach 

Island are also included in the FWCA analysis area to evaluate potential fish and wildlife 

enhancement opportunities in  the studp area. These are relatively shallo\v water bays which 

include wetland and dredge disposal islands connected by a network of natural and man-made 

channels. These bays have an interconnection with the Atlantic Ocean thi-ough the Jones and 

East Rockaway Inlets. 

The I-iempstead Bays - South Oyster Bay complex has a drainage area, including groundwater 

drainage areas, and surface area of 578 square km (223 square mi) and 7,331 ha (18,lOO ac), 

respectively. Water depths in the bays vary from less than 2 m (6 ft) in the natural creeks and 

s111311 bays to 9 111 (30 ft) in portions olsome of the dredged navigation channels and in the larger 

open water areas. Tidal fluctuations in the bays average 1 to 1.2 m (3.6 to 4.2 A). Saliniv ranges 

from 25 to 30 paits per thousand, depending on location and time of year; water temperature 

ranges ffom -2.0 to 29.1"C (28 to 8joF). The water colunln is \yell-mixed, with I-rlatively hizh 

dissolved oxygen levels. The bay complex is i n  the Outer Coastal Plain plyio_rraphic proxince. 

Sediments are composed predominantly of \yater-sorted sands and gravels derived fioin glacial 

ou t \~ash  and marine sources: with extensive peat deposits in East Hempslead Bay (V.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Sen,ice 1997). 



The purpose of thc Corps' proposed project is to identify and evaluate a possible solution to 

head1 el-osion and slorm damage problems experienced on Long Beach Island. The purpose of 

the FiVCA consul~ation is to document the potential impacts upon fish and wiidlife resources 

expected from the implementation of the  proposed plmjcct and recolmnend measul-es to conserve 

and protect fish and ~vildlif- L resources. 

Tlie scope of analysis for this report is defined, in large measure, by the SOW between the Corps 

and the Service, which established the spccific work to be accolnplislled by the Service in this 

phasc o f the  planning process. The Corps requested that the Service identiiy the significant fish 

and wildlife resources? illcluding tlllmtcned and endangered specizs within the project area, and 

discuss prqject-relaied resource concerns. In addition, the Corps requested tllc Service to update 

infoimatioii on fish and \vildlife resources, evaluate project impacts (direct, indirect, and 

cumulaiive) of h e  prefei~ed alteniative, develop mitigation measures for the preferred 

alteniatiw, and recommend fish and wildlife e~lhanceiiieiit oppo~lunities. 

To acliie\.e h e  abovc, the Senlice identified the geograpliic area and temporal scope of the  

FL\;CA ailalysis. The geogrnphic area gsnerally includes Long Beach Island from Jones l d c t  to 

East Rockawa)~ Inlct, Nassau County, New York (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998), 

including all areas found therc that would be directly or indirectly impacted by the pi-oposed 

project. The eastern and western boundaries of the  FWCA ana1)sis area ale Jones Inler and 

Bcacli 40"' Sti-cct on the Rockaway peninsula, respectively. (Beach 40'" Street represeilts the 



I 

western limit of the Federal East Rockaway inlet Navigation Channel Main~enance Project 

[ERIKPI ; it was chosen as a boundary because the Coips indicated [U.S. Ariny Corps of 

Engineers 1998 ir7 litr.]j tliat the ERmP would likely be indirectly impacted by the proposed 

project.) Tlie soutl~enl and northern boundaries extend from 500 meters (in) (1,640 feet [ft] j 

south of the sout11e1-11 edge ofthe designated offshore dredging area to the northei~~ shore of 

I-Iernpstead and Middle Bays. The 500 m (1,640 ft) distance \\.as cl~osen as that was the potential 

migration distance of the sedilnentation plume created by offshore dredging operations (Minerals 

Management Service 2001). 

The temporal scope of the FWCA analysis extends from the sllorl-term impacts due to tile 

construction orthe proposed jmject to the long-term impacts that may occur over the 50-year life 

of the project. 

PRlOR CORPS OR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE STUDlES AND REPORTS 

RELEVANT TO THE FEASIBILITY STUDY 

Federal funds were allocated to the Corps in 1988 to conduct a Reconnaissance Study entitled, 

"Long Beach Islar.id, A'crt, York. " Subsequently. the Corps prepared a Rrconmissance Report 

entitled, ",4rlanric C'ousl of Lo~ig Islurid, Jo!.ie.s Inlel to East Rociicii*,oy Iiilel, Long Ueucli Islum$ 

Arel~. York, " dntcd March 1989, whic11 was approved by i11e Office of the Chief of Engineers in 

July 1989. in suppol-t of the Iieconnaissance Study, the Se~vice submitted a Planning Aid 



Iiepoi-t (PAR) in January 1989 \vhich identified the fish and wildlife resources and potential 

jmject impacts 1.e1ated to general beach iiourishn~ent storm protsc~ion altel-native plans along 

Long Beach Island. Thereafter, Dsaft and Filial FWCA Reports bvere sublniiied lo the Corps in 

April 1994 and December 1995, respectively. The Filial FA'CA Report documeilted the potential 

impacts upon fish a i d  ~ i l d l i f e  resources due to implementation of the 1995 Recommended I'lan 

and recommended measures that should be taken to conserve fish and wildlifc resourccs. 

A palial  listing of documen~s prepared by the Corps and the Service to provide technical input 

and analysis during carlier phases of project plaiining, is provided below: 

United Stntcs Army Coqx  of Engineers. 1998. A/ltriilic Coast o fLong  lsla~id,  New Yoik, .lolies 

Iiilei 10 E m f  R u c k ~ i i t ~ ~ ~ y  IriIet, Lo11.y Beach Isl~rix!, New I'ork, F i m i  Fcasibilit~, X e l ~ o i i  

i l l  F I  E i i o ~ i ~ i i /  I S I I I J I  1J.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Ne\v York 

District, Manhattan, NY. 89 pp. 

Unilcd Slaws Aimy Corps of Engineers. 1989. :liliriiiic Cousr o fL i i~ ig  lsliuid, J m e s  Inlei lo 

Eust i;o;ki/u'~g, i'iilel, Long Beucli Islcii~d New I'oik. "Icw York: New E'ork District. 

Recoiuiaissance Rcporl. 



United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995a. Fish and FVildlfe Coorrliuation Acf 2/b) 

Rq~or l ,  Atlantic Coarf OJLoiig I s l ~ ~ n d ,  Jones Inlet to East Rockirivi~y Inlet, Loiig Broth 

Islmd, New York, S t o m  Dorm7ge RKeuction Projeci. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Long Island Field Office. Islip, KY. 32 pp. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Sen.ice. 1989. Plai~~~i~lg.- l i i l  Reportfor the Corps' Atlo!ztic 

Coast qfLoiig Islund. .Imie.s 1171~1 to Ear/ Rnckawoy h l e t ,  L o q  Bei~cll Island, New I'oric. 

Siorm Damage Redziciion Projcct. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New York Field 

Office, Cortland, NY. 

DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AND PWCA AX-4LYSIS AREAS 

The Corps' feasibility study area consists of Long Beach Island between Jones Inlet and East 

ibckaway Inlet, Nassau County, Ne\v  York (Figure I) ,  and ihc designated offshore dredging 

areas illusirated in Figure 2. Long Beach Island is a developed barrier island, which is 

approximstely 13.5 kilonieters (km) (9 miles [mi]) in length. and between 357 and 1,220 m 

(1,500 to 4,000 iij in width. I t  inciudes the hamlets of Point Lookout and Lido Beach, the 

Village of Atlantic Beach, and 111s incorporated City of Long Beach. Uniilcorporated areas are 

iinder the jurisdiction of the Town of Hempstead. Lon2 Beach Island is primarily residential 

w i ~ h  apartment houses, coi~doininium complexes; beach clubs, l~oteis, and siilgle family 

residences along the ocean shore: centi-a! areas, and bay sjde. l'hc ocean beach serves year-round 



residents as well as a substantial influx of sunimer visitors and vacationers. Long Beach Island is 

easily accessible and has an ailnun1 beach attendance of appl-osimately 1.5 inillion visitors (U.S. 

Asmy Corps of Engineers 1989). Park areas located on the ocean beach \vhich are managed by 

the Tobin of I-Iempstcad and Nassau County include Nickcrson Beach Park, Nassau Beach, Lido 

Beach. and Silver Point. 

The offshore dredging arm is located approsimateiy 2.4 k ~ n  (1.5 mi) south of Long Bcach Island 

and covers appl-osiinately 223 hectares (ha) (550 acrcs [ac]) of marine subtidal habitat. 

Tides along the south shore 01' Long Island are semi-diurnal. The mean tidal level Tor Long 

Beach Island is 0.61 1x1 (2.0 ft) above mean low water (MLW). The mcan tidal range is 

approximately I 111 (3.6 K) and the spring tidal range reaches 1.3 m (4.3 ft) above MLW (U.S. 

AI-iny Corps o f  Engineers 1998). 

Long Beach Island has elevations generally less than 3 ni (1 0 A)  above National Geodetic 

Vertical Datum (NGVD) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998). The island provides some 

measure of protection against wave attack to the Long Island mainland silore (U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers 19s')). The ocean shoreline consists of a continuous skip of low-lying beach \\.it11 a 

serics oi'approximatcly 60 stone and timber groins ahicil extend offslsiioi-e into the ocean f ~ m n  

60 lo 183 m (100 lo 600 ft) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 19S9). 



The FWCA analysis area includes the areas described above as well as the previously defined 

portion of the Kockaway peninsula and associated ocean beach, inteiiidal, and subtidal habitats 

I11 addition, the Hempstead Bays and South Oyster Bay complex to the north of Long Beach 

Island are also included in the FWCA analysis area to evaluate potential fish and wildlife 

enhancement opportunities in the sludy area. These are relatively shallow water bays u l ~ i c h  

iiiclude wetland and dredge disposal isiands connected by a network of natural and inan-made 

charnels. These bays hove an interconnection with thc Atlantic Ocean tlirough the Jones and 

East Roclta\vay Inlets. 

The IIeinpstead Bays - South Oyster Bay complex has a drainage area, iiicluding groundwater 

drainagc areas. and surface area of 578 squarc km (323 squal-e mi) and 7,331 ha (18.100 ac), 

respectively. Water depths in the bays vary from less than 2 m (6 A) in the ilatural creeks and 

small bays to 9 In (30 il) in po~i ions  of some of the dredged navigation channels and in the larger 

open water areas. Tidal fluctuatioix in the bays average 1 to 1.2 In (3.6 to 4.2 A). Salinity ranges 

fro111 25 to 30 paits per thousand, dspending on locadon and time of year; water temperature 

ranges from -3.0 to 29.4"C (28 to 8j3F). The water column is well-mixed, with I-elatively high 

dissolved oxygen levels. The bay complcs is in the Outer Coastal Plain physiographic province. 

Sediments are composed prcdominantiy of water-soiied sands and gravels derived f m n  glacial 

out~msl i  and marine sources, \villi extensive peat deposits in East Hempstead Bay (L1.S. Fish 311d 

Wildlife Servicc 1997). 



DESCRIPTION O F  ECOLOGICAL UNIQUENESS 

The purpose of this section is to establish and identify the significant fish and wildlife Iresources 

in the proposed project and FWCA analysis areas. This infoi-mation provides the basis for the 

more detailed discussion of ecological conmunities and significant habitats upon which the 

impacts of the selected plan and the fish and wildlife enhancement oppoltunities are evaluated 

later in this report. 

Earlier Service reports (LC., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1989 and 1995a) for the proposcd 

project provide a description of fish and wildlife resources and sensitive habitats and are 

incorporated by reference into this report. In addition, the Service's FWCA Repoiis for the 

Corps' Westbarnpion Interim Storm Damage Protectiou Project (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

1991), Breach Contingency Plan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995b), Fire Island Inlet to 

Moriches Inlet Storm Damage Protection Project (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998a), and 

West of Shim~ecock Inlet Interim Storm Damage Protectiol~ Project (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service 1999) summarized the characteristics of barrier island comnunities for the Fire Island 

and Westhainpton Barrier Islands, and the Southampton Bal~ier Spit, and are inccirporated by 

rcfcra~ce into this rep011 as they dcalt ~vith a similar subject matter regarding species' use and 

impacts of shoreline protection alternatives 011 marine, barrier island, and back-bay habitats. The 

Service's PAR for the Corps' Stale Boat Channel and Reynolds Channel Projec~ (U.S. Fish and 

\Vildlife Service 1 9 9 5 ~ )  is also incoq~orated by I-eference into this repoii, as it described fish and 



wildlife resources for the Reynolds Boat Channel, which is in this FWCA analysis area. While 

the information contained in those reports is relevant and useful for this FKCA analysisl the 

Service recognizes that they are somewl~at dated. Therefore, updates are provided here w1m1 

necessary. 

Long Beach Island is included in the Service's designated "Hempstead Bays - South Oyster Bay 

Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Complex," comprised of significant land habitat and xvatrr 

habitat complexes (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sen~ice 1997; Figui-e 3). Within the proposed project 

area, limitcd but high ecological value maritime beach and dune con~n~unities at Nassau Beach 

and Silver Point have also been identified by the New York State Department of State 

WYSDOS) Division of Coastal Resources as "New York State Designated Coastal Fish and 

Wildlife Habitats" (New York State Department of State 2004). These areas plus the ocean 

bcachss from Point Looltout to Beach 40"' Street on the Rockaway peninsula make up the 

Signilicant Land Habitat Complex in the FWCA analysis area. The uniqueness of these a]-eas has 

been recognized by the Service's Hudson Rivermew J'orli Right Ecosystem Team, which 

considers beach sti-and spscics and habitats to be an Ecosystem Team priority resource concern 

along the Atlantic Coast. Working with other Federal agencies, coastal stales. and pi-iwte 

partners, the Sei-vice is identifying important remaining beach strand habitat and working to 

eliminate or seduce threats to coastal habitats and species though education, conservation; 

protection, and restoration. 



Long Island's Atlantic Coast Beaches, including, but not limited to. Long Beach Island, are also 

recognized as "In~portatit Bird Areas" by the National Audubon Society. The proposed project 

area supports a number of migratory shorebirds which are listed as highly imperiled or of high 

conservation concern by the U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan (2004). The proposed project 

area also provides fol-aging and overwintering habitat for seab~rds (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service 1997). 

In addition, the marine and estuarine subtidal habitats support a number of regionally significant 

shellfish and finfish resources, some of which are protected tluough various rules and regulatio~is 

promulgated by the NOAAF and the NYSDEC. For example, the proposed project area is 

included in the American Lobster Management Area for the south shore of Long Island. Also, 

the project area is Essential Fish Habitat for 36 species offinfish and shellfish species. Most of 

thc fish species identified in the Corps' FEIS (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,l998) as using the 

proposed project area would require essential fish habitat assessments. 

The nearshore waters of Long Island, including the proposed project area, may contain both 

Federally-listed endangered and threatened species of sea turtles during summer and early fall 

months. Endangered species of sea turtles which may be present in the area of the proposed 

operations include Kemp's Ridley (Lepiciochelj~s kernpi), leatherback (Dermoclielys coriiiceu), 

and green (Cheloniu nij/diis). A threatened species known to occur in the vicinity is the 

loggerhead sea turtle (Curetra cureflu). Principal responsibility for these species is vested with 



the NOAAIF \\ho must be notified about the proposed project uiider the Section 7 coiisultatio~i 

requirement of the ESA. 

Based on U S .  Fish and TT7ildlife Scivice (1997), there are 116 species of special emphasis in the 

I-lempstead Bays - South Oyster Bay oceanic. barrier island, and estuarine complex, 

incorpol-a~ing 42 species of fish and 49 species of birds (szc U.S. Fish aiid Wildlife Service 

[I 9971 for a coniplcte listing of those species.) Federally- and New York State-listed species 

and species of spec,ial colicern are provided in the list below. 

Federally-listed endangered 

Atlantic ridley (=Kempts) sea turtle (Lepidochrly keiizj~i) 

Federally-iisted ihreatened 

loggerhead sea turtle (C~rretta carettaj 

piping plover (C/ia~.adrizts i!!eiodit.~) 

seabeach amaranth (Ainaranthuspu17iilzi.r) 

Federal species of concern 

noiiherii dianioiidbrick terrapin (ilf~iloc.len~ys t. tcrrupiii) 

State-listed endangered 

Carolina clubinoss (Lycopodiclla carolir~inm) 

Rarratt's sedge (Carex barrattii) 

fnlsc cliiiia-root j~Sn~ilux~~sezidocl~ii~ci) 



St. Ai.icIrew's cross (Hll?ericum 17)yericoides ssp. niulticaule) 

State-listed threatened and special concern species 

least tern (Slerrra antilinruir~) 

northern harrier (Circus cyaneu.~) 

osprey (Pandion haliaeius) 

coill~non tern (Sreri7a hirundo) 

buttoil sedge (Carex hullniii) 

golden dock (Rur7ie.x ii~aritin7us var..fueginus) 

State-listed special concern animals 

sllorl-eared owl (.4siojlni7in~eus) 

State-listcd rare plants 

whip imtrush (Sclerin iriglon~erata) 

pinwecd (Lechza raceinulosaj 

EXPLANATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCE CONCERNS AND PLANNlNG 

OBJECTI\'ES 

The purpose of consultation under the FWCA is to ensure equal consideration of fish and 

wildlife resources in the plaiming of water resource developmznt projects. The Sewice's 

enlpllasis in this regard is to identify means and measures to mitigate the potential adverse 



impacts o f the  proposed project and to inakz positive contributions to fish and wildlife resource 

problems and opportunities. 

This report is intcndcd to be yeleased along with the Corps' Fcasibiliiy Repori to the public, as it 

will serve as the basis of the Service's public meeting statement and the comments on the Corps' 

Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Stateincnt (EIS). 

From the Service's perspective, a desired output of the feasibility study is to ensure the protection 

of healthy marine, estuarine, and terrestrial ecological communities. Specifically, the Seivice 

recolmnends illat coi~servation of iish and wildlife resources he accomplisl~ed by: (I)  ensuring 

h a t  the feasibility study evaluate alternatives \vhich achieve and mainlaill high biological 

diversity; ( 2 )  ensuring natural areas are protected and monitored throughout the life of the 

project; (3) ensuring construction designs promotc high value habitats for S r ~ ~ i c e  irust species; 

(4) establishing co~iseivatioil easements over h e  lifc oS the project; and (5) incol-porating 

education and outreach activities to the project lo inform the public about the uniqueness and 

fragility of the coastal ecosystem. 

l.lltimateiy, the Szrvice's Mitigation Policy (January 23, 1981, Fedzral Register v. 46 n. 15 

pp. 7634-7663) establishes a number of criteria which, if met, would allow the Service to support 

a watcr resourcc dzvelopment project. These criteria are: 



The projects are ecologically sound. 

The least environmentally damaging alternative is selected. 

Every reasonable effort has been nlarle to avoid or minimize damage or loss of 

fish and \vildiife resources and uses. 

All mitiga~ion recommendations liave been adopted with guaranteed 

impleinentation to satisfactorily compensate for unavoidable damage or loss 

consistent with the appropriate mitigation goal. 

For wetlands and s11aIlow water habitats, tlie proposed activity is clearly ivater 

dependent and there is a denionstrated public need. 

DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATIOIV METHODS 

The Corps' planning schedule and funding limitations precluded the Service froill conducting 

field suwcys and investigations for significant wildlife rzsources, such as migratory birds, in the 

slud!, and FWCA analysis a]-eas. As a result, descriptions of natural resources are based on 

previous studies (some of which are veiy outdated and not site-speciiic) for similar pi-ojects, 

relevant grey and pccr-rcviel:ed !iteralure, local, State, and Federal fish and wildlife I-epor!s and 

plans, and personal comm~inications with knowlcdgeabie biologists, p!anilers, coastal geologists, 

and engineers. A s  expressed in earlier corresponde~ice. it is crirical for the Service to participate 

early in the piaiming process. pariic~!lariy via participation on the Project Deliwry Team, in order 

to be ahk 10 provide input to fish and \\-ildlife ssun.qs and investigations that are I-rquired ~lnd2r 
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the FWCA. Such surveys are crilical, for instance: to meet the objecti\.cs of Executive Order 

13 186; Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, the intent and 

recjuirenients of the FWCA and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 er seq.). In addition, 

up-to-date survep would reduce the risks of uncertainty in  projecting the future \vithout project 

conditions, \vhich the Corps has expressed to the Sel~ice:  during an interagency meeting, that it 

is critical to obtain an accuratc assessment of f~iture fish and wildlife resource conditions. 

Finally, early coordination will prevent delay in project pla~ming, in that appropriate studies will 

be conducted so that they are available for synthesis, analysis, and incorporation into planning 

documents. 

The Corps' request for an updated FWCA Repofl in 3004 did not include any new information 

regal-ding fish and wildlife species in the proposed project area beyond the infomlatio~~ provided 

in the Corps' FEIS (1998). That report contained, in part, data on finfish and benthic 

communities obtained fro111 studies within the projcct area or the lower reaclies of the I-Iudsol~ 

R iwr  Estuaq~. Specifically: tlisse included benthic sampling conducted in the offshore dredging 

area in June 1993, for which results are found in WCI-I Industries (1994), and finfisl~ studirs 

in the Lower Bay of New iiork Harbor between 1985 and 1986, as reported by the 

New York State Ofiice of General Services (1992). 111 addition, the Corps' FEIS (1998) 

included 3 listing of bird species associated with beach environments on the south shore of Long 

Island, as given in Iiowe et al. (1978): and applied that infornlation, as well as least tern and 

piping plover nesting sire data Cram 1983 to 1993; to the Final EIS analysis. As mentioned 



above, this information will he used and updated, if possible, in this report. But the time 

constraints of the FWCA consultation and the limited funds budgeted by the Corps for FWCA 

consultation: prevented_ in most cases: updated, site-specific information for Federal trust 

resources to be gathered and analyzed. 

In this report, the Scr\;ice provides a discussion of Federal trust resources (i.e., migratory birds, 

wetlands, endangered species, and anadroinous fish), as \veil as shellfish, for the project area. 

Iio\vcver, of these resources: our analysis focuses on migratory birds and wetlands due to the iact 

that the Corps will likely have to coinplete an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment for a number of 

marine shellfish and finfish species during consultation with NOAAIF, and consultation under 

the ES.4 will be required ior Federally-listed species in the proposed project area. 

A description of coastal wetland habitats of Long Beach Island and the Rockaway peninsula fiom 

East Rockaway Inlet to Beach 40"' Street, as well as the back-bay habitats in the FWCA analysis 

areas. is provided in Figure 4. Seandess digital data for wetland Inhitats was obtained from the 

Service's National Wetlands Mapper found on the Sel-vice's National Wetlands Inventory 

N-ebsite, \vn~v.nwi.fnxoo\ ' .  No g r o u d  truthing \\:as conducted by the Service relative to the 

\vetland map presenled in this repol?. 

In developing initigatjon recommendations: the Senrice relied on experience; literature sealrhcs, 

and local, State, and Federal conservation plans (e.g., bird conservation plans and local, State, 

and Fedeml land and water conser-ation plans), and special designations (e.g., Federally- and 



State-identified Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Con~plexes) to derive appropriate 

recommendations for mitigation and fish and wildlife enl~anceruent opportunities. 

Fish and wi1diiJ"c enhancement oppoltunities are presented which represent actions that a:-e 

rrcommendcd as part of existing conscrvatio~l plans, n:hich would benefit migratoiy birds and 

the habitats in the study a]-ea that support them. 

As discussed in more detail in the following section, this report discusses fish and wildlife 

resources which use the three major ecological systems (marine, estuarine, and tel~estrial)'found 

in the significant land and water coinpiexes of the proposed project area. The ecosystem 

classificatioils follow Edinser et 31. (2002). 

DESCRIPTION OF FISH AND IVILDILFE RESOURCE CONDITIONS 

The purpose of this sectior is to describe and define the fish and wildlife resoul-ces within the 

FWCA analysis area. Thc fish and ~vildlife resources are defined based on their quantity, quality, 

and significsi~ce. In addition. this section describes the future xithou; project conditioiis. This 

section is organized to present the definitions of each of tile ecological coinmunities in the 

FWCA analysis area, followed by a discussion of the bird, fish. shellfish, and plant species in 

each community beginning n i ~ h  the back-bay estuarine coinmunity and ending wit11 the offshore 

inarine community. Lastly. the future \ ~ i ~ h o u t  project conditiolls are presented using information 



fl-0111 the Corps' FEIS (1998) and the Service's best prediction of future fish and wildlife resource 

co~lditioiis, recognizing that there is a degree of uncertainty due to the lack of up-to-date site 

specific information on many significant rcsourccs and the ephemeral mture of n~any of the 

habitats in the proposed project area. 

Ecological Commur~ities 

As established in the Description of Study and FWCA Analysis Areas above, the FWCA analysis 

area contains Significant Land and Water Habitat Complexes designated by the Service and 

NYSDOS. Important Bird Areas, and certain fisheries which require consultation wit11 NOAAIF. 

MWiitl these specially dcsignated arcas, ihree major ecological systems, each with their 

respective subsystems and communities, can be identified using the classification system in 

Edinger et al. (2002), which aids in the description and delineation of spccific habitat and 

community hpes  in the FWCA analysis area. They are marine, terrestrial, and estuarine. The 

marine system consists of three subsystems including marine subtidal, marine intertidal, and 

inarine cultural. The marine subridal habitat consists of the marine deepwater community, the 

marine intertidal subsystem includes the marine intertidal gravel/sand beach con~munity~ and the 

marine cultural subsystem includes ti~arine riprap and artificial shore communities. The 

terrestrial system includes the open habitat which is comprised of the opeu upland subsystem and 

inaritime beach and d u x  communiiies. The estuarine system ii:iludes nu~nerous subsystems and 



communities including, estuarine intertidallsalt slmblhigh salt~narsldlow saltmarsh/sa!t pznne, 

and estuarine culturallcstuarine ditcldestuarine dredge spoil shorelestuarine ripraplartificial shore. 

The importance of these habitats is based in large part by their recognition as significant fish and 

wildlife habitats by the Service and the NYSDOS. In addition, the proposed project area and 

back-bay habitats comprise the western component of the South Shore Estuary Resenre (SSER). 

As n whole, the SSER, a NYSDOS-designated marine and estuarine reserve, stretches from West 

Henlpstead Ray to Shi~lnecock Bay, including the mainland watershed, wetlands, and barrier 

islands. 

Overall, the complex serves as a part of a larger network of migratory bird stopovers on the south 

shore of Long Island. The avian species range from those with no significant concern to tliose 

w i ~ h  estreinely high managelnent concern for the nation or the region. Shorebirds which use this 

area include black-bellied plover (Plitvinlis sgzrrrtniola)~ seinipalinated plover (Chii~.aifrius 

.r.rn7@ali~iatus), greater yellowlegs (Tringa r~rela~ioieitcu)~ ruddy turnstone ( i l rwwin  ~ I ~ ~ c J ~ c s ) ,  

sanderling (Ca1idii.s albrr), semipalmated sandpiper (Caliririspusilla), least sandpipzr (Cniidris 

ini~lutilla), dunlin (Cu1ih.i~ iilpiiia), rcd k m t  (Calidris cai~ztriis): and short-bilied doaitclier 

(Li17717odror1izrs griseitv). Between 50,000 to 100,000 birds are estimated to use the estuary 



I 

aiuiually. Foraging habitats mny include the interconnucted ma]-ine and estuarine beaches, mud 

and sand flats, salt niarshes, and grasslands (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998b;j. 

Along with the Great South Bay, this estuarine comiuuility is an important breeding site for 

\r.aders (heron, egrets, and ibises), with over 900 pairs nesting in 1995, and rep]-esents an 

important componcnt o f t he  Atlantic Flyway for migrating and \vintering waterfowl, with an 

aveage  of nearly 25,000 waterfond counted on mid-winter aerial sur\,egs (U.S. Fish and n'ildlife 

Service 1997). Species of waders breeding in the estuarine community are snowy egrct (Egrei~u 

ihulu), glossy ibis (Plegudis fu lch?el l~~.~)~  black-crowned night-heron (Nvclicorm n~tzicorux), 

great egret (Co,s~izeroriius ulb~rs), little blue heron (Egreliu caeruieu)? green-backcd l~eron 

(Biiln1~ii1c.s s l~ i r~ lus ) ,  tri-colored heron (E,vetru tricolor), yellow-crowned night-heron 

( N J C I U I ~ U S S ~  I ~ I O I U C L ' U ) ,  and cattle egret (BI~IIL~JL'IIS ibis). Tlic Hempsiend Bays lieroluies contain 

most o f  the known Long Island nesting sitcs for yellow-crowned nigh-herons [U.S. Fish arid 

Wildlife Service 1997). 

TIE \vetland ccn~plex  is a priority habitat of the Bird Conservation Arca for the Southern 

New Englandlhlid .Atlantic Coast (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 7000). Prior-ity habitats are 

eith-r in ixcd of critical co:seim!ion measures or are critical for long-term planning to consel-ve 

regionally important bird papulaiions. Salt marsh species identified in the proposed project 



include saltmarsh shaiptailed sparrow (Ammospiza cauduczila], seaside sparrow (A~?znmspizu 

mariiir?ia), glossy ibis, tricolored heron, yellow-crowned night heron, cattle egret, osprey 

(Pandim haliocii~s), and northern harrier (Circus cvu~il'us) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

2000). 

Thousands of brant (Branla bemicla) and Anmican black duck (.41zus ruhripes) congrc, mate to 

feed and rest in the shallow waters around salt nlarsl~ islands and tidal flats in the. estuarine 

community. Grassy areas attract Canada geese (B~.antu car~udensis), while scaup (,4)lthya spp.) 

and red-breasted mergansers (Afergus se~rutor)  concentrate in the deeper waters of the numerous 

channcls and inlets, such as Reynolds Channel and Jones Inlet (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

1998b). Other waterfowl found in lesser numbers include mallard (Anaspl~zly~hy~~chos),  

An~erican widgeon (.41ias umcricana), canvasback (Ajitl~ya ~lalislzeriu), buffleliead (Bucephala 

albeolu), and ruddy duck (O.yzlm,jcrmuicensis). Nesting waterfo\vI include Canada goose, 

mallard, American black duck, and gadwall (Anas slrepertr). Finally, the harlequin duck 

(,Histrionicus izistrionicz~s) ovrrwinters in Jones Inlet and [he Point Lookout area (U.S.  Fish and 

Wildlife Service 199Sb). 

All of the opsn bay waters of this complex are importan1 habitat for a high dilwsity of marine 

and estuarine-dependent species of finfish that are found here during at least one stage in their 



life histories. Menhaden (B~.evooriia tj~rn~iims),  weakfish (Cyiioscio~i regalis), and winter 

floundcr (Pleuroilecrcs aniericumls) spawn in the sandy sliallows, while American sandlance 

( A n m o i ~ i ~ t e . ~  americui?us), killifish (Fundul71.r spp.), pipefish (Sylzgan~liidue spp.), sticklebacks 

(Gu~ierosieidm spp.), and Atlantic silversides (AJeliidia inerzidia) spawn in edge habitat provided 

by the mosaic of salt marsh islands. Young bluefish (~Pomatomus salfairix), striped bass 

(kf0ror.1~ sax-atilis), summer flounder ( P a r u l i c i ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ s  shltatus), and tautog (Tautoga o~liris) are 

dependent upon the bays as nurseries. Finfish harvested from Hempstead and South Oyster Bays 

includc winter and summer flounder (Paralichtlzys dentatus) or fluke, weaklish, tautog, grey 

si~apper (Lutjaiius giYscus), and kingfish (Menticiwhus suxatilis). Shellfish in the bay include 

soft ciain (,i\.fya arenaria). hard clam (Mercenai.ia nierrermrin), bay scailop (rlrgopecic17 

irradians), and ribbed mussel (Geukensiu den~ i s~a) .  Horseshoe crab (Li117lll1~~spoZjplie1nus) and 

blue crab (Cal1imcte.r sapidzis) are residents of the area, the latter is represented by all life stages. 

The dianmndback terrapin (A4ulcrcle1nys t. terrapin) nests among the salt mars11 and dredged 

material islands in the coinplex. 

The barrier beach is comprised of maritime beach and dune communities. Especially in11rrortant 

are the beaches 011 botli sides of Jones Inlet. as well as the beaches at Silver Point, Lido Bsach, 

and Nassau Beach. The fish and wildlife habitat of Sil~.er Point consists of approxi~naiely 12 ha 



(30 ac) of sparsely vegetated dunes at rhe western end of Long Beach Island, and bare shell and 

pebble beach in the center of the  public recreation facilities. Nassau Beach consists of about 

6.1 ha (15 ac) of sparsely ve~etated dunes and the adjoining shcll and pebble a]-ea inland and 

11oi-h o f  thc dunes (New York State Department of State 2001). 

The maritime beach and dune coi~imunities have also bzen idelltilied as the highest priority 

habitat in the Bird Co~lservation Plan for the Southern New EngIandlMid Atlantic Coast Region 

(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). Species which inhabit these habitats include piping 

plover, American oystercatcher (Huc~i~utopuspulliuizrs), short-eared owl (Asioflrrn~nzeu.r), 

common tern, least tern, and horned lark (Ere~nophilu ulpslris)  (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

2000). Epllemeral pools and interdunal swales behind the dunes at specific sites on Long Beach 

Island provide optimal Soraging areas for piping plover. Peak sl~orebii-d use of the barrier island 

is summer and fall, especially for the semipalniated plover, black-bellied plover. willet 

(Cuiopij-ophoms s e n ~ i p u l ~ n ~ ~ ~ u s ) ,  semipalmated sandpiper: least sandpiper, m d  short-billcd 

dowitcher. Reports from birders obtained from \veb posting of the Y e n  York Rare Bird Alert 

wcbsite indicate that the proposed project and adjacent habitats provide llabitat for various 

a~rifa~ina,  itlcluding rough-legged 11au;k (Buieo lagopus), little gull (Lurus minii1us)> Bonaparte 

gull (Lur~isphilodelphiaj, lesser black-backed gull (Luru.~Ji.sclis): horned grebe (Podiceps 

ozil-iizis), great cormorant (Pi7ulocrocora.x corbo), and purple sandpiper jCrrlidris n~aritimn). 



The beaches on the north shore of East Rockakvay Inlet on the Rockaway Peninsula also suppon 

occurl-ences of seabeach amaranth. The hyssopleaf thoroughwort (Ezipatorizrm lip-sopifoliu~n 

var. laciniaiu~n) occurs in a scrubby thicket adjacent to a salt marsh on 011s of the salt marsh 

isiands in South Oyster Bay (New York Srate Depariment of State 2004). 

Overall, characteristic plant species of the maritime beach community include beach grass 

(Aminophila brcviligulafa), sea rockei (Cakile edenfula), seaside spurge (Chamaesjice 

polygonifolia), seabeach amaranth, and seabeach hotweed (Pol~igo17m glaucum). The maritime 

dune community is dominated by grasses and shrubs which occur in patches or dense 

assemblages which reflect the level of disturbance this comnlunity experiences in the coastal 

zone. Characterisiic species of naturally active dunes include beach grass, dusty miller (Ar~emisi 

stellericznu), beach pea (Laihyrus japonicus), sedge (Cnrex silicea), seaside goldenrod (Solidago 

se17ipervirens) and sand rose (Rosa rugosu). Over time, as dunes become stabilized, the 

vegetation experiences various levels of succession. In more stabilized settings, beach heather 

(iIudso12ia fonmdosa), hearberry (A4r.rotostupliylos u1.a-ursi); beach plum (Pru1711.s ~naritinm), 

pitch pine (Pirius rigidu), or post oak (Quercus slellafa) may be found in the dunes (Edinger et al. 

2002). 



The marine intertidal zone is alternately exposed and submerged tluoughout tidal fluctuations, 

and is subject to the turbulence of waves, currents: and the shifting nature of the substrate. 

Although few species can withstand the stresses caused by being exposed and submerged, those 

species that do tolerate such conditions are often abundnt  (Naqvi and Pullen 1982). Generally, 

molecrab (Enmiin inipoida), tellin clam (Tellina agilis), coquina clan1 (Donor variahilis), 

amphipod species (Acatl~ol~ausiori~is spp.), and polychaete species (e.g., Scoleipis squninata) are 

found in the marine ocean intertidal zone, providing a source of food for migrating and resident 

shorebirds W.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). 

The U.S. Shorebird Plan indicates that shorebird breeding, foraging, and roosting areas are found 

tluoughout the North Atlantic region (G.S. Shorebird Plan 7000a). High energy beach' fronts are 

used for foraging and breeding; sandy flats (including inlet interfaces at low tide) are used for 

foraging; and rock jetties and groins are used for foraging and loafing. The high beach and dunes 

are used for foragin_e, breeding, and roosting. Significant areas for shorebirds in New I'ork 

include the following areas, Long Island Atlantic Coast (and Jamaica Bay), Atlantic Coastal Salt 

Marshes, and Atlantic Coastal Beaches (U.S. Shorebird Plan 2000a). 

The rnarine subtidal Lone estends from the low tide mark to the lower h i 1  of ocean bottom, 

500 m (,1,510 ft) south of the proposed ofCshore dredging area. Shellfish and crustaceans that 



may inhabit this general area include the mud clam (Muliniu lafcralis), razor clam (Ensis 

dirccius), surf clam (S1iisitln solidis.rinm); blue inussel (Mytilus ed~tlis), soft shell clam (Ailyo 

atenurin)_ blue crab, and American lobster (Hornatus americonus) (US .  Fish and Wildlife 

Senlice 1997). Other marine subtidal benthic macrofauna include tellin clam, sand dollar 

(Echinararliriiuspctmo)~ amphipod species (e.g., Protolmustarius deicl7mooe, U~licola ittomta), 

and polychaete species (e.g., Sthendais limicolo, I,un2brineti.rjjagiiis, S ~ ~ i o l ~ h a n c s  hombyx), a11 

of which are found in habitats described as a medium, coarse-grain sand cornnmdy (Steiinle and 

Stone 1973). 

The Corps' FElS (1998) includes a listing oiiinfish species sainpled from the offshore waters of 

Lower New York Harbor during the nlid 1980s which ai-e suspected to utilize the proposed 

project area. Overall, the waters of the New York Bight, which includes, in  part: Lower New 

York Harbor, support seasonally abundant populations of many commercially and recrcationally 

important fish (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). Primary species include striped bass, 

\~eakfish, bluefish, fluke, winter flounder, scup (Sfmotornus chrpsops), black sea bass, and 

Atlantic mackerel (Scombei.scon~btzis) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). The nearshorc 

subtidal zone is used for feeding by many species, including taurog, northern puirer (,Yphoetoidcs 

mmulatus), black sea bass (Cer?troptisfis sfriato), striped bass (bloroize srrratilis), bluefish, and 

weakiish (US. .411ny Corps of Engineers 1998; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1095a). Adult 

bluefish and striped bass congregate in the deeper waters of Jones Inlet, as does the American 



sandlanc.r, which is the major food item of the Federall!,-listed endangered roseate tern (Sterm 

dougullii) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). 

The marine subtidal community includes the proposed offshore dredging ai-ea, which is located 

approximately 2.4 Xm (1.5 iiiij off of the southeast coast of Long Beach Island between 7.6 and 

18.3 n1 (25 to 60 ft) below MLW. Moving from east to west in the proposed dredging area, the 

substrate 1-arirs fiom patches of sand to silty sand (WCH Industries 1994). This area is within 

the migratory path of numerous fish species and provides spawning, feeding, and nursely habitat 

liv many other species (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1993). Seabird surveys during the 1980s 

also showed this area to contain concentrations of seabirds of behveen 5 hn '  and 50 ltm' (3.1 mi 

and 31 mi, respectively) during the spring and fall sunTeys (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). 

In .lune of 1993, benthic invertebrate sampling \xras conducted in the proposed offshore dredging 

area by WCH Industries under contract with the Corps (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995a). 

WCH industries (1 994) reported benthic assemblages in the proposed dredging a]-ea similar to 

h e  assemblages found in Steilnle and Stone (1973), who reported a mcdium sand assemblage 

dominated by tellin clam, ainphipod spp. (P~.otolmustuii~,s deichmai~r~ue; Uiiciola iirorufu), sand 

dollar, and Atlantic surf clam in waters off of the southwest coast of Long Island. 

Also of note is that the nlarinc subtidal commnni~y within the offshore dredging area suppons a 

productive Atlanlic surf clam fishery. This arca contains high densities of surf clam from thi. 



shoreline to approximately 3.2 k ~ n  (2 mi) offshore (New York State Department of 

Enviromnental Conservation 2002). Overall, the New York Slate waters of the Atlantic Ocean 

support a niajor surf clam fishery. In 2001; 444;053 bushels of surf clams, with a value of 

$4.5 million were haivested (New York State Department of Enviroiuncntal Conseivation 2002). 

Surf clam surveys conducted immediately west of this location along the Rockaway Beach 

Peninsula have been shown to produce a harvest valued at approximately $100,000 per 40.7 ha 

(1 00 ac) or mol-e (New Yorlc State Depaflment of En\.iromnentai Conservation 1994). 

The marine subtidal areas within the proposed project area contain hard bottonl subsirate due to 

submerged barges or shipu7-ecks. The iinportance of these structures to benthic invertebrates and 

demersallreef fish has not been evaluated in the Corps' FEIS (1998). The Corps' FElS stated 

that additional studies on these features, which also have cultural significance, \vould be 

required. As of this time, the Senlice has not been infonned by the Corps if the additional 

studies to address those potential habitats have been undertaken. 

Finally, the proposed project area does provide habitat for a number of seabirds. In summer, 

shearwaters and siorn-petrels are the most abundant pelagic birds in the New York Bight. The 

greater shearwater (Pz@iius gravi.sj; soory shearwarer (Pl@nus griseus), and Wilson's storm- 

pewel [Occaniies oceanictis) breed in the southeru hemisphere and spend much of their non- 

breeding period in the Kortli Atlantic, including the New York Bight. Cory's shearwater 

(Caloileciris rfiomdxr) breeds in the eastern North Atlantic and Mediici~nnean and ranzes west 



to the Atlantic Coast of North America during the summer and fall. The Manx shearwater 

(Puffinuspufjnzis) and Leach's storm-petrel (Oceaizorlia~nu lrucorl~oa) breed in the North 

Atlantic and migrate tlrrough the New York Bight in the summer and fall. Gulls and terns that 

are nesting on the beaches and islands in the New York Bight feed on fish and marine 

i~i.iwtebrates in the nearsliorc jyaters of the N e u  'fork Bight and its bays and estuaries. 

In the fall, the highest densities of seabirds are observed south and east of Montauk Point, along 

the south coast oS Long Island, in the Apex of  thc Bight, and off the mouth of Dela~vare Bay. AS 

in the summer, this distributiou may be related to the food base provided by tliese productive 

hays and cstuarics. The most co~mnon pelagic birds migrating tlrough the Ncw York Bight in 

the fall and spring include sl~cara.aters, petrels, gannets, phalaropes, and jaegers. Substantial 

numbers of waterh\z;l, especially sea ducks, and waterbirds also move into and migrate thl-ough 

tlie Bight in the fall. Two species ofjaegers, pomarinc (Stercorururizupo~;~a~~inusj and parasitic 

(Sferco~.crrnriiispurasificzrs), breed in the North Atlantic and are present in low numbers in tlie 

New York Bight in the spring and fall. The norihem ful~nar (Fdmnris gluciulis) breeds in the 

.4rctic and occurs in the Bight during its iion-breeding period, including the fall and winteri 

although it is most common in the Bight in the spring. Two species of phalarope, red phalarope 

(Phalarop~isfiilicilriu) and red-neclted phalarops (Phalui-opus lobarus), breed in thc Arctic, 

winter in the tropics, and migrate through the offshore waters ofthe New Yorlk Bight iu the 

syl-ing and fall; Seeding on crustaceans and other mi- ins  invenrbrates. The iiortliern gannet (Sula 



bussmus) breeds noti11 of the New York Bight and migrates tluough the Bight in substantial 

numbers. The migration of seabirds along the coastline of the New York Bight in the fall 

appears to be quite significant. A seabird survey in Avalon, New Jersey, (Avalon Sea Watch) 

counted almost 900,000 birds migrating past one point on the New Jersey shoreline in i 995 

during the late summer and fall, including nearly 50,000 red-throated loons (Galin stellota), oyer 

46:000 gamcts, over 200,000 double-crested cormorants (Phalacrocorux mritus), and over 

440;000 scoters (Mc.h~ifIa spp.). 

In the winter, moderate densities of birds are observed dispersed over the entire continental shelf. 

During the winter, kittiwakes, skuas, gannets, and auks occur in the offshore waters of the 

New York Bight: while coastal waters are dominated by gulls, sea ducks, loons, and grebes. The 

black-legged kittiwake (Rissu triduch~lu) breeds in the Arctic and is one orthe more common 

pelagic birds in the open waters of the Nevi York Bight during the fall, winter, and spring. T h e e  

species of alcids (auks) are regularly observed at low densities in the Bight during the winter, 

razorbill (Aka torda): dovekie ( M e  allc.), and thick-billed murre (Uria lomviu). These small, 

duck-like birds are fow~d primarily in offshore ~vaters where they feed on fish and crustacean 

. . 1 \vo species of loons, common loon (Gavia iinmer) and red-tlxoated loon, migrate tlxougl~ and 

winter in the New York Bight. These birds winter in both the pelagic and coastal zones of the 

Bight and also occur in coastal bays. Loons feed primarily on fish, but also feed 013 crustaceans, 

insects; and inollusks. Two species of grebes, horned grebe (Podiceps uzii~iiiis), and red-necked 



grebe (Podicepx griscgeun), also frequent the nearshore \vaters and coastal bays. Sea ducks, 

including black, white-winged: and surf scoters (h4eiur7ifiu riig~a, hL jiwca, and h4. pers~~icilltrru), 

and long-tailed duck (Clangula hpri!iilis), are widely distributed in low numbers in the coastal 

waters of the New York Bight. Coinmo~l eider (Sornaieria n~ollissin~rr). king eider [Sonx~rcr-ia 

spectabiiix), and liarlequin duck primarily winter off rocky coasts to the north of the New York 

Bight, but the conmon eider appears to be expanding its nintering range to the south into the 

Bight, and harlequins and king eiders regularly occur off of Montauk Point. I-Iarlequin ducks are 

also regularly reported nea- tlie groins in Point Lookout, NY. Two species of gulls that breed in 

tlie New York Bight watershed, the hei~ing gull (Lurus argen/atus) and greater black-backed gull 

(Lams iiiorii~zrs). are abund~~iL in winter in tlic bays, coastal \ \atus,  and offshore waters or the 

New York B~ght. 

Pelagic birds migrating through and moving into the New York Bight in the spring include many 

of the same species that migrate through in the fall, includinx shearkvatcrs and petrels, fulmars, 

skuas. gannets, phalaropes, and jaegers. 

It is important to note that published suney data to date are not extensive, regular, or systeinatic 

enough to fully describe the use of the New York Bight by pelagic birds. Only species 



con~position, range, and selected high-use areas are known. Surveys of the Big111 do indicate the 

importance of this area for a variety of pelagic and coastal birds. however. 

Man-made structures such as seawalls, jetties, groins, and bulkheads provide rocky habitat for 

both aquatic and avian species, and represent the marine ripraplartificial shore cornmunit!.. 

I-Iowever, species diversity is low compared to a natural marine rocky intertidal community 

(Edinger et al. 2002). Characteristic orgallisms are algae, barnacles, and mussels (Edinger et al. 

2002; Burlas et al. 2001). The Coq~s '  FElS (1998) suggests that the blue mussel is the dominant 

species .of this con~munity in the proposed prqjcct area. 

Future Resource Conditions Without the Project 

Based on the Corps' FEIS (1998) and the Service's experience with shoreline protection 

actjvities in the study area, this report assumes that several on-going and future projects are likely 

to occur on Long Beach Island without the project. These projects include maintenance dredging 

of the Federal Jones Inlet Navigation Channel on a triamlual schedule; periodic maintenance of  

the US. Coast Guard (USCG) Station boat basin at Jones Island, which provides a sand source to 

a small segment of Long Beach Island; and seasonal shorzline management efforts by the Town 

of Hempstead, whereby sand fencing is placed on the ocean beach in an effort to build the beach 

elevation by trapping windblown sand. The Town of Hempstead also conducts beach scraping 



where sand fi-om the bcach berm is graded to supply sand to areas with lower elevations. Ic 

addition, the Service is providing teclmical assistance and review of wind power proposals by the 

Lons Island Power Authority off of the south sllore of Long Island, including the proposed 

project area. These proposals will recjuii-e Clean Water Act. Scction 404 andlor Rive]-s and 

h'arhors Act of 1899, Section 10 permits from the Corps. 

Jn the without-project condition, the local interests would allow erosion to c~>ntinue until the 

ivater bne reached the searyard toe of the dunes or boardwdk before taking remedial action to 

restore the bcxh  (US. Army Corps of Engineers 1995). This erosion would reduce the storm 

damage protection capability of the existing beach and dune. Thus, it is anticipated that wi~hout 

shoreiine protec~ion improvements, existing protective mechanisms would deteriorate, exposing 

the coastal communities to extensive property danlnfe and loss (U.S. Arnly Corps of Corps 

1998). 

I11 the absence ofthe Long Beach Island Project, it is also likely that S m e  and local governments 

would request bcac!~ placement material, dredged from the Federal Jones Inlet Navigation 

Channel at a frequency of once every 3 years (U.S. AI-my Corps of Engineer 1998). The Corps' 

FEiS (1998) also stares that retreat from the ban-ier island is inconceivable, and most structures 

which are already pai.ticipating in the National Flood Insurance Program (hrF1P) n.ould, if 

destroved, be rebuilt to the NFIP base elevation. As the Servicc notcd in the previous section. 

dredged material fi-om the USCG Station would also be deposited on s~nall segments of the 



To\111 of Hempstead beaches, and the Town of Hempstead would continue its program of beach 

scraping and sand entrapment. 

In terms of fish and wildlife resources in the without-project condition, physical and human 

activities \vould continue to greatly influence the ecological communities. Physically, the 

maritime beach and dunes would continue to erode due to natural processes in some areas, 

perhaps eventually being eliminated entirely in certain areas since large-scale, high density 

residential and connnercial developments and infrastructure limit the northward movement of the 

maritime beach and dune communities. In the present situation of extensive development, loss of 

the maritime beach and dunes would likely CI-eate undesirable conditions for certain avifauna 

which rely on these habitats for breeding, foraging, loafingl and roosting. In other areas, the 

maritime beach may naturally accrete and increase in elevation; iinproving and potentially 

increasing the area available for breeding, foraging, roosting, and loafing. The marine intertidal 

system would remain stable in terms of its relative location; only shifting offshore or onshore 

depending on erosion and accretion rates of the various areas on Long Beach Island. 

The future of the proposed offshore dredging area in the witliout-projcct scenario would likely be 

the continued existence of this comnlunity in iis present condition, which includes con~mercial 

shellfish harvesting. and commercial and reel-eation fin fishing. 



In the without-project condition, the estuarine habitat would continue to experience human- 

induced and natural impacts. Dredzing of back-bay channels would continue, with the 

possibility of upland disposal of dredged n~aterial on existing dredge spoil-created islands. Back- 

bay recreationel activities would continue and lead to disrurbance of breeding and nowbreeding 

waterbirds and shorebirds. 

IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATII'E PLANS CONSIDERED, OUTCORlE OF 

PLANS SELECTION PROCESS, AKD ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED AND 

ADDRESSED BY THE SERVICE IN THIS REPORT 

To datc. the oulcon~e of the Corps' feasibility study is the selection of the 1995 Reco~ntne~~ded 

Plan, with several modifications and select contingencies which are described in the following 

section. As per the SOW, the FWCA analysis was to address this alternatiw only. 

DESCRIPTIORT OF SELECTED PLAN AND OTHER PLAYS EVALUATED BY THE 

SERVICE 

As part of the on-gains feasibility study, the Corps evaluated eight options to address the 

ohiectives of the feasibility study. These included No Action, Beach Restoration, Bench 

Restoration with Groins, Seawall, Seawall wit11 Beach Restoration, Bulkhead with Beach 

Restoration, Breakwatei- with Beach Restoration, and Perched Beach with Beach Restoratioi~ 



Based on ail evaluatioii of teclinical, economic, eimiromneiltal, regional, social, and institutio~~al 

constraints, the Corps determined tliat the Recommended Plan is a beachfill plan which is 

characterized by a 33.5 m (1 10 ft) wide beach berm at an elevation of 3 m (10 ft) NGVD, and a 

dune system with a top elevation of 3.6 in (1 5 ft) NGVD. 'fhe plan includes approximately 

10.4 Icm (34,000 linear A) of beachfill. The coinponents of the beachfill include: 

(a) Dune and berm fill fiom Point Lookout west to the western boundary of the City 

of Long Beach where the selected plan tapers into the existing shoreline in 

Atlantic Bcach (approximately 10.4 km or 34,000 ft). 

(b) Dune Design: Crest elevation of 4.6 m (I5 ft) NGVD for a crest width of 7.6 m 

(25 ft) with 1 oil 5 sidc slopes on the landward and seaward sides. 

(c) Berm Design: Fronting the dune, a berm width froin 33.5 m to 122 m ( I  I0 fi to 

400 fi) at elevation 3 in (10 ft) N W D  with a shore slope of 1 on 20 for the 

easterninost 1.7 kin (5,500 ft) of the project, a 457.2 m (1,500 ft) transition, 

thence a 1 on 35 slope for the remaining 27,000 ft (8.2 km). 

(d) A total sand iill quantiry oS5.1 million cubic meters (m3) (6.670.200 cubic yards 

[yd']) will add approximately 30.5 to 122 in (100 to 400 ft) of design beach at 0 m 



(0 ft) NGVD to the existing beach. These quanti~ies of sand fill include the 

following: 

- +0.3 m (1.0 ft) tolerance: 

- overfill factor of 2.5 percent: and 

- advanced beach nourishment width of 15.2 iii (50 ft). 

(e)  The dune colistruction includes 9.7 ha (24 ac) ofplanting dune grass and 12.6 kin 

(41,500 ft) of sand fence for dune sand eiitrapmeiit;as well as 15 boardwalk 

extensionsldune crosso\-ers, I4 dune walkovers, 4 vehicle access ramps ovcr the 

duns in the City o f l o n g  Beach, 26 dune walkovers, and 8 vehicle access ramps 

over the dune in Lido Beach and P oint Lookout. 

( Renourishinent of approximately 1,285>446 n1' (1,681,300 \-d3) of sand fill Eroni 

the offshore dredging area every 5 years for the 50-year projecl life. Beachfill for 

the proposed project is available from a11 offshore borrow area coniaining 

approximately 27.5 n~illion m3 (36 inillion yd3) of suitable beachGI1 material. The 

bonow area is located approximately 1.6 km (1 mi) south of Long Beach Island. 

Since the completion of the Corps' Feasibility Rcport in 1998, there have been refinements to the 

project design and changes in the exisring conditions which have been incorporated into the 



Recommended Plan. These modifications are described in the following paragraphs (U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, in lilt.). 

Tcrlninal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension. Based on the report entitled "Terminal 

Groin Rehabilitu/ioil and E.xteiisioi7 A/ .Jones Inlet, Long Beach Island, " dated 1999: 

which was prepared by Michael Baker, Jr.: Inc., the Recommended Plan has been 

modified to include thc rehabilitation and extension of Groin No. 58, the easterninost 

terminal groin in I'oint Lookout, in accordance wit11 the typical design proposed in the 

referenced report. 

New Groin Construction. Based on the report entitled "T~chnic~d Rcnnnlysis of the 

Sl7o1diiie Stabilizalion Measures for the Eastern Portion of llle Lung Bsuch Island, 

New York Project, " dated March 2000, which was prepared by Offshore and Coastal 

Teclmologies, Inc./Andrews, Miller & Assoc., Inc., the Recommended Plan has been 

nlodiiied to include the construction of seven new groins in the Point Lookout area. The 

first groin will be constructed 244 m (800 ft) west of existing Groin 55 in Point Lookout. 

and the second through fourth groins constructed with tapered lengths at intervals of 

244 m (800 I?). The remaining three groins will be constructed at 366 m (1,200 f t )  

intervals with tapered lengths. In order to ~nininlize the potential impacts to the shoreline 

to the west, a tapered groin field is reconiinended with a recommended 6 degree taper 

starting at the seaward tip of Groin 3. This t q e r  results in a proposed length of 152 m 



(500 ft) from the proposed seaward top of the berm to the seaward tip of the first 

proposed groin to the a,est of Groin 3. The lengths of the remaining groins are reduced to 

meet the 6 degrce taper for the groin field. 

Initial construction ofthe four easternmost groius is recommended to p1-ovide the required 

erosion contl-ol and storm protection for the severely eroded shoreline area. The 

remaining three groins_ which would be largely buried in the existing weldlnent area, arz 

proposed h r  d e f e ~ ~ e d  construction as needed based on the stability of the weldment area. 

The deferred tapcrcd groins are included to address the possibility that the weldment may 

inigrate westward, creatinp erosional pressui-e to the east as it moves. 

Existing Groin Rehabilitation. Based on a condition survey of the existing groins 

conducted in September 2003, the Recoinmended Plan has been modified to include 

rchabilitatior of those groins that were found in poor or fair co~~di t io i~  that would be 

beneficial to the beach stability. Based on illis evaluation, 15 of the 23 groins in the City 

of Long Beach and 2 groins in Point Looltoui are recommended for rehabilitation. The 

proposed rehabilitation consists of repositioning existing armor stone and adding 

additional armor stone along the seaward side of each of the groins, 30.5 to 6 1  m (100 to 

200 ft). A miniinu~n groin crest width of approximately 4 m (13 ft) was selected with 

side slopes of 1V on 2H. A primary armor weight of approximately 4 .5  metric tons (5 

tons) was selectsd in order to approximately match the existing armor stone. 



Bird Nesting and Foraging Area. The Recommended Plan has also been modified to 

accommodate an area of the beach which, due to existing width and berm height, is a 

prime area for ephemeral pool formation and as such, is a prime shorebird nesting and 

foraging area. The ephemeral pool encompasses a 38 ha (93.4 ac) area aud the plover and 

least tern nesting area encompasses 17.1 ha (12.3 ac). This plan will allow for the 

continued unimpeded use of this area as shorebird nesting and foraging areas. I11 order to 

avoid collstruction in this neslinglforaging area, evaluations were conducted to emure 

that the existing condition has at least the same storm damage level of protection as the 

recomnended design section. The lcvel of protection against storm erosion and 

overtoppiug for the existing berm and dune. width and height was compared to that 

required in the Feasibility Study and found to provide a comparable level of protection 

(less than 80 percent dune matcrial displacement). A future trigger, a minimum berm 

width of 76.2 In (250 ft), has been determined and included in the LRR and OMRRkR 

Manual, such that if the berm width falls below that sniniinum width required for storm 

protection, constructio~l of deferred project elements will be initiated, including 

placement of the full design section as per the Feasibility Study. Placement of the full 

cross-section (or equivalent protection) in the nestingiforaging area at a future date will 

be considered a part of a ma.ior rehabilitation contingency for detennining project costs. 

Borrolv Area (Offshore Drcdging Area). The offshore dredging area is located south 

of Long Beach Island between 7 6 and 18.2 m (25 to 60 ft) below MLW The sediments 



at the borrow site were detern~ined to be predominantly fine sand with typically only a 

small percentage of silts (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998). 

The design beach fill will be placed on top oEthe existing beach. Existing groins may be 

partially or completely covered. The extent of groin covering docs not include the effect 

of periodic nourislunent. For ihc remainin@ groins which remain exposed, those that are 

in fair to poor condition will be rehabilitated only within their exposed portions. This 

includes approximately 15 exisling groins which will be extended approximately 10 111 

(30 A). The remaining groins will remain the same length or sho~tsncd. 

DESCRIPTIOS OF IMPACTS OF SELECTED PLAN .4ND OTHER EVALUATED 

ALTERh'ATIVES 

As pel- the SOW, this section only provides a description of the proposed prqject; no other plans 

mere evaluated as part of the FWC.4 analysis. 

Kon-Ecological Impacts 

Implementation of lhe Reconmended Plan will provide storm damage reduction bencfits to 

Long Beach Island, with minimal benefits lo the mainland of Long Island (U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers 1558). Recrealional benefits will be realized on Long Beach Island, and they can be 



defined as enhanced recreation potential provided by increased beach area (U.S. Ann! Corps of 

Engineers 1989). Without advanced beach fill (initial overfill) and periodic nourislunent, long- 

and cross-shore coastal processes would erode the design beach profile, reducing the storm 

damage protection ability of the project design (US. Army Corps of Engineers 1993). Overall, 

the C o l p  anticipates that the project will result in positive impacts in tenns of added protection 

to the shoreline, buildings and infrastructure, and lluman life. 

Impacts to Ecological Communities 

Poterrtial Impncts to Mal-irie h?lertidal, A4aritime Beach, a17d.liar~itime Dune 

Comn~uriities 

Recent studies prcsrnt varied evidence as to both short- and long-term impacts of bcach 

nourishment along the westem coast of the Atlantic Coast, and focus principally on beach and 

benthic/pelagic invertebrate and finfish communities of the western Atlantic Coast (e,g., Mineral 

and Management Service 2001; Peterson st al. 2000; Peterson and Manning 2001; Lindquisl 

2001; U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers 2004; Burlas et al. 2001; and Byrnes et al. 2004). On the 

other hand, relatively little inrormation on the effects of beach nourishment on shorebirds and 

waterbirds is present in the literature (CZR, Inc. 2003). 



Rased on the review of the  litcrature, the proposed project has the potential to result in a number 

of direct and indirect physical and biological impacts i n  terms of scale and duration in the marine 

intel-tidal, maritime beach, and maritime dune communities i n  the proposed project area. Direct 

adverse impacts to these communities include, but are not limited to, impacts to breeding and 

non-breeding avian species tlirough habiiat modification, burial ofprey resoul-cesat the disposal 

sites, reluo\:aI of lxey resources in the offslio~-e dredging areas, and disturbance of breeding, 

loafing, roosting, and foraging activities o f  avifauna. These impacts arc cxpectcd to occur during 

construction. post-constl.uction, and renourishment phases of the proposed project extending 

50 years into the future. 

Changcs in the beach morphology and scdimentologic characteristics (slope, hcight, grain size. 

sorting coefficient, e k . j  may arfcct colonization of marine invertebrates, a major fol-agc resource 

for shorebirds, to ihe intertidal zone. The Corps' FEIS (1998) indicated that scdiincnts in the 

offshore dredging area do not exactly match beach substrates in the proposed project area. A 

shifl to finer or coarser sediments can affect the abundance of macrofauna prey resources 

(Peterson and h.laiming 2001) in the proposcd project a m .  which can have consequences for 

higher iropllic levels (Peterson and Manning 2001). Morphological and sedima~tologic changes 

to the maritime bsach and dunes can also impact breeding habitat, either ad~,srseiy or 

bei~elicially. For example. the Corps' Long Island Intracoasral Waterway Channel h12intenance 

Dredging Project resulted in the deposition of highly iine sand and mud dredge spoils oil Eust 

Inlet. Mcrriches Bay, Brookhaven, NY, that was deemed unsuitalde substrate for colonial 



waterbirds (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice - Long Island Field Ofiice project file). A corrective 

plan ofaction was initiated by the Corps to mitigate for this condition; however, the short- and 

long-tern1 effects of this projcct have not been evaliiated as of this time. Potentially beneficial 

impacts of  beach nourishment have bcen observed at other Corps sitzs existing on Long Island; 

however, these are not well studied and remain anecdotal as to their long-term contribution to 

resource conser\.ation. 

In addition to the above, direct impacts also include destruction of benthic resources due to the 

covering of these existing habitats with massive amounts of sand (US. Army Corps of Engineers 

1998). Peterson and Mamling (2001) staled that long-term adverse impacts to benthic fauna at 

North Topsail Beach. NC, occurred following beach nourishment. Lindquist and Manning 

(2001) reported that periodic nourishment of these beaches appeared to prevent the full recovery 

of benthic species. 

The timing of dredging and placement of sand, as well as the rehabilitation of groins, during the 

initial and tile pel-iodic. nourisllment activities will also be a major factor regarding short- and 

long-tern1 impacts for non-endangered shorebird and waterbird species. The direct effects 

include disruption of breeding, foraging, and roosting activities. Beach construction activities are 

usually very intensive environmentally disruptive operations, which iiwolve the nlobilization and 

use ofheavy equipment and vehicles on the ocean beaches. The operation of dredging 

equipment inmediately adjacent to a shoreline that is used as a courlsi~ip, nesting, and brood 



rearing area has the potential to disturb shorcbirds to the point where the>- ma!. not successfully 

nest and fledge young. Dredging equipment that is operated immediately adjacent to shorebird 

breeding habitat may preclude shorebirds from using the habitat entirely. forcing them to seek 

appropriate habitat elsewhere. Operation of machinery used to move dredge pipeline and to 

grade the nourished beach can greatly disturb shorebirds, their nests, and can endanger the lives 

of chicks (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995a). Ho\vwer, even low levels of human act i~iry 

have been shown to result in disturbance and displacement of shorebirds at migrational staging 

and roosting areas (Pfister et al. 1902). Migratoq shorebirds are particularly vulnerable to 

disturbance at roosting sites at high tides where the habitat available forroosting is diminished 

(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 199Sb). Long-term impacts are likely, as recrsational activities 

would increase as a result of the proposed project. Human activities may adversely affect 

productivity of shorebirds (Ruhlen et al. 2002) and influence foraging activity of some shorebird 

species (Burger and Gochfeld 199 I). 

The proposed project will also result in changes to the existing dune structure, burial of dune 

vegetation, and vegetation succession. The proposed project mill create a monotypic stand of 

American beach grass through artificial planting at densities which may or may not be beneficial 

to avifauna. lf vegetation succession and increased human disturbance is encouraged. shorebirds 

will most likely be discouraged horn occupying these habitats. 



Final]!. grooming o i the  beaches to remove detritus and garbage can remove vltal foraging 

resources foi shorebirds and impact the trophic transfer of energ) in the coastal setling (Dugan ct 

al 1003). 

However. the Corps' FEIS (1998) concludes ihat that the biological community of the beach 

nourishment area will not be significantly affected over the long-term. Mobile organisms, such 

as fish, appear to be the least affected by beach nourislmient activities as they are able to move to 

avoid disturbances (Hunne and Pullen 1988). Such motile species are able to return to the area 

when conditions are suitable again. 

The recovery of benthic macrofauna (those aninlals 0.5 millilneters [rnnl] or larger in size) after 

beach nourishment varies from one site to another. Studies conlpleted in the 1970s indicate that 

when nourisllment ceases, the recovery of benthic macrofauna is rapid, and complete recovery 

might occur within one 01- two seasons (Reilly and Bellis 1978; Pan et al. 1978). The ability of  

macrofauna to recover is due to: (a) their short life cycles, (b) their fast reproductive potential? 

and (c) the recruitment of plankton larvae and motile macrofauna from nearby unaffected areas 

(Naqvi and Pullen 1982). 

Meinfauna (aniinals smaller than 0.5 nun 10.02 inches] and equal to or larger than 0.062 mm 

[0.002 inches]) tend to recover very slowly from a & disturbance, perhaps due to their slow 

reproduction, limited ability to migrate, and their highly specialized adaptations to a restricted 



environment (Naqui and Pullen 1982). However, meiofaunal recovery can be rapid follo\vi~~g 

minor disturbmces (Naqvi and Pullen 1982). 

Potential Inymcts lo Mmine Strblidal Hahiicrts 

This section addresses the impacts to the marine subtidal habitats in the offshore dredging area 

ivhicli covers approximately 223 ha (550 ac). The impact arca is increased when the 

sedimentation plume footprint, which can extend from 300 m to 500 n~ (328.1 yd to 546.8 yd, 

respectively) from the dredge site, is considered. A description of the potential physical and 

biological changes and their associated impacts is given in Minerals and Management Service 

(2001). Some notable potential biological effects to fish and invertebrates includc, but are not 

limited to, ( I)  removal or loss of infauna and epifauna at the borrow site for one to five years to a 

community with pre-disturbance abundance and diversity and biomass but different 

species composition and structure; (2) altered energy transfer on the food chain and altered 

composition of fish prey base; (3) loss of spawning habitat. (4) loss of ovenvintering habitat; and 

(5) changes in community structurc (species present, diversity. abundance. and biomass in 

surrounding areas (Minerals Management Service 2001). 

The primary adverse impact on the environment due to dredging operations at a borro\~ area 

involves the disturbance and destruction of benli~ic resources and their habitats, which \\mid 

result in a loss of benthic organisms from the immediate area (an additional impact from 300 to 



500 m [0.2 mi to 0.3 mi, respectively] of the removal activity). Woodward-Clyde Consultants 

(1 975j concluded that dredging may lower the productivity of a borrow area, and thus, the 

usefulness of the site for the production of fish and shellfish may decrease until a typical 

community is re-established in the borrow area. Hard bottoms, such as artificial or man-made 

reef structures which provide habitat for deinersal and reef fish, can also be extremely vulnerable 

to the impacts of ofishore dredging (Minerals Ivlanagement Service 2001). 

Dredging also directly effects fish by displacing fish populations from the dredging operation site 

(Woodhead 1992). Fish utilizing borrow pits may potentially be exposed to elevated 

contaminant levels due to the siltation of contamimted fine material into the borrow pit. Small 

deep pits are the poorest habitat due to reduced water circulation and high sedimentation rates 

which could lead to anoxic conditions lethal to spccies using the pits. However, as indicated in 

studies by Woodhead and McCafferty (1986), borrow areas and clia~ulels often contain higher 

levels oTfish than adjacent shoals, indicating that borrow areas do not demonstrate adverse 

impacts to resources once the construction period is over. 

Decreased water quality and increased turbidity in the marine nearshore subtidal zone could 

result from the actual beach nourislunent activity (Mineral Management Senice 2001). Sand 

par-ticlzs suspended by dredging are dense and fall quickly back to the bottom while the fine 

sedinlenrs stay in suspension longer than sand: only sinking slowly (Woodhead 1992). The 

Corps' FEIS (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1998) states that some inverlsbrate species would 



be unable to leave, and, therefore, subject to increased turbidity: but they are generally adapted to 

a highly turbid nearshore environment. U.S. Amlj- Corps of Engineers (1998) provided no 

comparison of the background turbidity levels to the turbidity levels resulting from the proposed 

dredging operations. Fish tolerance to suspended solids varies from species to spccies and by 

age. Beach nourishment can affect fish populations by delaying hatching time of fish eggs, by 

killing the fish by coating their gills, and by reducing dissolved oxygen concentrations to 

stresshl levels (Naqvi and Pullen 1982). 

Localized turbidity plumes can have lethal and sublethal effects on benthos and fish, including 

hetnatological compensation for reduced gas exchange across gil; surfaces, abrasion of epithelial 

tissue, packing of the gut with large quantities of ingested solids which may have little nutritive 

value: disruption of gill tissues (abrasion, clogging, increased activity of mucosa), and increased 

activity ~vith a reduction of stored nietabolic reserves (Profiles Research and Consulting Groups, 

Inc., 1980). Other effects of increases in turbidity include a decrease in light penetration, 

n~echanical abrasion of the filter feeding and respiratory structures of animals, possible 

resuspension of contamiuants and nutrients, burial of non-motile eggs, larvae, and adults, and 

absorption of essential nutrients from the water column (Stern and Stickle 1978). 

The potential for oxygen deprivation probleins in borrow al-eas is a very real concern. Reduced 

water circulation and high siltationlsedimentalion of fine material can lead to anoxic conditions 

lethal to organisms ~~11ich may be utilizing a borrow pit. These adverse impacts have been found 



to be minimal in areas with strong currents where oxygen can be quickly replenished (Tuberville 

and Marsh 1982). Elimination of small deep pit designs can alleviate potential oxygen 

deprivation problems.. 

In general, species which are found on well sorted, clean, rippled sand are adapted for a dynamic 

environment. Thcse species may be more sensitive to silt deposited from dredging and slower to 

recolonize than less specialized and more opportunistic species found on high silUclay sediment 

(WCH Industries 1994). 

Based on the previous sediment surveys, the silty patches in the proposed borrow area have high 

standing crops of benthic species, with the amphipods and juvenile rock crabs having high value 

to fluke, winter flounder, black sea bass, and striped bass. Scup and winter flounder consume a 

great variety of benthos, including polychaetes. The sub-areas within the borrow area which 

have higher levels of silt are populated by opportunislic and rapid growing species and could 

recover rapidly from dredging. In contrast, the organisn~s in sandy patches may be slower to 

recover (WCII Industries 1994). 

The surrclam is of special intrrest because it is harvested coinmercially in the proposed borrow 

area which is within one of the most productive surf clam areas on the east coast. Again. this 

arca is responsible for the majority of New Yak's surf clam harvesting.  liere re surf clam surveys 

conducted immediately west of the bo i~ow area location along the Rockaway Beach Peninsula 



have been shown to produce a hamest valued at approximately $100,000 pcr 40.4 ha (100 ac) or 

more (New York State Department of Environmental Consen&on 1994). 

Tn addition, dredging activities may also impact migratory or overwintering seabirds (Minerals 

Management Service 2004). Seabirds also use these habitats and can experience loss of foraging 

resources due to dredging, which can result in shifts in foraging patterns (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service, Chesapeake Bay Field Office, pers. comm. 2004). Tlie Minerals Manage~nent Service 

which oversees exploration of offshore areas for mining, and oil and gas reserves, has recognized 

the potential impacts of their programs to seabirds and has undel-taken, in certain arcas of the 

country, surveys to understand seabird distribution and abundance in their project areas. 

Potential Inq7acts to Marine Riprap and Arilficial Shores 

The effects of beach nourislunent and the burial of groins would result in a loss of rocky 

inteltidal habitat. I-Iowever, sand placeincnt over groins will re-establish sandy bottomed 

intertidal habitat. Impacts associated wit11 the placenlent of rock substrate into the interlidal zone 

to rehabilitate existing groins could include the mortality of clanls, n~ussels, and other 

invertebrates that would be ciimiilated during groin construction, as well as short-tern1 effects of 

increased turbidity in the inmediate area. However, groins which are left uncovered will be 

colonized by species associated with a rocky substrate which may provide a food source for 

fishes, invertebrates, and avifauna. 



The effects of new groin construction at the eastern end of the proposed project area include 

those noted abo1.e. In addition, the proposed new groins may stabilize ihe nourished bench, 

pro~id ing  additional habitat for shorebirds and lvaterbirds. The effect of new groins on down 

drift bcachcs to the west and nearshore currents needs to be assessed in order to avoid the 

transference of beach erosion westwal-d. 

Cumulative Effccts 

The cumulative effects analysis contained in the Corps' FEIS (1998); provides an estimate of the 

I~ectal-es of marine subtidal habitat within the ofi"s1iore dredging areas (generally between 5.4 and 

18.2 m [ I8  and 60 ft] below MLW) for Corps' shoreline protection projects along the south shore 

of Long Island, including the Long Reach Island Project. The Corps calculates that the total area 

affected by thosc projects would only affect 4 percent of the total habitat within these depth 

contours. The culnulative impacts analysis should also include the effects of the 

~naintcnance dredging projects, as well as the area of inierlidal and ~nariiiine beach and dune 

habitat that would he impacted. In addition to quantifying the area of habitat which would be 

affected, thc Corps should also evaluate the cunlulative impacts of its coastal program on 

migratory birds and wetlands, particularly those species and habitats of priority concern as 

established in various conservation plans that have been developed by local, State, and Federal 

agencies. 



As discussed above, various physical and biological data collection efforts would need to he 

undertaken across the south shore ofLong Island in order to address the cumulative impacts of 

tlie Corps beach iioui-isl~mcnt p r o ~ r a m .  The lack of site-specific data for tlle pl-oposed project 

area and other project areas c i i ~ ~ c n t l y  prevents the Service from making an accurate assess~iiei~t 

of the cumulntivc impacts of this project in the contest of other owgoing prnjects. Howevcr, the 

Service believcs that there is enough information to strongly support that cuiiiula~ive impacts are, 

i11 many respects, likely adverse. 

Effects on Federally-listed Endangeredrrhrcatencd Species 

Due to the potential for the proposed project to affect listed species, the Corps has infornicd the 

Service that they will prepare a biological assessineill pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA. In 

co~~sultation with the Service, the Corps shall utilize its authority to further the purposes of tlie 

ESA in the conservation and recovery of listed species and the ecosysteins on which they depend. 

Further, 50 CFIi 402.02 svates that the "effects of ail action" to be co~isidered during co!~sultation 

iilclitde "direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical habitat, togcther with the 

effects of other activities that are interrelated or interdependent with that action ...." 

The piping plover is a Federally-listed threatened species along tlie Atlantic Coast ~vhich nests on 

Long Island beaches. Dredging and beach disposal activities have porsntial to exert direct 

ad\,erse efrects on the piping plover as a result uf disruption of coilrtship, ncsting, and feeding 



activities during the breeding season, and alteration of their habitat. The operation of dredging 

equipment immediately adjacent to a shoreline that is used by piping plovers as a courtship, 

nesting, and feeding area has the potential to disturb plovers to the point whcre they do not 

successfully nest and fledge young. I11 addition, dredging equipment that is operated iiniiiediately 

adjacent to piping plover habitat may preclude plovers from using the habitat entirely, forcing 

them to seek appropriate habitat elsewhere. 

Operation of machinery used to move dredge pipeline m d  to grade the nourished beach can 

greatly disturb plovers, their nests, and can endanger the lives of chicks. The placement of 

dredge pipeline can fonn a barrier prohibiting plover chicks from reaching foraging habitats 

including beach wrack and American beach grass. Beach slope is also a critical factor for habitat 

selection. In order to maintail1 piping plover habitat during a beach nourisluneiit project, the 

material to be deposited on the beach must be consistent with the existing substrate already on 

the beach, or consist of material that is suitable lor mainlenance olpiping plover habitat. 

The proposed project may also maintain or enhance habitat for plovers. If the project bcaclies are 

occupied hy plovers, these birds may experience indirect effects from huinan activity as a result 

ofthe increased attractiveness of these areas for huinan recreation. One of the projcct purposes 

of beach nouris1unent is to maintain and enhance recreatjo~lal opportunities on Loug &ach 

Island. Human activities that may potentially adversely affect plovers include off-road vehicle 



use, unleashing of pels, fireworks, kite-flying, and removal oiwrack near plover nesting and 

feeding areas. 

Seabeach ama~anth may also be adversely affected by the proposed project. Proposed activities 

which may affect seabeach amaranth include beach nourislnnent~ which would result in the burial 

of plants and seeds, disruption of seed production and dispersal, and degradation of habitat by 

promoting vegetative stabilization, perennial succession, and competition. Indirect effects may 

include trampling ofplants and seeds by recreational activities, and removal of plants via 

mechanical beach grooming. 

EVALUATION AKD COMPARISON OF THE SELECTED PLAN AND OTHER 

EVALUATED ALTEWATIVES 

An exaluation and comparison of the selected pian to other plans was not requested by the Corps. 

Therefore, such an analys~s was not undcrtaken. 

DISCUSSION AND JUSTIFICATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 

MEASURES 

Coastal slioreline erosion has resulted in a reduction in beach height and width along the barriel. 

island arid accelerated deterioration ofthe locally constructed stone groins. Sand erosion 



calculations indicate that the entire study area has experienced a net loss of sand. except Atlantic 

Beach which co~~tinually accreles sand (U.S. Army Colys of Engineers 1998). The groins and 

jetties within the study area have deteriorated since their construction and are becoming less 

effective and increasingly susceptible to stom1 damage. From a shoreline protection perspective, 

the continued erosion of the barrier island combined with the low elevations of the protective 

beach benn exposes Long Beach Island to a high risk of catastrophic damage fiom ocean 

flooding and wave attack (U.S. Army Corps ofEngincers 1998). 

The potential damages incurred as a result of storms include structural damages to residential and 

coin~nercial properties, inability to cfictively evacuate the island due to flooding of major roads, 

and the tlueat to human life. The Corps' proposed project concentrates primarily on the benefits 

obtained by reducing damages to structures from ilooding occurring on the ocean beaches. 

However. the Corps recognizes that the island also experiences a lesser degree offlooding from 

the bay to the north, but is not addressing that problem via the proposed project. 

Through the feasibility study, the Corps seeks to develop an effective shoreline protection plan to 

address long-term erosion and provide acceptable levels of protection from the impacts of 

inundation and wave attack. In recognition that the regional economy relies hea\.ily on 

recreational beach usage, the Corps' study will seek to establish that a need exists for protect in^ 

and enhancing the Long Beach Island shorefront. 



As established in the preceding sections of this report, the proposed project is likely 10 result in 

adverse impacts to Federal trust species. This report has focused on the migratogr birds and their 

habitats, primarily maritime beach and dune communities, and marine intertidal m d  subtidal 

habitats, \vhich s u p p i  species which are highly imperiled or of high conservation concern: as 

well as priority hsbitats for conservation. The use of the proposed project area and adjacent 

habitats by these species and the potential impacts resulting from the proposed PI-oject are clear 

justifications to include co~~seivation measures in these plans, and to further evaluate fish and 

wildlife enhancement opportunities in the study area. Further, habitats in the proposed project 

area have also recei~ed special protection and status as critical conservation areas througii the 

NYSDOS designation as Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitats and inclusion in the SSER, 

warranting careful consideration of potential impacts, mitigation measures, and fish and wildlife 

enhancement opportunities. 

LIST OF MITIGATION RECORlMENDATIONS 

Mitigation Reconznznidutions 

The views and recommendations ofthe Service on this project are guided by its Mitigation 

Policy. This policy seeks to mitigate losses of fish, wildlife, and their habitats, and uses thereof, 

fiom land aud water devdoprnents. The Service's mitigation policy does not apply to the ESA. 

The term "mitigation" is defined as: (a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a eel-tain 



action or parts of an action; (b) ininin~izing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 

action and its implementation; (c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring 

the affected en\,ironn~ent; (d) reducing or eliminating impacts over time; and, (e) compensating 

for impacts by- replacing or providing substitute resources or habitats. The S e l ~ i c e  has developed 

mitigation measures for the proposed project impact area defined for the Recoininended Plan and 

the FWCA analysis area which are discussed below. Some of these measures involve ihe 

collection of data that was identified in this report as lacking or out-dated for the proposed 

project area. Further consultation with the Sei7:ice under the FWCA will be required following 

the implementation of these measures. 

This particular project is only one of many dredging and beach nourishment projects undertaken 

by the Corps (and others) along thc south shore of Long Island. Consequently, an assessment of 

long-term cumulative impacts of beach nourishment on local resources should be initiated in 

order to develop an adaptive long-term shoreline protection plan. Overall, more infonnation is 

needed on the impacts on bcach resources of various existing and proposed erosion control 

options, including groin fields, dune stabilization and berm elevatioil projects, and inlet 

management. Consideration must be given to the beach resources, especially the Federally-listed 

endan2eri.d seabeach amaranth and the Federally-listcd threatened piping plover, and associated 

ba) resources before these projects proceed. For this particular project, the Service recommends 

the follo\ving in each of the ecological communities iinpacted by the proposed project. 



The proposed project may have direct adverse effkts oil waterbird and shorebird species of 

regional concern in the short-tcrm and over the 50-year life of'the project. Protection measures 

for the State-listed least tern are provided in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (I SSja) and should 

be incorporated into the propossd project description. The following provide additioilal 

stmtegies for avoiding, minimizing, or colnpensating impacts lo avifauna and their habitats in the 

proposed project area. 

(a) Aclivities associated with bcach nourislimcnt, brrin and dune construction, and 

groin rehabilitation should be accomplislied outside the breeding season for 

Federally- and State-listed species. 

(b) Due to the lack of site-specific inforn~ntion on waterbirds, seabirds, shorebirds, 

and land birds, the Colps should fund a survey of' these species in the proposed 

project area, and Service identified impact arras. A sur\-ey program will be 

developed in collaboration with the Service as a compoi~ent of the feasibiiity 

study for the proposed project. Under the Transfer of Funding Agreement, the 

Service has the first right of ref~usal related to studies needed to fulfill the 

requirements of the FWCA. The Corps' Wilrni~lgton District has developed 

post-construction surveys for shoi-ebirds in some of their project areas (e.g., 



CZR, h c .  2003); however, pre-construction sur\:eys should also be conducred to 

develop pre- and post-construction data sets for statistical comparison. Un~i l  

such studies are devised and information collected and analyzed, final 

initigation measures for these species cannot be provided. 

(c) An indirect benefit of the proposed project will be the significant in~provement 

of opportunities for recreational beach use. As discussed in this report, 

increases in recreational use of bcaches can also result in increased adverse 

impacts to shorebirds and waterbirds that utilize these beaches and nearshore 

waters. To avoid or minimize recreational impacts, the protection of these 

species should be demonstrated prior to project implementation. This should 

occur by developing and completing plans for cducating residents, lando~mers, 

or beach managers of the lnanage~nent requirements discussed below, and, prior 

to project commencement, by obtaining a \vrittcn agrccment from residents, 

lmdovmers, or beach managers fol- full cooperation with the Corps and the 

Sei~ice:  or mutually agreed upon designated representatives (e.g. ,  the 

NYSDEC). 

( 4  Access to the project beaches should be provided to the Service, the Corps. or 

their mutually agreed upon designated representatives, to suivey and monitor 

waterbird and shorebird use areas. Access should be given during dayli$~t 



hours oil any da?;(s) of any given year at the required frequency to accomplish 

the purposes stated above. 

(e) Protection measures should be provided for that include the placement of 

s~mbolic  fencing around breeding areas to avoid or n~inirnize the impacts 

associated with recreational users. 

(0 Fireworks should be prohibited on beaches used by shorebirds or colonial 

waterbirds as breeding, foraging, loafing, or roosting areas. 

(%I The Corps should work with the laildowlers lo implenlent leash laws and 

dcvelop laws and regulations lo control cats during the migratoly bird use 

pcriods. 

(h) Feeding of raccoons. gulls, or other wildlife should be prohibited to minimize 

mortality of migratory birds. 

0 )  The Corps should ensure that the mined beach nourisllinenr sand 1s compatible 

with the sand that is now on tllc beach with respect to grain size, clay content, 

and orgallic matter. 



6) If the dunes are to be planted with vegetation, American beach grass sbould be 

planted I 8  inches on center from the southern toe of the dune to the dune crest 

to the northern toe of the dune. The Corps should also consult with the Service 

on other plant species that can be incorporated into the pla~lting scheme in order 

to increase plant diversity and heterogeneity in the proposed project area. 

04 Public access on dunes should be limited to wooden walkways over the dune in 

order to maintain beach grass beneath the walkway, and on the duncs. 

(1) Sand grain size distributio~~ should be monitored at the beach nourislment site 

before the project and inmediately afier project con~pletion. 

(m) Benthic resources should be monitored in the maritime bcach and dune habitats. 

The monitoring plan should bc coordinated \&it11 the Service. 

Nearshore nnd OJfshore Marine Subtidal HubitardMarii7e Inie~tidal Hnhitut.r 

(a) .411 offshore dl-edging activities should be coordinated with tlis NYSDEC - 

Region 1 in regard to the protection of resources under their jurisdiction. A 

primary goal should be to avoid dredging in areas which contain significant 

concentrations of the conxnercially important Atlantic surf clam beds. 



(b) Exposing and impacting various sediment types during dredging should be 

avoided. R4aintaining the sans  sediment type at the honow area ~vill  increase 

the probability that die same pre-dredging benthic assemblage will re-establish 

afier dredging. 

(c) Producing deep, steep-sided pits with littlc to no water circulation that may lead 

to silt and organic matter accumulation and hypoxic or anoxic condit~ons. 

should be avoided. B~oad,  shallow pits with gently slop~ng sidcs are less likely 

to exhibit these effects. 

In recognition of the seabird monitoring activities being undertaken by the 

Minerals Management Service on potential offshore sand reserves in other parts 

of the countly, the Corps sl~ould adopt a similar sampling prograin for this 

Federal trust resource. These suiveys will be nectssary to develop appropriate 

mitigation measures. Until these surveys are completed, the Service is unable to 

provide adequate mitigation measures to protect thesc species. 

(e) The Service recomme~?ds that the Corps develop a pre- and post-monitoring 

program based 011 the guidance protocols de\.eloped by the U.S. Department of 

the Interior's Minerals Management Senice (see Minerals Management Service 



2001) for finfish and benthic assemblages witllin the offshore dredging areas. 

The justification for their approach is the obseration that while benthic species 

abundance has been shown to return to pix-dredging levels, in some cases from 

1 to 2 years after dredging, species composition may be differem and the 

ability of fishes to use such altered assemblages for prey is uncertain. 

The]-efore, the purpose is centered inore towards irophic transfer relationships 

under lnodificd conditiom as opposed to chal~ges in the resident fish community 

(Minerals Management Service 2001). 

cc' The Corps should consult with the WYSDEC as to whether additional 

quantitative baseline surveys on the density and age distribution of surrclams 

should be collectcd to determine the surf clam resources within the offsliore 

dredging area. This information can be used ti] determine areas, within the 

dredging zone: that should be excluded from dredging operations, and will also 

enable the Corps to better determine the value of surf clam resources that may 

be impacted by dredging. 



(a) The construction of new groins at the easteni end of the project area sl~ould 

avoid adversely affecting sand accretion on down drift beaches west of thc new 

groin ficld. 

(b) If the Coiys determincs that new groin construction is ihe best alternative ibr 

alleviating sand erosion at the eastern portion of Long Beach Island, the area 

should be monitored in order to determine the effects of these structures 011 the 

beaches west of the new groin field, especially a1 Lido Beach and Long Beach. 

(c) The Corps should develop remedial action plans should the new groins be 

proven to negatively impact the beaches west of the new groln Gcld. 

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section 7(a)(3) olthe ESA, requires a11 Federal agencies, in consultatioil wilh the Secretary of 

Ihr Interior, to ensure illat any action authorized, fi~nded? or cal-ried out by such agency is 11ot 

likei): to jeopardize the continued existence of any species. 111 consultation ivit1-i the 

Service, the Corps shall utilize its authc~rit!~ to hrther the purposes of the ESA in the 

constrvation and recovery of listed species and the ecosystems on which they dspend. Ful.ther, 



50 CFR 402.02 states that the "effects of an action" to be considered during consultation include 

"direct and indirect ei'iccts of an action on the species or critical habitat, togethcr nith the effects 

of other activities that are intemlated or interdependent with that action ...." 

Based on our review of the proposed project, beach nourishment activities along the shoreiine of 

Long Beach Island have the potential for direct and indirect adverse effects on pipiug plovers and 

seabeach amaranth. Consequently, furlher Section 7 consultation will be required, as noted by 

the C o ~ y s  in correspondence dated. The Service submitted reco~nmendations in correspondence 

dated June 15, 7004, to the Corps for conservation measures which should be incorporated into 

the project plans to avoid and minimize porential adverse effects to these species. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND SERVICE POSITION 

Poie~riial Impacts on Maritime Bench and D ~ m e  Conznzunities 

The Service finds that implementation of the proposed projecl ivill cause adverse impacts to the 

ecological comn~unities of the maritime beach and dune communities. If inlplcinented in 

accordance with the mitigation recoinmendations provided in this report, these impacts can be 

avoided, minimized, or compensated. 



The proposed project will impact marine and terrestrial communities, resulting in the elimination 

and disturbance of invertebrate and vertebrate inhabitants of the nlaritime beach and dune 

communities, which in some c,ases, support species or habi~ats which have been identified in 

U S .  Shorebird Plan (2004) as highly imperiled or a high priority concern in the region. U'it11 

periodic nourishment scheduled over the 50-year project iife this may have some serious 

inlplications for the species using the proposed project area. However, the implementation of the 

avian and benthic resource monitoring program and mitigation measures provided in this report, 

will assist the Corps in offsetting the potential advcrse impacts presented in this report, b?; using 

the monitoring information to guide appropriate design and construction approaches. 

Potential Inyacis io Marine Subiidnl Co~nnzrr~~iiies (Offshore Dredging Area) 

Dredging sand fi-om the borrow area will result in the elimination of benthic invertebrate species 

and habitats, and colnmercial clam beds. Dredging will result in a sedimentation plume footprint 

that could cxtsnd up to 500 1-11 (547 yd) from the actual dredge site, causing turbidity and 

sedimentation both in and around the dredged area. 4 decrease in dissolved oxygen may result 

from the resuspension of organically enriched sediments, as we11 as with changes in the currents 

and water circulation within the borrow area itself. Recovery time periods are dependent on a 

number of physical and biological factors and vary up and down the Atlantic Coast. While 

species abnndance may return to conditions (which are also unknown) prior to dredging, 

conlmunit>~ changes may take place which could have implications to energy tuansfers up thc 



b o d  chain. Major concerns include the iinpacts of dredging on the surf clam fishery, impacts to 

seabirds, and disturbance to food chain dynamics. 

Potential Zntprrcts to Arinrirte Riprap and ArtrjicialShore Comnzuniti~s 

Tbc purpose of new groin construction is to stabilize the beach at tile eastern end of Long Reach 

Is1and, wl~ich may potentially enhance habitat for shorebird species which use rocky habitats alld 

wide beaches for breeding, foraging, loafing, and roosting. Flo\w~er,  new groin coilstruction can 

also trailsfer beach erosion problems to the west of the proposed new groin field. The Corps 

needs to assure the Service that this will not llappcn. 

Pofentirrl Znzpocts to Endangered and Tltreafened Sf~ecies 

The proposed project has the potentiai to exert both direct and indirect adverse effects on 111e 

piping plover and seabeach amaranth. Dredging and bench disposal activities during the plover 

breeding season have the potential to exert w t  adverse effects on the piping plover as a result 

of disruption of courtship, nesting, and feeding activities, and alteration of their habitat. 

Seabeach ai~iaranth may also bc adversely affected by the proposed project, which 1nny result in 

the burial of adult p lan~s  and seeds, disruption of srcd production and dispersal; and degradation 

of habitat by proil~oting vegetative stabilization; perennial succession, and competition. 



The proposed beach uourislunent may also maintain or enhance habitat tor p1ol:ers. If the project 

beaches arc occupied by plo~mrs, these birds may suffer indirect effects fi-om iluman activity as a 

I-esult of the increased attractiveness of these aveas for liun~an recreation. Indirect effects of the 

project up111 seabeach amaranth may include trampling of plants and seeds by recreational 

activities. 

Overall, the Service finds tliat implen~enlation oi'tlie pi-oposed project has the potential to result 

in adverse effects to fish and wildlife resources, as well as the Federally- and State-listed piping 

plover and seabeacli amaranth and their suppo~-ting ecosystems. In the case of non-endangered 

species; these impacts can be avoided or minimized by inco~porating the mitigation measures 

contained in this report. The Service recognizes the need for the proposed projec.1 and 

ackmo\\-ledges that beach nourishment can potentially maintain and cnhnnce habitat for breeding 

and non-brccding nligratory birds. 

The Service has recommended n~itigation mcasures which will avoid and miuimizc adverse 

environn~ental impacts ofthe proposal. Some of these measures involve physical and biological 

rno~litoring during various stages of project planning and construction, and over the life of the 

project. The Service has also reconmendsd sand grain size monitoring of the beach nourislment 

and new groin constri~ction areas in order i u  assess the impacts of beach nourislment on fish and 

wildlife habitat substrate. Tllc ~nonitoring plan will enable tile Service and the Coi-ps to 

effecti\dp e~aluate  potentid impacts for similar projects which may be proposed in the same or 



similal- areas in the future, and to assist in assessing long term cuniulative impacts ofbcach 

nourishment and dredging on local resources. 

The Service, as stated in our June 15, 2001, letter, has presented several I-ecommeildations which 

sliould be considered for incorporation into the project description in order to avoid and 

minimize impacts to the piping plover and seabeach amaranth. The biological assessment should 

evaluate these and other measures further. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT OPPORTL'NTIES 

The Service reconimends that the Corps develop construction techniques and approaches which 

will assist in creating optimal habitats for the avifauna species discusscd in this report. This 

should not be considered single species management, as the health of these species depends in 

large measure on ecosystems which are fuiictioning as closely to a natural condition as possible. 

As one example, the Coqls can collect information on the physical and eiiviro~mental 

characteristics of existing shorebird and rmtsrbird breeding habitat in tlie proposed project area, 

and look to replicate those conditions else\vhere in tlie project area in order to make the 

coiisti-uctrd hexhes and dunes more atlractive to those species. 

In addition_ ilir Srivice recommrnds tlmt the Coqs  participate tllrougl1out this project in the 

protcc~io:~ and I-estomtion of wetland Ilabitxs nhich support breeding and non-breeding birds, as 



well as fish and shellfish. in the back-bay cosnpiexes. h4any recosninendations related to 

accomplishing this task are found in the SSER Comprehensive h~l~nagenieiit Plan. The Service 

is interested in pursuing these and oll~er fish and wildlife enhancement opportunities ill the 

proposed study area, and is willing to extend the FWCA consultalioil under a separatc SOW to 

address iliese ideas in more detail. 
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Figure 1. Map showing location of Long Beach Island Feasibility Study Area. 
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Figure 4. Wetland desigmtions in the feasibility study area following Cowardin et al (1979). 









July 17, 1998 

Mr. F r d .  Sutomauro, P.E. 
Chief, Planning Division 
Environmental hsessment Division 
U.S. h y  Corps of Engineers 
New York District 
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building 
New Yiirk, New York 10278-0090 

Re: F-98415(DA) 
U.S. Army Corps aPEn&ers/NY Distri~t - Atlantic Coast of 
Long Island, Jones ldcr  to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Eeach 
Island, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project 

Dear Mr. Santomauro: 

'l'ne Uepartmenr of State t;c, completed its rcvieu. of the Corps of Eogin~rslNcw York District's consistency 
determination with respect to the New York State Coastal Management Program. :ogether with supportizg 
documen:ation, for the proposed Jones ldcl  to East Rockaway Inlet, Long k c h  Island Storm Damage Reduction 
Project. 

Based "?on the project iniomation submitted, the Department of Stats agrees with the Corps' consistency 
determination for this activity. This agreement is based on an understanding bemeen the Corps, this Department. 
and the Kew York Stare Department of Envimnmental Conservation that new modeling tools are available, that those 
modeling tools will be uszd Li moaitonhg studies of the u c n ,  an2 that i f  thow shidies indicate additional groins are 
n e c r 5 . q .  appropriate supplemental National Environmental Policy Act documentation and interagency consultation 
will b; ;snduc:=d in 2rds: :a z;dia. the proje2 accordg!);. 

%a& you for your cwperation regarding this maker. If you or your staff haw a? questions regarding tOis decision, 
p l c a s ~  call William F. Barton at (51%) 473-2469 or Steven C. Resler at (5lE) 173-2470, 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

This 4 i r  Quality Analysis involved ihe limited re-evaluation of air quality emissions as part of  

the Storm Damage Reduction Project for the Island o f  Long Beach, New York (Long Beach 

Project). The Air Quality Analysis is based on expected schedule and equipment needs of the 

project as  projected by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE), New York District and is 

conducted in accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards, and 

USACE requirements and methodology coordinated wilh the New York State Department of  

Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Bureau of Air Quality Planning. This analysis will 

be included in a Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) of potential project impacts to 

be prepared by the District. 

The Long Beach Project was the subject o f a  Feasibility Study, which was completed in February 

of 1995. Subsequent to that Feasibility Study: three design efforts were accomplished, including 

( I )  design of an extension for the easternmost terminal groin at Jones Inlet, (2) a technical 

reanalysis of  the eastern half of the project, and (3) a quantity update for the western portion of 

the project. In addition, there has been physical construction where the Town of Hempstead has 

upgraded the stone revetment along tile western side of Jones Inlet, and has also constructed new 

dunes in the vicinity ofthe western tertnin~ts ofthe project. 

A Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) is being prepared by the District, which will summarize 

all Feasibility Study efforts and present details of  the post-Feasibility design refinements. The 

LRR will include 1) preparation of a supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA), which 

summarizes the results and potential environmental impacts of post-Feasibilib Study design 

refinements and Feasibility Study efforts, 2) perform limited NEPA requirements that reflect any 

new refinements of the final plan, {vhich will be included as a companion document to the LRR. 

The air quality analysis provided in this report is being completed as part of the SEA for 

incorporation into the LRR. 
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1.2 Proposed Action 

The proposed project area is located on the south shore of Long Island from Jones Inlet to East 

Rockaway Inlet and consists of approximately 9 miles of oceanfront. The area has been subject 

to major flooding during storms, causing damage to structures located along the barrier island. 

Continued erosion over the years has resulted in a reduct~on o f t l ~ e  height and width of the beach, 

which has increased the potential for storm damage. 

The PI-oject would provide storm damage protection to the highly developed co~nmunities that 

are subject to direct wave attack and flooding during major storms and hurricanes. The 

recommended plan in the Feasibility Report, dated February 1995, provides protection against a 

IOO->ear storm event for 7 of the 9 miles of public shoreline between Jones Inlet and East 

Rockaway Inlet, including the communities of Point Lookout, Lido Beach, and the City of Long 

Beach. 

The Long Beach project construction activities associated with the project includes beachfill, 

new groin construction. rehabilitation of existing goins and rehabilitationlextensiot~ of the 

terminal groin in Point Lookout. These activities along with caristruction of various dune 

walkovers, vehicle accesses, boardwalk extensions and dune plantinglsand fence installation are 

expected to be completed in either a 4-year or a 5-year construction schedule which are currently 

under consideration. 

Specific construction items for each of tlie sub-reaches are summarized below. 

C i n  of Long Bcuch, h e w  York 

- Groin Rehabilitation. 15 groins in Long Beach are recommended for rehabilitation. The 

proposed rehabilitation consists of repositioning existing armor stone and adding 

additional armor stone along the seaward 100-200 feet of each of the groins. 

- Beachfill Placement. 5,741,300 cubic yards of beachfill will be placed using a hydraulic 

cutlerhead dredge. 
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- Boardwalk Extensions and Walkovers Construction. I5  boardwalk extensionsldune 

crossovers and 14 dune walkovers will be constructed. 

- Comfort StationILife Guard Station Construction. 5 comfort stations, 2 comfoit/lifeguard 

stations and 1 lifeguard headquarters will be constructed. 

- Vehicle Access Construction. 4 vehicle access ramps over the dune will be constructed. 

- Sand Fence Installation. 29,800 linear feet of sand fence will be installed. 

Point Lookout, A h v  1hr.k 

- New Groin Construction. 7 new groins are proposed for construction in the Point 

Lookout area. Stone required for the groin construction will be transported by barging 

from the quarry at Poughkeepsie, N.Y on the Hudson River to a project constructed 

docking area along Reynold's Channel on the bay side opposite the project. The stone 

will be rehandled from the barges and trucked to the project sile. Groin work is based on 

utilizalion of land based equipment with construction proceeding from the landward end 

of the groin crest out to the seaward crest. The inshore end of the groin will require opcn 

cut excavation in order to construct the design section. 

- Terminal Groin RehabilitationlExtension. Groin No. 58: the eastemmost terminal groin in 

Pt. Lookout, will be rehabilitated and extended. 

- Groirl Rehabilitation. 2 groins will be rehabilitated. The proposed rehabilitation consists 

of repositioning existing armor stone and adding additional armor stone along the 

seaward 100-200 feet of each of the groins. 

- Beachtill Placement. 1,379,600 cubic yards of beachfill will be placed using a hydraulic 

cunerhead dredge. 

- Dune Walkover Construction. 27 dune walkovers will be constructed. 

- Life Guard Station Relocation. 1 lifeguard station will be relocated. Relocation should be 

phased early in the project construction schedule. 

- Vehicle Access Construction. 8 vehicle accesses will be constructed. 

- Sand Fence Installation. 11,700 linear feet of sand fence \vill be installed. 

- Dune Grass Planting. 6.8 acres of dune grass will be planted. 
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The project is expected to conmence during the first quarter of calendar year 2006 and will be 

completed in either a 4-year or a 5-year construction schedule. The two construction schedule 

options were both considered as part of the air quality analysis evaluation. 

2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Air quality is measured by the concentration of pollutants in the atmosphere. Under the federal 

Clean Air Act (CAA) and its amendments, the US.  Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

developed criteria which represent the maximum allowable atmospheric concentrations of 

pollutants that may occur while ensuring protection of public health and welfare, with a 

reasonable margin of  safety. These National Ambient Air Quality standards VAAQS) were 

established for six "criteria" pollutants: ozone (O,), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 

(NOz), sulfur dioxide (Sol), particulate matter, and lead (Pb). Particulate matter standards 

incorporate two particulate classes: I )  particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 

or equal to 10 micromeiers (PMlO), and 2) particulate matter with an aerodynamic diametcr less 

than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5). Currently, only PMIO is rejiulated by the NAAQS. 

Arcas that meet the NAAQS standard for a criteria pollutant are designated as being in 

"attainment"; areas where the criteria pollutant level exceeds the NAAQS are designated as 

being in "nonattainment". Ozone nonattainment areas are subcategorized based on the severity 

of their pollution problem (marginal, moderate, serious: severe, and extreme). Particulate matter 

and carbon monoxide nonattainment areas are classified into two categories (moderate and 

serious). Areas previously designated as nonattainment and subsequently designated as 

attainment are considered to be "maintenance" areas. When insufficient data exists to determine 

an area's attainment status, it is designated unclassifiable (for attainment). 

The proposed Long Beach Project is located in the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island 

Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CRISA). The New York-Northern New Jersey-Long 

Island CMSA is designated as a severe nonanainment area for ozone (0;). The area was 

previously desicyated as a nonattainment arm for carbon monoxide (CO), but now is designated 
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as attainment for CO and therefore, the area is considered to be a maintenance area for CO. The 

area is designated as attainment for nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and lead. 

3.0 CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS 

Section 176(c) of the federal Clean Air Act prohibits Federal entities from taking actions in 

nonattainment or maintenance areas that would jeopardize the attainment of NAAQS or 

otherwise do not conform to the State implementatioi~ Plan (SIP) for the attainment and 

maintenance of the NAAQS. The CAA delegates responsibility to each state to achieve and 

maintain the NAAQS. 

Each state is required todevelop a SIP, which is its prin~ary mechanism for ensuring that the 

NAAQS are achieved and maintained within that state. The SIP is a plan which provides for 

implementation, maintenance and enforcement ofthe NAAQS, and includes emission limitations 

and control measures to attain and maintain the NAAQS. Within the state of New York, the 

authority to regulate sources of air emissions resides with the NYSDEC. The NYSDEC has 

developed re:.uiations that incorporate Federal air quality regulations in addition to state 

pollution control rules promulgated to achieve emission standards and control measures outlined 

in the SIP. 

Conformity to a SIP, as defined in the CAA, means conformity to the SIPS purpose of reducing 

the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS to achieve attainment of such standards. 

Each Federal agency depa~t~nent planning to undertake an action is required to determine if its 

action conforms to the applicable SIP. The U.S.EPA has promulgated two regulations to instruct 

federal agencies and departments on how and when conformity must be demonstrated, The 

General Conformity regulations (40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B) and the Transportation Conformity 

regulations (40 CFR 93 Subpart A). The General Conformity requirements apply to Federal 

actions except Federal highway and transit actions: uhich are subject to the Transportation 

Conformity regulations. 
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The Long Beach Project is a non-transportation project and is governed by the General 

Confornlity regulations (40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93) described in Detemining Conformity 

General Federal Actions to State or Federal Impienientation Plans (40 CFR Part 93). 

T o  focus general conformity requirements on those Federal actions with the potential to have 

significant air quality impacts, U.S. E P 4  established threshold de minimis emission rates in the 

final rule. A conformity demonstration is required for each pollutant when the total direct and 

indirect emissions from the Federal action exceed the corresponding de minimis level. With the 

exception of lead, the de minimis levels are based on the CAA's major stationary source 

definitions for criteria pollutants (and precursors of criteria pollutants) and vary by the severity 

of  the nonattainment area. A conformity determination is required when the annual total of 

direct and indirect emissions from a Federal action, occurring in a nonattainment or maintenance 

area, equals or exceeds an annual de minimis level. Table 1 lists the de niinimis levels by 

pollutant. 

Table 1. De  Minimis Levels for General Conformity. 

General Conformity 
De Minimis Levels 

(tons per year) 
50 
25 
10 
100 

Pollutant 

Carbon Monoxide 

* Applies to volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nltrogen oxides (Nos), which react in the presence of 
sunlight to form ozone. Thus, these ozone precursors (VOC and NOx) are regulated to maintain the ozone 
NAAQS. 

Ozone* 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Lead 
Nitrogen Dioxide 
Particulate Matter 
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Serious 
Severe 
Extreme 
Other nonattainment areas outside ozone 
transport region 
Marginal and moderate non-attainment areas 
inside ozone transport region 

All 
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501100 
100 

All 
All 
All 

Moderate 

100 
25 
100 
100 



Since the proposed Long Beach Project is located in a severe ozone nonattainment area and a 

carbon monoxide maintenance area, the following de minimis criteria would apply: 

. 25 tons per year of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or, . 25 tons per year of nitrogen oxides @Ox) or, . 100 tons per year of  carbon monoxide (CO). 

A Federal action that does not exceed the threshold emission rates (de minimis levels) of  criteria 

pollutants may still be subject to a general conformity determination if the total of direct and 

indirect emissions from the action exceeds ten percent of the total emissions inventory for a 

particular criteria pollutant in a nonattainment or maintenance area. If the emissions exceed this 

10 percent threshold, the Federal action is considered to be a "regionally significant" activity, 

and thus, the general conformity rules would apply. 

Regional inventories for the applicable nonattainmenttmaintenance areas for the project are 

summarized in Table 2, along with the "regionally significant" 10 percent threshold. 

Table 2. Regional Emission Inventories and Regional Significance Threshold Levels. 

I )  Inventories foi2007,66 FR 42479-42487, August 13,2001. 
2) lnvcntary for 2007, New Yoik Stvtc Dcpanmcnt of Environmental Consewation, August 1999. 

Pollutant 

VOC' 
N O ~ '  
co2 

Federal actions in which the projected direct and indirect emissions exceed either the de minimis 

emission threshold or are considered to be regionally significant must demonstrate conformity 

with the SIP. Conformity is demonstrated by meeting any of the following: 

e The action is specifically identified in the approved SIP; 

Note TPD- tons oei dav 

New York Metro Area 
SLP Emissions 

(TPD) 
722.8 
619 

2672 

The emissions from the action along with all other emissions in the area would not 
exceed the emission budget specified in the SIP; 

10% Regional 
Significance Criteria 

(TPD) 
72.8 
61.9 

267.2 

LIMITED RE-EVALUATION OF AIR QUALITY E~\.~SSIONS 
STORM DAhlAGE REDUCTION PROJECT 

ISLAND OF LONG BEACH, NEW YORK 

J d y  2005 7 Draj? Report 



For ozone (VOC or NOx), the total emissions are fd ly  offset through a revision of the 
SIP or a similarly enforceable measure (such as use of emission reduction credits) that 
effects emission reductions equal to the emissions from the action; or 

For CO, air quality modeling demonstrates that the action will not cause or contribute to a 
violation of  any existing NAAQS. 

4.0 .4IR QUALITY ANALYSIS iMETHODOLOGY 

The following sections identify the emission sources associated with the Long Beach Project and 

outline the emission estimate methodology for all the direct and indirect sources associated with 

the project. Detailed emission estimation calculations are presented in Attachment 1. 

4.1 Direct Emissions (During Project) 

Direct emissions are the emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are caused or 

initiated by a Federal action and occur at the same time or place as the action. In this case, direct 

emissions are those associated with gaseous exhaust of construction equipment operated at the 

site and both highway and off-highway trucks specified by USACE as part of the construction 

activities. Information on the types of construction equipment operated and hours of operation 

were determined using the USACE Tri-Service Automated Cost Engineering System (TRACES) 

software for construction costing and scheduling. Estimates utilized for this analysis were based 

on the latest November 2004 estimates for the project (Attachment 2). 

The emissions estimates were based on the total project. There are two construction options 

being considered for the project. Under Option 1, construction for the project would commence 

in the fourth quarter of 2006 and continue for four years, ending in the third quarter of 2010. 

Since specific information was not available on construction phasing and schedule, it was 

assumed that the elements of the storm damage protection project would be constructed in a 

piece-wise nature and the land-side equipment usage could be assumed to be equal on an average 

basis over the four year period. Marine equipment usage would commence with the second 

quarter 2007 and continue for 20 months, through the third quarter 2008. 
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Under Option 2, construction would occur over a five year period, with construction activities be 

conducted outside the "ozo~ie season" (May 1 - September 30). Thus, all construction activities 

would be conducted in the fourth quarter of each year and continue through the first quarter of 

the following calendar year. Construction activities would commence in the fourth quarter of 

2006 and continue intermittently in six-month increments through the first quarter of 201 1.  

Since specific information was not available on construction phasing and schedule, it was 

assumed that the elements of the storm damage protection project would be constructed in a 

piece-wise nature and the land-side equipment usage could be assumed to be equal on an average 

basis over the duration of the project. 

Emissions were estimated using USEPA methodologies and emission factors. Emissions from 

off-road construction equipment and off-higliway trucks were obtained from the USEPA 

Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission Study, 1991. Emissions for internal combustion engines 

utilized in air compressor pumps were determined from emission factors fiom the USEPA 

Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, AP-42. Load factors for conslruction equipment 

were taken from the USEPA Nonroad vehicle study and load factors for the compressors were 

determined from estimates provided by USACE (1999). Emissions were estimated using the 

following general equation: 

Off-Road Emissions (Ibs) = Power Rating (hp) x LF x EF (glhp-hr) x hrsl453.59 

Where, 
LF =Average Load Faclor 
EF = Emission Factor (gramlhorsepower-hour) 
hrs =hours of operation 
453.59 =conversion factor from grams to pounds (453.59 gramlpound) 

Emissions from marine vessels were calculated using US EPA emission factors for both 

propulsion and auxiliary engines from the Final Regulatory Impact Analysis Document for 

marine vessels (US EPA 1999) using appropriate load factors. 
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Marine Vessel Emissions (Ibs) = 

Propulsion Power Rating (hp) x LF s EF (glkw-hr) x hrsl1.3411453.59 + 
Auxiliary Power Rating (hp)s LF s EF (g/kw-hr) x hrsl1.341 1453.59 

Where, 
LF = Average Load Factor 
EF = Emission Factor (grarnihorsepower-hour) 
hrs = Hours of operation 
1.341 =Conversion factor from horsepower to kilowatts (1.341 hpikw) 
453.59 =Conversion factor from grams to pounds (453.59 gramipound) 

Direct emissions associated with USACE vehicles identified by the TRACES constr~lction 

equipment list were not considered. On road vehicle emissions (i.e. trucks, cars) are regulated 

under the Transportation Conformity Rule and therefore are not included in this analysis. 

Detailed calculations showing the annual emission factors are provided for all pollutants in 
Attachment 1. 

4.2 Indirect Emissions (During Project) 

Indirect emissions are those not directly generated by the action at the project site, but occur later 

in time and/or are further removed from the action itself. These may include emissions from 

vehicles used for the commuting of construction workers or the emissions from highway vehicles 

used for the delivery of material and equipment to and from the site. Emissions from these 

sources were not considered. On road vehicle emissions (i.e. trucks, cars) are regulated under 

the mobile source provisions of the CAA and are therefore, are not include in this analysis. 

There are no other potential sources of indirect emissions associated with this project. 

4.3 Post-Construction Emissions 

The conformity analysis should consider emissions that are reasonably definable and related to 

the project but occurring subsequent to the completion of the construction activities. The 

continued operation of  the storm damage control project does not entail any significant post- 

project emissions. The anticipated post-construction emissions associated with routine 

maintenance operations and checks on the project, would be negligible. Any repair operations to 
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the storm damage system would also be niinimal and would be considered to be a separate 

project to be defined when necessary in the future. 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS/DEMONSTRATION O F  CONFORMITY 

The conformity analysis for the Federal action considers the direct and indirect emissions of the 

general action. Conclusions of the air quality analysis for the reevaluation are determined by 

comparing annualized emissions to general conformity de minimis thresholds and to regional 

significance thresholds. 

Table 3 and Figure 1 summarize the maximum annual project emissions, direct and indirect, for 

the five calendar years which encompass construction schedule Option 1 for the project. Table 4 

and Figure 2 summarize the maximum annual project emissions, direct and indirect, for the six 

calendar years which encompass construction schedule Option 2 for the project. 

Table 3. Construction Schedule Option 1 Maximum Annual Emissions. 

Figure 1 
Summary of Projected Annual Emission Rates for 

Construction Schedule Option 1 
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Protection Project 

NOx, tontyear hi VOC, tonlyear 0 CO, tonlyear 
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Table 4. Construction Schedule Option 2 Maximum Annual Emissions. 

Figure 2 
Summary of Projected Annual Emission Rates for 

Construction Schedule Option 2 
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Protection Project 

NOx, toniyear 61 VOC, toniyear 0 CO, toniyear 

Annual emissions for Option 1 and Option 2 are well below the Federal de minimis thresholds o f  

25 tons per year for VOC and 100 ton per year for CO established by the general conformity 

rule. However, projected emissions exceed the 25 tons per year threshold for NOx from the both 

Option 1 and Option 2 construction. 

Table 5 summarizes the maximum average daily emissions for construction schedule Option I 

compared to the 10 percent regional significance thresholds. Table 6 summarizes average daily 

emissions for construction schedule Option 2 compared to the 10 percent regional significance 

thresholds. Average daily emissions were determined by dividing the total emissions by the 

number of days in the period assuming a six-day work week. Emissions from the project are 

extremely small compared to the regional inventory, and the project is not considered to be 

regionally significant 
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Table 5. Construction Schedule Option 1 Maximum Average Daily Emissions. 

Table 6 .  Construction Schedule Option 2 Average Daily Emissions. 

Tons per Day 
Average Daily 1 Regional Significance 

Projected emissions from either cor~struction schedule Option 1 or Option 2 for the Long Beach 

Project are not regionally significant but both options exceed the Federal de minimis thresholds 

of 25 tons per year for NOx. Therefore, NOx emissions from rhese activities must either be 

reduced to less than 25 tons per )ear or a formal conformity determination as outlined in 40 CFR 

93.154 is required. 

Emissions from the project may be reduced, for example by: 

1) Reducing the scope of work 

2) Using emission control technologies (e.2. ~ u r i ~ ~ x ~ "  Technology), 

3) Revising the methods for executing the project (e.g. using electric dredges); and/or 

4) Using cleaner burning equipment (e.g. speciQing equipment with engines meeting Tier 11 

or Tier 111 emission levels). 

Given the magnitude of the estimated emissions, it may not be feasible to reduce NOx emissions 

from the project to below 25 tons per year. If NOx emissions cannot be reduced to below 25 

tons per year, a conformity demonstration would req~~i re  that the USACE provide either (I)  a 

demonstration that emissions from the project are included in the SIP or ( 2 )  offsets for the 

project emissions within the same nonattainment area or (3) some combination of the above such 
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that there is no net increase in emissions of NOx resulting from the project. Offsets for the 

project emissions may not be required if the project is constructed entirely outside of the ozone 

season (May 1 - September 30) and with concurrence of the NYSDEC. 
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Attachment 1 

Backup Emission Factors/Emission Calculations - 
Marine and Construction Equipment 



TABLE 1-1 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AIR EMISSIONS 

LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT 
USACE NEW YORK DISTRICT 

I I Fmission Factnr omlho-hr 1 
Catesorv 

Off-hwy truck I 0.84 1 2.8 I 9.6 I 0.8 1 0.69 
niili.=r/211n~r I d l  97 11 n l  1 44 n 93 I 

. ----.,=......r .-- 

voc I co I N O ~  I PM I SOX 

Crane. 50T 
Crane. 85T 
Crawler 
Grader, GD 625A 

Air Compressor 1 1.13 I 3.03 I 14.06 1 1 I I 
1.26 
1.26 
1.26 
1.54 

4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
3.8 

10.3 
10.3 
10.3 
9.6 

1.44 
1.44 
1.44 

1 

0.93 
0.93 
0.93 
0.87 



TABLE 1-1 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AIR EMISSIONS 

LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT 
USACE NEW YORK DISTRICT 



TABLE 1-2 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED MARINE AIR EMISSIONS 

LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT 
USACE NEW YORK DISTRICT 

Description I Emission Factors (Propulsion), glkw-hr I I Emission Factors (Auxilliary), gikw-hr 
VOC I CO 1 NOx I I I I - -- A - .- 

PM - - VOC 
- 

co 
. - NOx 

. . 
PM 

Booster 
Hydraulic Dredge 
Work Tug 
CrewISuwey Boat 
Derrick@.) 

A 

u.21 
0.27 
0.27 
0.27 
0.27 

2.3 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 

IY 
13 
13 
13 
13 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

U.PH 
0.28 
0.28 
0.28 
0.28 

1.1 10 u.4 
1.7 10 0.4 
1.7 10 0.4 
-- 

1.7 10 0.4 
-- 

1.7 10 0.4 
-- 



TABLE 1-3 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED AIR EMISSIONS 

LONG BEACH,NEW YORKSTORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT 
U.S.A.C.E NEW YORK DISTRICT 

Category 
Emissions (tons) 

VOC I CO I NOx I PM 1 SOX 



TABLE 1-4 
SUMMARY OF ANNUALIZED EMISSIONS 

LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT 
U3A.C.E NEW YORK DISTRICT 

4-year Construction plan' 

'Landsideconstruction conducted equally over byear period 
Marine activities conducted over ZO-month period beginning 20 2007 through 4Q 2008. 



TABLE 1-5 
SUMMARY OF ANNUALIZED EMISSIONS 

LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT 
U.S.A.C.E NEW YORK DISTRICT 

5-year Construction plan2 

TOTAL 1 21.1 1 160.7 1 767.3 1 23.2 1 3.5 

TOTAL 1 21.1 1 160.7 1 767.3 1 23.2 1 3.5 

'Under 5year plan, all activities conducted equally in Gmonth periods outside 

"ozone season" (1Q and 4Q). 



Attachment 2 

TRACES Printout of Estimated Construction Equipment 



D \ 2  EQUIPMENT COSTS BID ITEM # 2 

DREDGE SiZE 30" Cutter-Suction 

l a .  Plant Description ...... 
. , ., 
P l c .  Prime Eng HP ........... TJ 

id. (?)Dredge El Gem HP .... 
Id .  Total 2nd Eng HP ....... 
le .  PlanlValue ............ 
I f .  Acquis Year ............ 
lg .  Pies Year .............. 
I h. Cost of Money Rate ..... 
li. Disc Money Rate: 

.* _ .  11. HE WofiedIMo .......... 
U 

2a. L4F .................... 
2b. Fuel Cost per Gal ...... 
3a. Ec Index <for Acq YP.. 
3b. Ec index <for 2004 x... 
4a. Mos AvailableNear .... 
5a. Useful Life (in Yrs) ... 
5b. Physical Life (in Hrs). 

5c. SLV Factor ............. 
5d. Pr Eng Fuel Factor .... 
5e. 2nd Eng Fuel Factor .... 
Sf. WLS Factor ............. 
59. RPR Factor ............. 
6a. Depreciation: 

6b. FCCM: 
6c. Total OwnershipNear: 

7a. Yearly Ownership: 

7b. Monthly Ownership: 

8a. (1) Hrly Pr Eng Fuel: 

8a. (2) Hrly 2nd En9 Fuel: 

86. (1) tidy Pr Eng W E :  

8b. (2) Hrly 2nd Eng WLS: 

8c. (1) EAF: 

8c. (2) Hrly Repair: 

Ed. Total Hrly Operating: 

8e. Monthly Operating: 

I I. MONTHLY RATE: 

12a. HRLY STANDBY ALLOW: 

12b. Gener Fuel Allovmnce: 

HYDRAULIC WORKTUGCREWISURV DERRlCK7JEL"NATER WORK FLOATING "'Unused"' 

5.200 0 
- .. 

200 0 

$2,154,000 $0 

1980 0 
-. - - .>. - - .> -. . - .>. . . .> 

4.000% . . . - .>. - - .> ... - ->---  -> . . . . .>. -. .> . .--- >- --.> - - ... >-. ..> . . . . .>-. - -s . . . . .>. . . .> 
3.200% .--. 2.-. .> -.. - -2--- -2 . . . - .>. .. .> ..- ..>--. .> ..--- >-. . .> .- -..>.. . .> .. .. .>. .. .> 

402 . . -. .s.. . .> . . . . ->..- .> . - -  -->. -. .> .-.-. > - - - -  > .. . . .>. . . .> . . .. -2.. . .> . . . . .>. . . .> 
1.150 ..-. .>. . ..> . - - - -  > - - - -  > . .--. 2 --.- > . .... > - - - -  > . .... 2. .. .> . . ... >... .> .. .... > .... s 

12c. DREDGE HRLY STANDBY: 571.89 

PIPELINE DREDGE ESTIMATE For Official Use Only Lmg  Beach Island Beach Fill 1 .XLS Page - 



Tri-Service automated Cost Engineering System (TRACES) 

PROJECT LNGBII~: L O ~ G  PEACH ISLRI~. NEW YORK - atlaxitic coast or ~ o o g  Island 
LRR Phase - .**Alternate Consiruction Plan." 

*' EQUlPMEliT BACKUP '- 

TIME 15:55:07 

BACKUP PAGE 1 

.......................................................................................................... TOTAL "... -.-..--------.--..-----.-------.-----.-.-- 
5RC ID.NO. EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTlON DEPR FCCM FUEL FOG TR IIR TR REP EQ REP TOTAL RATE UOUKS 

UEP A15ZOI0O 
GEN A2020490 
EP C05N4007 
EP COIAllOlO 
DEN C05Z2395 
EP GlSKMOO3 
MAP H258S005 
MAP H25CAO20 
MAP HjOGA036 
EP L35JDOO3 
MAP L40CAOO7 
GEN L5011640 
GEN PI024840 
GEN PZOZ4080 

GCN TI526570 
EP T25JD013 
EP T4ORSOO3 
GEN TIOZ6960 
GEtl T40Z?000 
GEN T40Z7035 
GEN T10Z7090 
EP TSOFO001 
CEN T50Z7400 
GEM T60Z7920 
GEN XMEZ9300 

AlR CObPRESSOR,1,203CFMI 100 PSI 
AIR H05E.3.0mX 100'L (7614MX 31MJ 
CR.MG,CWLR.LIFTING, 5QTI 65'800M 
Cn,ME,CILR. LIFTING. 85Tll60'DOOM 
DRYGLINEICL1MSIIELL.CRWLR. 2.OCY 
CRnDER,MOTOR. ARTIC. GD 62911-1 
HYD EXCAV BKT. 3.25CY. WITIPS 
KYD EXCAV, CRWLR. 24.640 Las. 
I X D  EXCAV.TRK MTD.0.75UCY.TB.6X4 
LDR,FE. CKWLR. 1.50 CY 
LUR.FE, WM. 5.50 CY, &RTIC. 90OG 
LOADER/HCK-UOEIII~. 0. BUCYIO.bM11 
P I L E  LEADS, SWIND. 26"N X B " D  

PILE HnMIIER.DBL. IB.1OUFT-LBS 
ROLLER STRTIC. 9 TIRES. SP.14T 

. . 
WEER. CRAWLER. 100-140HP 
TWICTOR.WH.FARM, 351-450HP. JX4 
WWr6R TANK. 1.000 GAL 
TRK FLaTosD. 8,X 12'12.4MX 3.7M) 
TRK FLATBED. O'X 20' (2.4MX 6.1MJ 
TRK FLATBED, Q'X 24'12.4MX 7.3Ml 
REN1 DUMP BODY. I2CY (9.2113J 
'rFIK.lWY, 4 ,  900GVN, 4x2. 112T-PKUP 
TRUCK. llWY 21. 0 0 0  (1I.IIOKGIGVM 
TRUCK. OFF-HWY. WATER. 600OGAL 
DRILL. AUCIR.  FENCE POST. TOWED 

LABOR ID: LNGBHI EQUIP ID: LlJGBtll CREW I D ;  LLIGOlll UPA ID: LNGBill 



Attachment 3 

Estimate of Particulate Emissions 



The proposed Long Beach Project is located in an area designated as attainment for particulate 

matter. Therefore, particulate emissions are not subject to the General Conformity requirements. 

However, construction equipment and fugitive particulate matter emissions for both PMIO and 

PM2.5 were determined for informational purposes. 

Construction equipment particulate emissions included both PMI 0 and PM2.5 contribution from 

exhaust of heavy-duty construction equipment used on-site as well as USACE dedicated 

highway vehicles (Attachment 3). Particulate matter emission factors for heavy duty 

construction equipment exhaust were taken from the Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission 

Study (USEPA, 1991) and AP-42 (USEPA, 1996) and are detailed along with the gaseous 

pollutant calculations in Attachment 1. Since particulate matter from combustion processes are 

typically very fine, it was assumed that particulate matter emissions from the heavy-duty 

construction equipment exhaust were entirely PM2.5. 

In addition to calculating emissions from construction equipment and vehicular exhaust, 

particulate emissions from fugitive dust from construction activities including grading and 

excavation were determined. Since fugitive dust emissions are generated on-site, they are 

directly related to the project and considered direct emissions. It was conservatively assumed that 

up to 2 acres will be disturbed at any given time due to construction activities during the entire 

project. Updated PMlO emission factors (Midwest Research Institute, 1996) were used for these 

operations. Emissions were determined by applying the emission factor of 0.1 1 tonlacre-month 

for each month of construction activity. PM2.5 emissions were calculated by multiplying the 

PMlO emissions by the particulate size adjustment factor of 0.2 for construction activities 

(USEPA, 2001). 

A summary of the total particulate emissions for Construction Schedule Option I is provided in 

Table 3-1 and for Construction Schedule Option 2 is provided in Table 3-2. A summary of 

maximum annual emissions is provided in F i g ~ ~ r e  3-1 for Construction Schedule Option 1 and 

Figure 3-2 for Construction Schedule Option 2. 
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Table 3-1. Total Particulate Emissions for Construction Schedule Option 1 
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project. 

Figure 3-1 
Summary of Maximum Annual Particulate Emissions for 

Construction Schedule Option 1 
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project 

PMlO, tonlyear BPM2.5, tonlyear 
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Table 3-2. Total Particulate Emissions for Construction Schedule Option 2 
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project. 

b 0 6  ,2087 ! , -A 
J 

2008 2009 2010 201 l / TOTAL 
Construction 

PM10 
PM2.5 

Fugitive 
PM10 
PM2.j  

Figure 3-2 
Summary of Maximum Annual Particulate Emissions for 

Construction Schedule Option 2 
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project 

Total 
PMlO 
PM2.5 

I I? PM10, tonlyear N PM2.5, tonlyear 

2.32 
2.32 

0.66 
0.13 
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2.98 
2.45 

4.64 
4.64 

1.32 
0.26 

5.96 
4.91 

4.64 
4.64 

I .32 
0.26 

5.96 
4.91 

4.64 
4.64 

1.32 
0.26 

5.96 
4.91 

4.64 
4.64 

1 .32 
0.26 

5.96 
4.9 1 

2.32 
2.32 

0.66 
0.13 

2.98 1 29.82 
2.45 1 24.54 , 

23.22 
23.22 

6.60 
1.32 



ESTIMATE OF FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FOR 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE OPTION 1 

LONG BEACH. NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT 

( 2006 1 2007 1 2008 1 2009 1 2010 1 Total 

Acres I 2 I 2 I 2 I 2 I 2 1 
illratinn lrnnnfhsi I 3 17 1 47 1 17 1 17 1 - - . - . . - . . , . . , -. . ., . - , - .- . - .- . - 
PMI 0 (tons) 1 0.66 1 2.64 1 2.64 1 2.64 1 2.64 1 11.22 
PM2.5 (tons) 1 0.13 1 0.53 1 0.53 1 0.53 1 0.53 1 2.24 

PM,, Emission  actor' = 0.1 1 tonlacre-month 

Assumes that a total 2 acres with gradinglconstruction activities at any time. 

 idwe west Research Institute. "Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. I), 
MRI Project No. 3855. 1996. 



ESTIMATE OF FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FOR 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE OPTION 2 

LONG BEACH. NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT 

PM,o Emission   actor' = 0.1 1 tonlacre-month 

Assumes that a total 2 acres with gradinglconstruction activities at any time. 

 i id west Research Institute. "Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. I), 
MRI Project No. 3855, 1996. 
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DEPARTMENT OFTHE ARMY 

NEWYORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 

NEWYORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

22 December 2003 

Environmental Analysis Branch 

Ruth Pierpont, Director 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation B Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau 
Peebles Island, P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, New York 12188-01 89 

RE: CORPS 
Long Beach Island Erosion Control 
Long Beach, Nassau County 
92PR24 16 

Dear Ms. Pierpont: 

The U S .  Army Corps of Engineers, New York Dishict (Corps), ispleased to furnish you with a 
copy of the draft report, Phase II U~ndelwa!e~~hzspec!io~z Of Seven Targets hn l7ze Eastern Portio~i Of ?Ize 
Long Beach Project, Nassau Cowzly, New Yolk This report is a continuation of the ongoing Long Beach 
Island Erosion Control Study that the Colps is currently undertaking (see project reference number 
above). 

The report investigated and identitied seven targets in the revised project area. The current 
proposed project is the rehabilitation and conshuction of four groins and the extension of the Jones Inlet 
jetty. Work undertaken for the repoii included: sonar and physical investigation by divers of the targets 
uncovered and a determination for the potential of National Register eligibility. 

Based on the information in the enclosed draft report, the Corps conc&s with the 
recommendations presented. Out of the seven investigated targets, five do not appear to have the 
potential for National Register eligibility, one was deemed to be deeply buried and therefore unaffected 
by the project and one, Target 50, appears to be eligible for the National Register. As Target 50 lies in the 
direct path of the Jones Inlet jetty extension, if the proposed project becomes the recommended and 
accepted project, Target 50 will require further investigation, a Phase Dl Archaeological Mitigation. If 
your office concerns with the findings in the draft report, coordination will occur with regard to the Phase 
I11 Archaeological Mitigation. 

Ll keeping with Section 106 compliance, the Corps requests a review of the enclosed interim 
report and your comments by 28 January 2005. If you have any questions, please contact the Project 
Archaeologist, Chris Ricciardi, at (212) 264-0204. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard Houston 
Chief, Environmental h a l y s k  Eranch 



I . New York S ta t e  Office of Parks. Recreation and Historic Preservation 

January 20,2005 

Cluistopher Ricciardi 
U S .  Army corps of Engineen -Planning Division 
Jacob K. Javits Federal building 
26 Federal Plaza- Room 2 13 1 
New York, NY 10278-0090 

Dear Mr. Ricciardi, 

Re: COWS 
Long Beach Island Erosion Control 
Long Beach, Nassau County, NY 
05PR00126 (formerly 92PR2416) 

Thank your for requestmg the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) with regard to the potential for thIs project to affect significant historicaVcuitural 
resources. SHPO has reviewed your agencies correspondence of December 22,2004 and the 
repolt "Phase I1 U~zderwnler Inspection of Seven Targels in the Eastern Ponion ofthe Long 
Beoch Projecl, Nassau Co~mly, New York - Dmji Repoit" prepared by Panamerican Consultants 
in December 2004. SHPO con curs with the findings and recommendations of that report. We 
have assigned Unique Site Number AOj901.000450 to the Marble Wreck Site, which has been 
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. We request that you have a 
completed archaeological site inventory form prepared and submitted for this site. 

Our review in included a review of the Mitigation Plan included as Appendix C of the 
report. W e  concur with the Data Recovery Plan presented, however we would like to request that 
a protocol for the treatment of humans remains be added as well as a protocol for disseminating 
the results of the investigations to the public. Public dissemination may take the form of 
publications, presentations, displays, web sites or other measures appropriate for a particular site. 
Please provide some discussion/options for this site. The revised plan should be included as part 
of an Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that will be developed to mitigate the adverse effects 
of project. Please contact me to discuss preparation of theMOA. 

Please contact me at extension 3291, or by e-mail at douglas.mackey@oprhp.state.ny.us, 
if you have any questions regarding these comments. 

Historic Preservation Program Analyst 
Archaeology 

An Equal Opportunity/Afhalive Aclion Agency 
" 
I> pllnied on iecycied paper 



DEPARTMENT'OFTHE ARMY 
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NEWYORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10276-0090 

RIPIYTO 
m r ~ N ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  OF 3 March 2005 

Environmen:al h a l y s i s  Branch 

Ruth Pierpont, Director 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation 6( Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau 
Peebles Island, P.O. Box 169 
Waterford,New York 121 88-0169 

RE: C O W S  
Long Beach Island Erosion Control 
Long Beach, Nassau County 
OjPRO0126 (formerly 92PR2416) 

Dear Ms. Pierpant: 

The U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers, New York District (corps), is pleased to furnish you with a .  
copy of the final report, Phase I i  Underwaferinspecfio~i OfSeven Targefsin i?le Eastern Porfion Ofn7e  
Long Beach Project, Nassau County, New Yoric. This report details the Phase I1 Undemater Inspection of  
targets covered in the Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) that the Coqs  is currently undertaking. This 
repori serves as an update to the original Environmental Impact Statement that was completed in 1996. 
At this time, thecorps is unclear as to whether or not the project will move beyond the LRR and into 
construction. If the Long Beach Project is to progress beyond the LRR, the Corps will initiate fonnal 
consultation for the creation of  the Memorandum of Agreement, as recommended, wiih regard to the 
Phase I n  Mitigation work. 

The current proposed project is the rehabilitation and construction of four groins and the 
extension of the Jones Inlet jetty. Work underiaken for the report included: sbnar and physical 
investigation by divers of the targets uncovered and a determination for the potential of National Register 
eligibility. The report investigated and identified seven !argets in the revised project area, with one Target 
(number 50) being identified as potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register for Historic 
P l a c e ~ i S h i ~ u ~ r c k s  and reconlmended Phase 111 Archaeological Mitigation for it. 

The Corps is pleased that your office concumd with the recommendation in the rcport a$ well as 
offered insightful comments to the future ofthe project. Once again, we will work with your office if the 
preject should proceed forward. 

Thank you, Douglas Mackey and Mark Peckham for your participation in the Section 106 
process for this particular aspect of the Long Beach Project. If you have any questions, please 
contact the Project Archaeologist, Dr. Chnsiopher Ricciaidi, at (917) 790-8630, 

q c e Q w  

Leonard Kousion 
Chief, Environmental k-,alysisBranch 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

REPLYTO 
ATIEEillON OF 

Enviro~unenial Analysis Branch 

September 12,2005 

Ms. Diane Rusanowsky 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Milford Lab 
212 Rogers Ave. 
Milford. CT 06460 

Subject: Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long 
Beach Island, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project 

Dear Ms. Rusanowsky: 

Enclosed is the Essential Fish Habitat report for the above project prepared in 
accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act 
of 1996 (PL 104-267). Please review the attached report and provide any comments 
regarding potential project impacts on Essential Fish Habitat. 

I look forward to working with you and your staff on this effort. If you should 
have any questions, please contact Mr. Robert J. Smith of my staff at 917 790-8729. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard Houston 
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch 

Attachments 



LONG BEACH ISLAND 

DRAFT 

EFH 



In compliance with Section 305(b)(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (1996 amendments), the New York District, U.S A m y  Cops  of Engineers, is 
providing this assessment of the potential effects of beach renourishment, the rehabilitation of 16 
groins and the construction of six new groins as part of the Storm Damage Reduction Project, 
Long Beach Island (LBI), NY on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). The renourishment requires the 
dredging of an intermediate borrow area offshore of the proposed construction location. The 
National Marine Fisheries Service has identified EFH within two 10-minute x 10-minute squares 
(Table 3). The study area contains EFH for various life stages for 27 species of managed fish. 

The councils, with assistance from NMFS, are required to delineate "essential fish habitat" for all 
managed species. EFH is defined as "those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, 
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity." The regulations further clarify EFH by defining 
"waters" to include aquatic areas and their associated physical, chemical, and biological 
properties that are used by fish (either currently or historically) and their associated physical, 
chemical, and biological properties; "substrate" to include sediment, hard bottom, and structures 
underlying the water; and, areas used for spawning, breeding, leeding, and growth to maturity" 
to cover a species' full life cycle. Prey species are defined as being a forage source for one or 
more designated fish species, and the presence of adequate prey is one of the biological 
properties that can make a habitat essential. Federal agencies that fund, permit, or carry out 
activities that may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with hMFS regarding the 
potential effects of their actions on EFH. According to NMFS, the contents of an EFH 
assessment should include: 

1) A description of the proposed action; 
2) Analysis of the effects (including cumulative) of the proposed action on EFH, the 

managed fish species, and major prey species; 
3) The federal agency's views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and, 
4) Proposed mitigation, if applicable. 

This EFH assessment includes: 
a description of the proposed action; 

= a description of the existing environment; 
a listing of EFH-designated species and life history stages for the three zones covered in this 
assessment; 
a summary of the diets and feeding habits of EFH species that are known or suspected to 
occupy proposed nearshore borrow areas in Long Beach; 
an analysis of the potential direct and indirect impacts of sand mining on EFH in the Borrow 
area; 

= recommendations for minimizing potential impacts; - a plan for monitoring changes benthic prey populations; 

This EFH assessment includes all pelagic and benthic fish habitat in off of Long Beach Island 
1,000 feet seaward of mean low water (MLW) and coastal and open Atlantic Ocean. This EFH 
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assessment considers the effects that sand mining and placement could have on EFH within the 
Long Beach Island borrow area and project. 

FIGURE 1 

?ro;ect History axd A utlrorization 

The U S .  Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New York District (District), is proposing to 
implement a cost-effective solution designed to restore the shoreline and provide shoreline 
protection for Long Beach Island, a barrier island located between Jones Inlet and East 
Rockaway Inlet, in Nassau County, New York (Figure 1). The Atlantic Coast of New York, 
Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island, New York Storm Damage Reduction 
Project (Project), covers approximately 6.7 miles (of which 6.1 miles represents protection 
provided by the selected plan) of oceanfront along Long Beach Island, including the Town of 
Hempstead (Point Lookout and Lido Beach), Nassau County (Nickerson Beach), and the City of 
Long Beach. ' 

In 1965, the USACE evaluated various storm protection options for the area and presented 
findings in the Beach Erosion Control and Interim Hurricane Study for the Atlantic Coast of 
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Long Island, New York: Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet (USACE 1965). Local interests did 
not support the plan and the project was terminated in 1971. Since that time, beach erosion and 
storm damage have continued in the area. At the request of the local interests following 
Humcane Gloria in 1985, the USACE conducted a Reconnaissance Study (completed in 1989), 
and subsequently a Feasibility Study (completed in February of 1995), to evaluate an array of  
structural and non-structural measures to provide flood and storm protection for the Long Beach 
Island area (USACE 1989, 1995, 1998, 1999). 

As a result of the Feasibility Study, several alternatives were evaluated and a final plan was 
selected. The plan, as presented in the Final Feasibility Study and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) for the Project, included widening of the existing beach with the hydraulic 
placement of beach fill material, rehabilitation of 16 groins at Long Beach, construction of  six 
new groins west of Point Lookout at Lido Beach, and construction/rehabilitation of numerous 
dune walkovers and dune access points (USACE 1995, 1998). The December 1998 Record of 
Decision (ROD) (filed in the Federal Register, January 1999) granted approval of the plan as 
presented in the 1998 FEIS and was signed on December 23, 1998. 

Subsequent to the 1998 release of the FEIS for the Project, the proposed alternative was re- 
evaluated. The re-evaluation was conducted to address changes to the shoreline since the 1998 
evaluation and changes in the Project scope (i.e., a reduction in the size of the Project area), and 
to address environmental concerns expressed by agencies and/or interest groups (USACE 1998, 
2002). Furthermore, this re-evaluation allowed incorporation of advancenlents in engineering 
evaluation methods. As a result of project re-evaluation, several modifications were made to the 
plan that was selected in 1998 and are presented in the 2005 Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) 
and subsequent plan modifications for the Project (USACE 2005a). The proposed Project 
modification is intendcd to provide a long-term, cost-effective so1ution for reducing erosion and 
maintaining the protective dune and beach berm in this area. 

When compared to the original Project that was presented in the 1998 FEIS and approved 
through a Record of Decision in 1999, the proposed Project modification includes several new 
structural features and activities that are in addition to those proposed in the original Project 
(Table 1). These include placement of a sand barrier beneath the existing boardwalk in the City 
of Long Beach, extension and rehabilitation of the eastern terminal groin, dune cross-over 
structures, boardwalk surface replacement, construction of a lifeguard headquarters in Point 
Lookout, construction of timber walls around: five existing comfort stations, two 
comfort/lifeguard stations and one lifeguard headquarters in Long Beach the extension of 
existing dune cross-over structures in the Town of Hempstead. However, the overall Project area 
has been reduced in the proposed Project modification and several structural features and 
activities (vehicle access ramps, new groins, dune walkovers, impacts within a 136-acre 
shorebird nestingforaging area) have been eliminated. As a result, the proposed modification 
has significantly reduced the area of fill placement and the amount of fill material required for 
the Project. Specifically, 170 fewer acres will be filled (i.e., approximately 104 acres in the 
upper beach zone, 35 fewer acres in the intertidal zone, and 3 1 fewer acres in the sub-tidal zone), 
the amount of fill material required for the Project has been reduced by 2,042,000 cubic yards 
(cy), and the amount of fill material needed for 5-41 renourishment activities has been decreased 
by 385,000 cy per yr. The Long Beach Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) and subsequent 
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plan n~odifications provide specific details regarding proposed Project modification componeilts 
(USACE 2005a). 

The District has concluded that, similar to the original Project, the Project modification will still 
result in some short-term negative impacts to water quality, terrestrial and aquatic habitats and 
the species that utilize the habitats. There also is a possibility that cultural resources could be 
affected, however, studies to determine potential impacts are ongoing at this time. In addition, it 
has been determined that the proposed Project would exceed the Federal de minimis thresholds 
of 25 tons per year for NO, air emissions. 

Impacts to other environmental resources in the proposed Project Area are expected to be minor 
and less than those that would have resulted from the original Project. Specifically, the 
modification will include the placement of unvegetated hard structures (buildings, groins, and 
beach access walkovers, ramps) in dunelupper beach, intertidal, and subtidal areas. These 
structures will permanently cover the substrate beneath the footprint and non-mobile benthic 
species and will limit the use of the area directly within the structure footprint for foraging by 
shorebirds and wading birds and some fish species. However, these impacts are not significant 
because of the followng: affected species will utilize other suitable habitat for foraging activities; 
the existing upper beach and dune areas in these locations are currently of relatively low value to 
most wildlife species and do not support any Federal or state-listed species; the direct loss of 
benthic species and vegetation will be minimal and would not affect populations; and groins are 
likely to reduce the overall rate of beach loss and erosion in the Project Area and will increase 
the forage base for many fish species by increasing invertebrate bion~ass. The changes in the 
conditions of the resources are not significant, and the proposed impacts on these resources as a 
result of the authorized project are not significantly different than those described in the FEIS 
which was approved for the original Project in 1999 (USACE 1998). 

The use of BMP construction procedures and mitigation measures, pre-construction surveys for 
swecies of special concern in the Project Area, post-construction survevs to monitor affects of - . & 

groins on coastal processes and species, and avoidance of key breedinghesting and spawning 
periods, will reduce potential for negative impacts. Furthermore, implementation of the 
proposed Project will have significant overall beneficial impacts to the environment and 
surroundin2 cotnmunities, including benefits to aquatic habitats and species, an increase in the 
availability of suitable habitat for Federal and state-listed species and a diversity of shorebird 
communities, improved shoreline stabilization and flood protection, and recreational opportunity. 

Based on a thorough evaluation of potential impacts performed for the 1998 FEIS and this EA, it 
has been determined that with the exception of anticipated high NO, emission levels, there will 
be no significant adverse impacts due to implementation of the proposed Project modification. 
Comments from agencies and interested parties have been addressed and all practicable means to 
avoid or minimize adverse environmental effects have been incorporated into the recommended 
plan. 
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Purpose of Proposed Project 

The purpose of the Project modifications are: 
1) To reduce the threat of future damage to the shoreline due to wave attack, recession, and 
inundation from storms; 
2) Mitigate or prevent the effect of long-term erosion; 
3) Provide an economically justified plan; 
4) Preserve, restore, and maintain existing ecological resources and habitats for native fish and 
wildlife, where possible; and, 
5) Preserve or mitigate for the loss of historical, archaeological, and cultural resources in the 
Project area, if present. 

Modifications to the Proposed Action 

The recommended plan for this Project includes the p re fe~~ed  plan (identified in the 1995 
Feasibility Report and subsequent 1998 FEIS filing) with post-Feasibility modifications as 
detailed in the LRR [USACE 2005al. The recommended plan provides the most comprehensive, 
effective, and cost-effective solution to provide s tom protection in the Project area. 

The proposed action is a modification to the Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to East 
Rockaway Inlet, Island of Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project that 
received a favorable Record of Decision (ROD) in 1999. When compared to the original Project, 
the Project modification entails an overall reduction in the Project area, which results in a 
reduction of 7,000 linear feet (If) of project area (12,000 if of fill area), a reduction of 2,042,000 
cy of fill material needed for initial beach fill and 385,000 cy per yr for 5-year renourishment 
activities, a reduction of 17 acres (ac) of dune plantings and a reduction of 43,000 if of sand 
fence. Specifically, there will be a reduction of 104 ac of filling in the upper beach zone, 35 
fewer acres of filling in the intertidal zone, and 31 fewer acres of filling in the sub-tidal zone. 

Structural components of the Project modification include the construction of 12 timber dune 
walkovers, 12 gravel surface dune wakovers, eight extensions of existing dune walkovers, 8 
gavel  surface vehicle acccss ways, two swing gate vehicle access structures, one timber raised 
vehicle access way, construction of 1 lifeguard headquarters, construction of retaining walls 
around: five existing comfort stations, two comfort/lifeguard stations and one lifeguard 
headquarters, construction of four new groins (three of the seven groins proposed for the Project 
have been d e f e ~ ~ e d  indefinitely, and are not part of the current proposed Project modification), 
the rehabilitation of 17 groins, the rehabilitation and extension of the eastern terminal groin, and 
a modification to the sand placement location in the City of Long Beach such that a sand barrier 
(instead of a dune) is placed beneath the existing boardwalk instead of in front of the boardwalk. 
Supplemental NEPA documentation would be prepared to address construction of the three 
deferred groins as appropriate. 

In addition to the decrease in the size of the Project Area and the amount of sand material 
required for the Project, when compared to the original Project, the Project modification would 
result in five fewer dune walkovers. one fewer vehicle access ramp, two fewer new groins, and 
the construction activities originally proposed within a 136-acre shorebird nestingtforaging area 
would be excluded from the Project. The proposed Project modification would, however, result 
.--, 
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in an increase, eight walkover extensions, 11,000 If of boardwalk repair, construction of one 
lifeguard headquarters, the construction of timber retaining walls around: five existing comfort 
stations, two comfortllifeguard stations and one lifeguard headquarters, the rehabilitation of two 
goins,  and the extension of the terminal groin. A comparison of components of the original 
selected plan and the proposed Project modification are shown in Table 1. 

Modification 
Beach fill material (for creation 41,000 If, some within 29,000 if, none ; -12,000 if 
of beach berm, sa orebird nesting area within shorebird 
a dune) 
Borrow area sand 
total sandfill quantity, excluding 
5-year .. . renourislur 
Dune plantings . . 12 ac -17 ac 
sand fence ., . . lf . . f 
Boardwalk extensions 
Dune walkovers (timber and/or 29 24 -5 

Vehicle access ramps (t~mber 
and/or gravel surface) 
Repair of exlsting boardwalk 0 
surface 
Reconstruct~on of lifeguard 0 
headquarters 
Construct~on of timber retaining 
wall around: existing comfort 
stations, comfortihfeguard 
stations, and lifeguard 
headquarters 
5-yr renourislment 
Rehab and 100 fi Extension of  1 (rehab) 1 
groin 58 
New groins 6 4 (7 proposed, but - 2 

3 have been 
deferred) 

Rehabilitation of existlng proms 15 17 + 2 
Impacts to shorebird 136 ac 0 ac No impacts 
nestindforaging area 

Table 1. Summary Comparison of the Original Proposed Project and the Currently 
Proposed Project Modifications. 
Component Original Project Project Change 

- 
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Beachfill 

This component of the Project includes the following: 1) a dune with a top elevation of +I5  ft 
above NGVD, a top width of 25 ft, and landward and seaward slopes of 1V:5H that will extend 
along the entire project area except where the City of Long Beach boardwalk is located; 2) a 
sand barrier with a top elevation of +I5 ft above NGVD, a top width of 25 ft, a landward slope of 
1V:3H and a seward slope of lV:jH, that will be located directly beneath the existing boardwalk 
in the City of Long Beach; and, 3) a beach berm that will extend 110 ft from the seaward toe of 
the recommended dune or sand barrier at an elevation of +10 ft NGVD, then will gradually slope 
to match the existing bathymetry (slope will be between 1V:20H in Point Lookout and 1V:35H 
in Long beach and Lido Beach). 

Approximately 41,000 If of beach fill and a total of 8,642,000 cy of fill material were proposed 
in the original selected plan (USACE 1998). However, the Project area has been re-defined and 
now excludes portions of Long Beach that were originally part of the Project area. The resulting 
beach fill plan includes approximately 29,000 If of beach fill that extends from Point Lookout 
west to the western boundary of the City of Long Island Beach. This modification results in a 
reduction of 12,000 If of project area and 2,042,000 cy of fill material. 

The dune construction portion of beach fill actions includes implementation of dune stabilization 
methods. Specifically, 12 acres of beachgrass will be planted and 47,000 feet of sand fence will 
be installed (USACE 2005a). 

Rehabilitation of Existing Groins 

Sixteen groins were proposed for rehabilitation in the plan selected in 1998. However, the 
existing groins within the Project were re-evaluated in the LRR (USACE 2005a). The groins 
were evaluated for structural condition, sand trapping effectiveness, and planfom holding 
effectiveness. As a result of this survey, a total of 17 groins were recommended for 
I-ehabilitation, including 15 groins in Long Beach and two groins in Point Lookout (Figure 2). 

Rehabilitation will consist of repositioning existing amor  s t o ~ ~ e  and adding additional stone 
where required. The restored groins will have an average length of 144 ft and an average width 
of 53 ft. Existing goins are on average 144 ft long and 33 ft wide. A primary armor weight of 5 
tons was selected for the new annor in order to match the existing armor (USACE 2005a). 
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Figure 2. Location of Elements Within the Long Beach Island Project Area 
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Construction of New Groins 

The selected 1995 plan proposed eventual construction of seven new groins (all 765 ft 
long and 70 ft wide) at Point Lookout (USACE 1998). Currently only the first four 
groins are targeted for immediate construction, whereas the remaining three groins are 
proposed for deferred construction as needed based on the stability of the existing 
weldment area (USACE 200%). However, based on subsequent re-evaluation of the 
area, some modifications to the original design of the four new groins have been 
proposed. The Project requires the immediate construction of a new groin field at Point 
Lookout that will contain four groins that begin 800 feet west of existing Groin 55 in 
Point Lookout. The four groins would be constructed with tapered lengths and spaced at 
an interval of 800 feet (USACE 2005a). Groin lengths vary and range from 380 ft to 800 
ft. Groin widths will be 1 15 ft. 

A determination to construct the three westernmost groins will be triggered at a later date 
within the 50-year Project life and be based on monitoring data (USACE 2005a). The 
criterion for construction includes a change from an accreting beach to an eroding beach 
in the area where the structures are to be located. The criteria will be evaluated based 
upon field measurements and analysis (USACE 2005a). 

Point Lookout Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension 

During re-evaluation of the proposed Project, the USACE determined that Groin #58 
(i.e., West Groin), the terminal groin in Point Lookout, required an extension along with 
the rehabilitation recommended by the Feasibility Study (USACE 2005). Accordingly, 
the District plans to rehabilitate the existing portion of the groin, extend the length an 
additional 100 feet (currently 200 ft), and extend the width to between 107 and 170 ft 
(currently widths range frotn 50 to 107 ft), in accordance with design specifications 
presented in the "1999 USACE Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension at Jones 
Inlet, Long Beach Island, New York Report". Extending the terminal groin may decrease 
the amount of sediment lost toward the inlet after the beach fill component of the project 
is carried out (USACE 2005a). It will also possibly retain additional longshore sediment 
transport without causing large changes in inlet dynamics (USACE 2005a). The median 
armor weight for the rehabilitated and new portions of Groin #58 is approximately 10 to 
10.75 tons (USACE 200%). 

Dune Walkovers and Vehicle Access structures, and Boardwalk Surface 
Replacement 

Several dune walkovers and vehicle access points and are proposed for the City of Long 
Beach and the Town of Hempstead (USACE 2005a). Construction of these structures 
will allow the public to gain safe access to the beach without harming the existing and 
enhanced dune system. 

A total of 12 timber dune walkovers (including 8 wheelchair accessible and 4 zigzag), 
12 gravel surface pedestrian walkovers, 8 extensions to existing walkovers, 11,000 if of 

- - 

U S ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - NEW YORK DISTRICT 
Lonq Beach Island EFH 



boardwalk repair. 8 gravel surface vehicle access ways two swing gate vehicle access 
structures, and one raised timber vehicle access way, are currently proposed (Figure 2). 
Originally, 29 dune walkovers (both timber and gravel) and 12 vehicle access ramps were 
included in the selected plan (USACE 1998). Extensions to existing walkovers and 
boardwalk surface replacement were not components of the 1995 Feasibility plan. 

Comfort Stations and Lifeguard Headquarters 

The currently proposed plan includes the construction of timber retaining walls around: 
five existing comfort stations, two comfort/lifeguard stations, and one lifeguard 
headquarters (including existing concession stands), and the construction of 1 lifeguard 
headquarters. 

Bird Nesting and Foraging Area 

The proposed Project modification has excluded Project activities from within a 93.4-acre 
ephemeral pool and a 42.3-acre tedpiping plover nesting area located in Point Lookout, 
near the Jones Inlet ebb shoal attachment point (USACE 2005a). Project activities were 
proposed within this area as part of the original plan that was selected in 1995. However, 
the USACE reevaluated proposed Project activities in direct response to concerns 
regarding shorebird habitat from Federal and State agencies and other interested parties 
(USACE 1998). As a result, construction of a beach berm and dune within the bird 
nestingiforaging area has been eliminated from the proposed Project to allow for the 
continued unimpeded use of the area as shorebird nesting and foraging habitat. Three 
new groins were originally proposed within the ephemeral pool and ternlpiping plover 
nesting area. However, based on a re-evaluation of the Project, construction of these 
groins has been deferred indefinitely, and is not part of the proposed Project 
modification. Supplemental NEPA documentation would be prepared to address 
construction of the three deferred groins as appropriate. No beach fill activities will take 
place within the bird foraging and nesting area. 

Sand Removal from Offshore Borrow Area 

An offshore borrow area, located approximately 1.5 miles south of Long Beach Island 
(Figure 2) between 25 feet mean low water and about 60 feet mean low water, has been 
identified as a potential source of sand material for beach fill and dune construction 
activities (USACE 2005a). Approximately 6,600,000 cy of material will he removed 
from this area. The original plan selected in 1995 proposed 8,642,000 cy of sand removal 
(USACE 1998). 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - NEWYORK DISTRICT 
Lons Beach Island EFH 



Figure 2 

Long Beach Borrow Area 
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Habitat Characteristics -Borrow Area 

The borrow site, where beach fil l  sediments will be dredged, is located in waters between 
25 MLW to about 60 ft MLW. The sediments at the borrow site have been found to be 
predominantly fine to coarse sand typically with only a trace of silts. The important 
biological resources of this area are the benthos and fin-fisheries. This habitat supports 
diverse benthic fauna, which serve as prey for demersal fish species present in this area. 
The nearshore area provides a migratory pathway and spawning, feeding and nursery 
areas for many species common to the Mid-Atlantic region. Additionally, phytoplankton 
in this zone is an important food source for filter-feeding bivalves. A sand faunal 
community is found in the proposed borrow area sediments. Poiychaetes worms and blue 
mussels are the most numerous macrobenthic organisms. The most import invertebrate is 
the commercially valuable surf clam (Spisula soiidissima). Additionally, gastropods, 
amphipods, isopods, sand dollars, starfish, and decapod crustaceans are found in the site. 
Important recreational species found in the borrow area include Atlantic mackerel 
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(Scomber sconzblrzcs), black sea bass (Cetztropristes sfriatus), winter flounder 
(Psuedopleurotzectes americotzus), summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus) and scup 
(Stenotumus chrysops). 

Effects on Habitat - Borrow Area 

The physical effects of dredging would be the removal of existing sediments resulting in 
a depression or significant bathymetric low in the seafloor that may persist for several 
years, dependent on sediment availability and current dynamics in the area. Fine-grained 
sediments often collect within these lows resulting in a modified habitat for bottom- 
feeding benthic species, plus a change to epifaunal species that favor finer-grained 
sediments. In estuaries or embayments with constrained hydrodynamics, reduced bottom 
water flow may result in lowered dissolved oxygen levels, as could an increased organic 
content of muds. This may result in finfish populations avoiding this zone. Additionally, 
during the physical process of removing the sediments, the loss of benthic invertebrate 
prey species may occur. Small motile and sedentary epifaunal species (e.g.,Pobdzmtes), 
would be most vulnerable to hydraulic dredging, resulting in decreased prey in this area. 
A dynamic commercial surf clam industry is located along the south coast of Long 
Island, including the study zone. However, a stock assessment of the borrow area 
showed low surf clam population densities (USACE, 2003). However, advance notice o f  
construction to fisherman should allow for a viable local harvest, thereby minimizing any 
financial impact to the industry. Additionally, allowable weekly vessel yields are tied to 
the NYSDEC-calculated stock size, maintaining a buffer population that protects both the 
resource and industry. 

Due to the nature of the water quality (typically clean well-oxygenated), hydrodynamics 
(good tidal flow and periodic wind-driven bottom waters) and the sediments (fine-grained 
sands with trace quantities of silts), there should be minimal localized turbidity or 
decreases DO at the borrow area. Additionally. studies performed in the Lower Bay of 
New York Harbor have shown the benthic cornnmnity structure is disrupted by dredging, 
but can reach a new equilibrium Within 12 months (Conover et al., 1995; Cerrato and 
Sheier, 1984). 

Dredging Operation 

The size of the offshore borrow area is approximately 1,194 acres; however, this entire 
area would not be needed for initial construction and renourishment operations, 
throughout the life of the project. Typically, dredging operations are configured to go no 
deeper than 20 feet below existing grade. Generally, dredging operations do not 
specifically contour slopes between the bottom contours, and the existing surface. Slopes 
are created by the natural slumping of material in response to the material type. As a 
result of dredging operations, the side slopes are expected to generally slope between 
1V:3H and 1V:jH. The configuration of these side slopes would not be expected to 
interfere with gear used in commercial fishing operations. Based upon the available 
material within the borrow area, dredging operations could be configured as 5 to 10 foot 
dredge depths, and still allow for sufficient material for dredging operations. To 
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determine the worst-case for impacts the physical, maximum area of disturbance was 
considered for initial construction 262 acres with a ;;-advance fill. 

The use of a cutterhead suction dredge will be the type of equipment used to gather the 
material and place it on the beach. There are two main components of a cutter suction 
dredger; the cutterhead and the dredging pump. The cutterhead, which is situated at the 
entrance of the suction pipe, is used to agitate soft materials or to cut harder materials in 
order that they may be in a suitable state for removal by hydraulic means. 

The cutters are usually rotated at between 10 and 30 rpm. and the rotary motor is located 
either directly behind the cutter in a submersible drive unit, or with the main power unit 
of the dredger. The dredging pump in the body of the dredger creates a vacuum in ihe 
suction pipe and draws the material up the pipe and through the pump. The material is 
then discharged by being pumped through a pipeline. 

When in operation the cutter suction dredger makes use of two stem spuds, which are 
arranged to allow the dredger to advance in steps towards the dredging face. In each 
dredging position the dredger is swung from side to side by means of side wires. The 
cutter suction dredger is connected to the shore by floating pipelines and this must be 
arranged so as to allow the &-edger to advance forward as far as possible without having 
to stop dredging. 

Effects on Designated EFH Species in LBZ 

Summary of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Desiznation 

Two 10' x 10' Square  Coordinates: 

r-- - 
/ Boundary i East South -!- / West 
! . < 

/ Coordinate 4 0 0  40.0' N 400 30.0' N 

I 

Square Description (i.e. habitat, l andmark ,  coastline markers): Atlantic Ocean waters wi~hin the 
square within Great South Bay affecting the foliowing: south of Jones Beach State Park, East Bay, Great I., 
Deep Creek Meadow, Sloop Channel, Cuba I., Big Crow I., Jones Inlet, Garrett I., Meadow I., High 
Meadow. SeaDog I., Baldwin Bay, Merrick Bay, Middle Bay, Island Park, NY., eastern Long Beach, NY., 
Point Lookout, NY., Wantaugh Bellmoa, NY., Freeport, NY., Rockville Center, NY., Baldwin, NY., 
Lynbrook, NY., East Rockaway, NY., Smith Meadow, NY., Pettit Marsh, western Hempstead Bay, and 
Oceanside, NY. Atlantic Ocean waters within the square within Great South Bay estuary affecting the 
following: Western Long Beach, NY., Hewlen, NY., Woodmere, NY., Cedarhurst, NY., Lawrence, NY., 
Inwood, NY., Far Rockaway, NY., East Rockaway Inlet, eastern Jamaica Bay, Brosewere Bay, Grassy 
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Bay, Head of Bay, Grass Hassock Channel, eastern Rockaway Beach, Atlantic Beach, Howard Beach, .I. F. 
K. International Airport, Springfield, NY., and Rosedale, NY., along with many smaller islands. 

-. ... . 

/Species / ~ g g s  , a r m  u n ~ s  r.du1ts 1 I I 
!.. - -- - . -- 

I i 
I 

j Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) I I i i 
j 

pollock (Pollachius virens) 

ore hake (hlerluccitrs albidz~s) 

.... 

yellowtail flounder (Pleuronectes ferrzrginea) 

American plaice (Hippoglossoidcs platessoides) 
.... 

ocean pout (Macro~oarces americanus) 

Atlantic sea scallop (Plocopecten mogellanicus) 

Atlantic sea herring (Clupeo harengus) 

monkfish (Lophius americanus) 

bluefish (Pornatomus saliatrix) 

long finned squid (LoligopealeQ 

short finned squid (1llc.x illecebrosus) 

summer flounder (Paralicthys deniams) 
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........................... 

(Stenotomio ch~ysopsj 
. . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . , -- I 

I black sea bass (Ce17tropristiu striata) '1 nla i I 

i I . 
[ ~ ~ f c l a m  (Spisida solidissimaj / n/a 1 n/a 

1 
i 
I 'I I 

king mackerel (Scon~beromorz~~ cavafla) 

Spanish mackerel (Scomberomorz~s macu/atus) 

cobia (Rachycentron canadirnij 
. ................ 

sand tiger shark (Odo~?taspis taurus) 

, - -- - ----- 
/ dusky shark (Charchar~nz~s obscirrus) 1 -i 

1 
I I I r I sandbar shark (Cila1-c/7ari1~usplunzbeus) 
I I 

i 1 tiger shark (Galeocerdo cuvieri) 
I ...... .. 

In general, adverse impacts to Federally managed fish species may stem from alterations 
of the bottom habitat, which result from dredging offshore in the borrow sites and beach 
fill placement in the intertidal zone and nearshore. EFH can be adversely impacted 
temporarily through water quality impacts such as increased turbidity and decreased 
dissolved oxygen content in the dredging and placement locations. These impacts would 
subside upon cessation of construction activities. More long-term impacts to EFH 
involve physical changes to the bottom habitat, which involve changes to bathymetry, 
sediment substrate, and benthic community as a food source. 

One major concern with respect to physical changes involves the potential loss of 
prominent offshore sandy shoal habitat within borrow sites due to sand mining for the 
beach replenishment. It is generally regarded that prominent offshore shoals are areas 
that are attractive to fish including the Federally managed species, and are frequently 
targeted by recreational and commercial fishermen. Despite this, there is little specific 
information to determine whether shoals of this type have any enhanced value for fish. 
However, it is reasonable to expect that the increased habitat complexity at the shoals and 
adjacent bottom would be more attractive to fish than the flat featureless bottom that 
characterizes much of the mid-Atlantic coastal region (USFWS, 1999a). 

US. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - NEW YORK DiSTRlCT 
Long Beach Island EFH 

- 1 5 -  



Since mining of sand in shoals may result in a significant habitat alteration, it is proposed 
that these areas be avoided or the flatter areas surrounding the prominent shoals be 
mined. Prominent shoal habitat was avoided as part of the borrow site screening process. 
This was accomplished by avoiding sites with prominent shoal habitat such as the 
"Seaside Lumps" and "Fish Heaven", which are considered important sport and 
conunercial fishing grounds (Long and Figley, 1982). Other physical alterations to EFH 
involve substrate modifications. An example would be the conversion of a soft sandy 
bottom into a hard clay bottom through the removal of overlying sand strata. This could 
result in a significant change in the benthic community composition after recolonization, 
or it could provide unsuitable habitat required for surf clam recruitment or spawning of 
some finfish species. This could be avoided by correlating vibracore strata data with 
sand thickness to restrict dredging depths to avoid exposing a different substrate. Based 
on vibracore data, dredging depths would be considered to minimize the exposure of 
dissimilar substrates. 

Habitat Utilization of Identified EFH Species for Representative Life Stages 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS 

Atlantic Salmon (Salmo solar) 
(Bigelow, 1963) 

Whiting (iL/erIzcccins biiinearis) H'abitat: 
!Morse ct al. 19981 Pelagic - 

continental shelf 
waters in 
preferred depths 
from 50-150 m. 

Red hake (Uroph,vcis ciurss) Habitat: 
:Steirnie --I-- et ai. 1998) May Surface - Nov. wafers, 

LARVAE - 

Habitat: 
Pelagic 
continental shelf 
waters in 
preferred depths 
from 50-130 m. 
(Morse el al. 
1998) 

Habitat: 
Surface waters, 
May -Dec. 
Abundant in 
mid-and outer 
continental shelf 
of Mid-Atl. 
Bight. 
Prey: copepods 
and other 
microcmstaceas 
under floating 
eelgrass or 
algae. 

JUVENILES 

Habitat: 
Bodom (silt- 
sand) nearshore 
waters in 
preferred depths 
from 150-270 rn 
in spring and 
25-75 rn in fall. 
Prey: fish, 
CmStaceanS 
(euphasids, 
shrimp), and 
squids (Morse et 
a!. 1998) 
Habitat: 
Pelagic a1 15-30 
m and bottom at 
35-40 m. Young 
inhabit 
depressions on 
open seabed. 
Olderjuveniles 
inhabit shelter 
provided by 
shells and shell 
fragments. 
Prey: small 
benthic and 
pelagic 

ADULTS I 
Habitat Peiagc m Mid- /I 
Aflantic 
Prey: herring, alewives, smelts. 
capelin, small mackerel, sand 
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'ollock (Pollach~us wrens) 
Faha): 1998) 

Minter Flounder 
Pscudopleuronsctes americanus) 
Pereira et. al., 1998) 

llantic mackerel (Scon~ber 
:om bus) 

EGGS - 

iabitat: 
Been reported 
s sand, 
nuddy sand. 
nud and 
,ravel, 
llhough sand 
eems to  be 
x lnost 

abitat: 
urface waters 
70 m. Feb- 
dy; Sept-Nov. 

abitat: Eggs 
iagic. diitrlbuted 

Habitat: 
arvae are 
found inshore 
Prey:Nauplii, 
nvcrtebrate 

labitat: 
i i t i~l lv  in 
elagic waters, 
Ten bottom 
70m,. May- 
uly and Oct- 
lov. 
rey: copepods 
nd other 
3oplankton 

:ahitat: Most 
rtiibuted at dep:hs 
m 10-130m, 
;"ally at 
50 m. Depth 
iricr diurnally, 

JUVENILE, ADULTS 
crustaceans 
(decapod 
shrimp, cmbs, 
mysids, 
kphasiids, and 
amphipods) an1 

golychaetes). 
Habitat: Botlon 
(rocks, pebbles, c 
gravel) winter for 
Mid-Atlantic 
Prey: shellfish, 
crabs, and other 
crustacCms 
(arnphipods) and 
polychaetes, squii 
and Brh (capelin 
edfish, henins, 
plaice, haddock 
Habitat: Y o u n ~  
of the year 
(YOY) are 
demersal, 
nearshore low 
(primarily inlets 
and coves) 
energy shallows 
with sand, 
muddy sand, 
mud and gravel 
bottoms. 
Prey: YOY 
Amphipods and 
annelids JiJV - 
Sand dollar, 
Bivalve siphons, 
4nnelids, 
4mphipods 

-fabitat: 
3onom (line 
;ands) 5-125m 
n depth, in 
  ear shore bays 
md estuaries 
rss than 75 m 
Prey: small 
NStaceanS 
mysids and 
lecapod shrimp) 
tolychaetes and 
arious fish 
~ r ~ a e  
labitat: Depth 
ariei seasonally. 
ffshoic in full, 
tost abundant at - 
3-40 m, range 
om 0-320 m. in 

Habitat: Demersal offshore (i 
spring) except when spawning 
where they are in shallow 
inshore waters (fall). 
Prey: Amphipods, Polychaetc 
Bivalves or siphons, Capelin 
:ggs, Crustaccans 

labitat: Bottom (line sands). 
eak spawning in May,  in 
earshore bays and estuaries 
:ss than 75 m 
'rey: small crustaceans 
nysids and decapod s h r i m ~ i  . , 
oiychactes and darious fish 
rvae 

abitat: Depth changer 
;lionally, 
i h a p  wllilenced by prey 
ahbiliry. Fall: 10-340 . 50% 8: 60-80 m. 
inter. - 50% a! 20-30 m. 
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MANAGED SPECIES 

4tlantic sca herring (Clupeo 
iarerigiis) 
Rcid el al., 1998) 

mkfish (Lophius anzericanim) 
Steimie et al., 1998) 

3luefish (Pomatonms saitotrix) 

.ong finned squid (Loiigopeaiei) 

EGGS 
deoth varies with 
seaan, egg 
diameter, 
thermocline. 

Habitat: 
Surface waters, 
Mar. - Sept. 
peak in June in 
upper water 
column of inner 
to mid 
continental sliclf 

LARVAE - - 
aka with age 
and with 
thermocline; ie., 
newly hatched 
lawac found 
between 5-10 m 
during the day, 
however, as they 
grow they're at 
dcpiiis closer to the 
surface. 

Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
n depths of  15 - 
1000 m along 
nid-shelf also 
bund in surf 
cone 
"rey: 
cooplankton 
copepods, 
:rustacean 
arvae, 
:haetognaths) 

JUVENILES ADULTS 
winter, 50-70 m. 
Spring, although 
dispersed thiaugii 
water column, 
concentrated 30-90 
m. Move highcr in 
summer to 20-50 m 
rnnge From 0-2iOm 

Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
and bottom, c 
IOCand 15-l3C 
n depths 
Prey: 
zooplankton 
:copepods, 
jecapod larvae, 
:irriped larvae, 
:ladocerans, and 
~elecypod 
arvae) 

Iabitat: 
'elagic waters 
icontinental 
helfand in Mid 
\tlantic 
stuaries from 
Aay-Oct. 
labitat: Inhnbit 
pper I0 m at 
epths 
f50-I00 m an 
3ntin:ntal 
?ell Found iil 

3aIa1 
\shore waters in 
mngJfaIl, 
irshoie in winter. 0 

M>grate to 
surface at niaht. 
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Spring, dawn to 380 m, - 
25% at 60-1 70 rn 
Summer: > 60% at 50-70 
m. Larger fish dccptithan 
smaller ones. Distribution 
may also be coirelatcd 
with dawnwelling ei,enir 
and onshore advection of 
warm surface water. 

bottom habitats; 
Prey: chaetognath, 
euohausiids, pteropods and 
copepods. 

Habitat :  Pelagic waters; founr 
in Mid Atlantic estuaries April 
- Oct. 



MANAGED SPECIES 

Short t inned  squid (Illex 
lecebrosus) 
4llantic butterfish (Peprilas 
'ricnnfhusj 

jummer f lounder  (Paraiicthys 
ientafzfsi 

<cup  (Stenoromus chiysopsj 

3lack sea  bass  lCeiitrop~isfns 

EGGS 

]/a 

' jabi tat :  
lurf8ce watcri 
iom continen 
hclfinlo estu, 
ind bays; 
:oilected to ab 
iO m deep in s 
valers. Comm 
n high salinio 
:one ofestuari 
md bays from 
hiough VA. 
dARMAP 
iurvey: collec 
n surface wart 
n IO- 1250 m 
" a m  

LARVAE 

l ab i t a t :  
iurface waters 
iom continental 
lheif into estuaries 
;nd bays; 
oilected to about 
80 m deep in rhclf 
vaters; common 
n high salinily 
one of estuaries 
nd bays; may 
pend day dccper 
7 the water 
olumn and 
~igrate to the 
urface at night. 
4ARMAP 
urvey: collected 
i surface wvlers 
i water 10-1750 
I deep. 

JUVENILES 
dona1 raihei 
than ventral 
surface, indicatin: 
a change iiom 
inhabiting surface 
watcrs to derneisa 
lifeilyle. 
Prey: Primary 
pity varies with 
size: < 4.0 cm: 
plankton, 
coprpods; 
4 1 - 6 0  cm: 
euphauiiids. 
arrow worms; 
6.1-10.0 cm: 
crabs. p~lychaetes 
shrimp. 
Cannibalism 
observed in 
specimens larger 
than 5 cm ML 
(small lilm 
iilecebroms 
were found in 49 
31 322 
Lolrgo stomachs). 

Habitat: 
W a g i c  waters 
n 1 0 - 3 6 0 m  
?my: Feed mainly 
1" 

~lanktanic prey, 
ncluding 
haliaceans, 
.quidi. eopepods. 
unphipods. 
Iccapodr, 
:xlcntcrates, 
,olychaetcr, rmnll 
ishes, and 
tenophores. 

iabi tat :  
Iemersal waters 
mud and sandy 
ubstrates) 

fabitat: 
)emersal waters 

labitat: 

shelf; intocoastal bays and 
estuaries; Conlmon in inshore arcas 
including the surf zone, and i n  higt 
sal~nity and mixed salinity zones oj 

bays and esluarics. NEFSC Trawl 
Survey: collected on continental 
shelf in 10-360 rn of water; most 
collected in < I80 m. 
Prey: Feed mainly on 
olanktonicoiev. including . .. 
thalinceans, squids, copepods, 
amphipads, dscapods, 
coelenterates, polychaetes, small 
fishes, and ctenophores. 

Habitat :  Demersal \ ta lers  
(mud and sandy substrates). 
Shallow coastal areas  in warm 
months, offshore in cold 
months 
Habitat :  Demersal waters  
offshore from Nov - Apri l  

Habitat :  Dcniersal waters over  
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- - 
MANAGED SPECIES EGGS 

.trials) 

lcran quahog (Ariica islondicai 
$iny dogfish /Squaiiis acanthiasi 
Cing mackerel (Sconzber.omonu 
:avaliai 

jpanisli mackerel (Sconzbero,iio~-us 
socnlolesl 

nla 
nia 
Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
proiilc rocky 
bonom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surfto the shelf 
break zone. 
Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surfto the shelf 
break zone. 

3 a t o r y  
Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
rvaters from the 
surfto the shelf 
break zone. 

LARVAE 

Habitat: 
Shallow coastal 
waters, bottom 
or demersal 
nia 
nia 
Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone 
Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters froin the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone. 
Migratory 
Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bonom and 
banier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surfto the shelf 
break zone. 

JUVENILES 

Demersai water 
over rough 
bottom. shellfis 
and eelgrass 
beds, nian-madt 
Structures in 
sandy-shelly 
areas and 
winterc off 
shore at depths 
of 1-38 ni in 
shell beds and 
shell patches 

Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and oCFshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone 
Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
md offshore 
,us, high 
xofile rocky 
,onom and 
lanier island 
man-side 
mters from the 
iurflo the shelf 
,re& zone. 
Mipator?. 
Sabitat: 
'elagic waters 
~ i l h  sandy 
;heals of capes 
md offshore 
1ars, high 
xofile rocky 
mttom and 
~arrier island 
xean-side 
uaters from the 
:urfto the shelf 
,real; zone. 

U S .  ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS -NEW YORK DISTRICT 
Long Beach Island EFH 

depths of 25-50 m it1 shell beds 
and shell patches. 

sandy shoals of caoss and 
offscore bars, high' profile 
rocky bottom and barrier island 
ocean-side waters from the surf i 
to the shelf break zone I 

sandy shoals of capes and 
iffshore bars, high profile 
ncky bonom and barrier island 
xean-side waters rrom the surf 
o the shelf break zone. 
vligratoly 

-labitat: Pelagic waters with 
andy shoals of capes and 
~ffshore bars, high profile 
ocky bottom and barrier island 
man-side waters from the surf 
o the shelf break zone. 
Aigratory 



MANAGED SPECIES 

h s k y  shark /C/zarcharinns 

Sandbar shark (Ciiarclzarinus 
himbeiis) 

riger shark (Galeocerdo cnvierij 

A l e  skate (Leucoraja erinacea) 
NEFMC 2004) 

Minter skate (Leucoraja ocellata) 
NEFMC 2004) 

EGGS 

Migratory 

LARVAE - 
Mirratory 
Habitat: 
Shallow coastal 
waters 
Habitat: 
Shallow coastal 
waters 
Habitat: 
Shallow coastal 
#aters 

JUVENILES 

Migratory 

Habitat: 
Coastal and 
pelagic waters 
Habitat: 
Shallow coastal 
waters 

Habitat: botion 
habitats with a 
sandy or 
gravelly 
substrate or 
mud, generally 
found from the 
shore to 137 
meters, with the 
highest 
abundance from 
73-91 meters. 
Most juveniles 
are found 
between 4- 
l5OC 
sand and gravel 
or mud. 
shoreline to 
about 400 
meters and are 
nost abundant 
~t depths less 
:han I l l meters. 
The temperature 
ange for these 
skates is from - 
1.20C to around 
!10C, with 
nost found from 
1-16 n c ,  
iepending on 
he season. 

ADULTS 

Habitat: Sliallow coastal 
waters 

Habitat: This s h a r h  inhabits 
coastal waters close to shore to 
outer continental shelf and 
offshore including oceanic - 
island groups. 
Habitat: bottom habitats with ; 

sandy or gravelly substrate or . - 
mud within ihe same range as 
the juveniles 

Habitat: sand and gravel or 
mud substrate.found shoreline 
to 371 iiictcrs, but are most 
abundant at less than 1 I I 
meters. The temperature range 
is also very similar, with a 
range from -1.2 OC to around 
20 b c ,  with most found from 
5-15 OC. 

Biological impacts on EFH are more indirect involving the temporary loss of benthic 
food prey items or food chain disruptions. The following table provides a brief 
description of direct or indirect impacts on the designated Federally managed species and 
their EFH with respect to their life stage within the designated EFH squares that 
encompasses the entire project impact area. 

As discussed in the Section, there are a number of Federally managed fish species where 
essential fish habitat (EFH) was identified for one or more life stages within the project 
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impact areas. Fish occupation of waters within the project impact areas is highly variable 
spatially and temporally. Some of the species are strictly offshore, while others may 
occupy both nearshore and offshore waters. In addition, some species may be suited for 
the open ocean or pelagic waters, while others may be more oriented to bottom or 
demersal waters. This can also vary between life stages of Federally managed species. 
Also, seasonal abundances are highly variable, as many species are highly migratory. 

Table 2 -Direct and Indirect Impacts on Identified EFH Species for Representative 
Life Stages 

MANAGED SPECIES 
I .  Atlantic Salmon (Siibno soiar) 

I. Whiting (Mcrlucciur bllinearii) 

I .  Red hake (Uropliycis cliussj 

I. Pollock [Pollachius virens) 

EGGS 

Eggs arc 
pelazic and are 
:oncentrated in 
depth of50 - 
I50 mcters, 
:herefore no 
iirect or 
mdirect effccts 
rre erpccted. 

Zggs occur in 
;urfaee waleis; 
herefore, no 
iirect or 
ndirect effects 
 re expected. 

.awae are pelagic and 
ire concentrated in 
iepth of50-150 
ncters, therefore no 
lirect or indirect effects 
r e  expected. 

.=Wac occur in surface 
raters; therefore. no 
liieci or indirect cfftcts 
re cnpcctrd. 

Xrcct: Occur near 
m o m .  Physical 
labitat in borrow site 
hould remain hacically 
imilar to pie-dredge 
:onditions However. 
ome monality of 
uveniler could he 
xpected from 
ntrainment into the 
liedge. 
ndirect: Temporary 
isruption ofhenthic 
ood prev oromirms 
lirect: PII~ZICBI Ihbitat 
1 borrow siteshould 
:main basically similar 
I pie-dredge 
onditians. Howevcr, 
m e  mortality of 
weniles could be 
xpected from 
ntrainment into the 
iedge. 
ndirect: Tzmporaly 
isruntion of benthic 
md prey organisms. 
lirert: Physical habitat 
I harrow site should 
:main basically similar 
I pm-dredge 
mditions. However, 
m e  monolib of 
iveniles could be 
rpeclcd from 
ilrainnient into the 
redge. 
m m p o i a r y  
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nigratory, therefore nc 
idverse impacts are 
mticipated. 
ndirect impacts: 
dinar indirect adverse 
:ffects on food chain 
hrough disruption of 
~ n l h i c  community, 
Iowever, salmon are 
~ighly migratory 



MANAGED SPECIES 

5, Wintcr flounder 
(Pseudoplc~rionec!er omcricanns) 

6. Windowpane floundci (Scopilialnitcs 
ayuosas) 

7. Arlvntic Mackerel (Scomber 
scombnr~ 

8. Atlantic sea herring (Clcipeo 
hore,rgim) 

- 
EGGS 

E g g  are 
demeirai in 
very shallow 
waters of coves 
and inlets in 
Spring. 
Dredging may 
have some 
effect on eggs i 
construction 
occurs during 
Spring. 

Eggs occur in 
surface waters: 
therefore, no 
direct or 
indirect effects 
are expected. 

Dircct 
Impacts: Eggs 
are pelagic, 
iherefore no 
adverse impacb 
are anticipated. 
Indirect 
Impncts: None 
anticipated 

Eggs occur in 
surface waters 
wilh deplhs 
greater than 75 
R. Iheieforc, no 
direct or 
indirect efiects 
are expected. 

- 
LARVAE - 

Larvae are initiaiiy 
planktonic, bur become 
more boltom-oiicnled as 
they develop. Pale~mal 
for some to become 
entrained during 
dredging in borrow 
areas. 

Larvae occur in pclagic 
waters; therefore, no 
direct or indirect effects 
are cxpectcd. 

Direct Impacts: Larvae 
r e  pelagic, ihcrerore no 
~ d w r s s  impactt are 
tnucipated. 
Indirect 1mp.arts: None 
mticipated. 

. a r m  occur in pclagic 
vateis with deoths 
rreater than 75 R; 
herefore, no direct or 
ndiiect effects are 
roected. 

JUVENILES 
disruption of benthic 
food piey o i g a n m v  

Dircct: Physical liabitat 
in borrow site should 
remain basically similar 
to pre-dredge 
conditions. However, 
some nionaliry of 
juveniles cauld be 
expeaed from 
enlraillnlent into the ~ ~ 

dredge. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of benthic 
food piey organisms 
Dircct: Physical habitar 
in borrow site should 
remain basically similar 
to pre-dredge 
conditions. However, 
some mortality of 
juveniles cauld bc 
cxpected from 
enliainmcnt into tiie 
dredge. 
Indirrct: Temporary 
disruplion of bmthic 
foad prcy organisms. 
Direct: Juvenile 
mackerel are pelagic 
species. No significant 
direct effcects 
anticioated. 
indirect: Temporary 
disntption of benthic 
food prey organisms 

Dircct: Occur in pelagic 
and near bonam. 
Physical habitat in 
borrow site silould 
remain basically similar 
to pre-dredge 
conditions. However. 
some monality of 
juveniles could be 
expected riom 
cntiainment into the 
dredge. 
Indircct: !<one, prey 
items are planktonic 

Direct: Juvenile 
,luetish are pelagic 
;pecies. No significant 
jirect effects 
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- - 
ADULTS 

Direct: Physlial habit 
in borrow sits should 
remain basically simil 
to pre-dredge 
conditions. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disrupiion of benthic 
foad prey orsanisms. 

- 
Dircct: Physicni habit; 
in borrow site should 
remain basically simii; 
lo pre-drcdge 
conditions. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption o f  benthic 
food prcy organisms. 

Diruct: Physical h a b x  
in borrow sire should 
remain basically simila 
lo pre-drcdgc 
conditions 
Indirect: Tcmporaiy 
disruption of benrhic 
rood prey orpnisnis  

Direct: Occur in pelagi 
and near bottom. 
?hysi:al habitat in 
mnotr, site should 
mmaia basically simiiai 
a prr-dredge 
:onditianr. 
Indirect None, piey 
lems are primarily 
~lanklonic 

hrcct: Adult blucfiih 
re pelag~c species. No 
ign~licant direct effects 
nticipvted. - 



EGGS MANAGED SPECIES I 
nia 

Dircct 
Impacts: Eggs 
ire pelagic, 
hercfare no 
sdveise inipacts 
r e  anticipated. 
Indirect 
Impacts: None 
mticipatcd. 

Nia 

LARVAE 

nia 

nia 

Dircct Impacts: Larvae 
are pelagic, therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipatcd. 
Indirccl Impacts: Nont 
anticioated. 

nia 

anticipated. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruntian of benthic 
fwd prcv organisms. 
Direct: squid tend to b, 
demenal during the da! 
and pclagic at night 
(Hammer; 2000). Ther 
is a potential for 
entiainment. 

Direct: Juvenile 
butleifish arc pelagic 
species. No ugnificant 
direct effecls 
anticipated. 
Indirect: Temeoraiv 
disruption o f  benthi; 
food prey organisms. 

Direct: Physical habitat 
in barrow site should 
remain basically similar 
to pre-dredge 
conditions. However, 
ianre mortality of 
iuvrnilcs could be 
rrpectcd from 
rnminmcnt into the 
ircdee. 
lndircet: Temporary 
iisruption of benthic 

n bonow site siiould 
rmais basically similar 
o pre-dredge 
mditians. Hawevcr. 
;ome mortaliry of 
uveniles could be 
:xpccted from 
nlrainmenl inlo h e  
lredge. 
ndircct: Temoararv 

n bonow fitcs should 
emain basicdly similar 
o pre-dredg 
onditions. Offshore 
i t s  arc mainly sandy 
OR-bonoms. however, 
onie pockets o f  
ravelly or shelly 
onom may be 
mpacrcd. Same 
lonaltty ofjuveniles 
odd be expected fmm 
nuainment into the 
iedge. Some intertidal 
nd subtidal rocky 
abitat may be impacted 
uetorand pmially - 
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food prey organisms. 

Direct: Physical habm 
in bonow site should 
remain basically rimila 
to pie-dredge 
conditions. Adults 
should be capableof 
relocating during 
impact. 
Indirect: Temporary 
dism~tion o f  benthic 

remain basically similui 
to pie-dredge 
conditions. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of benthic 
food prey organisms. 

Direct: Physical habitat 
in bonow site should 
remain basically r im la i  
to pre-dredge 
conditions. Adulls 
should bc capable o f  
rclocating during 
impact. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption o f  benthic 
food prey organisms. 

Direct: Physical habitat 
n bonow sites should 
-emuin basically similar 
o pre-dredge 
:onditionr. Offshore 
cites are mainly sandy 
;ofr-bottoms, however, 
;ome pockets o f  
:ravelly or shelly 
m o m  may be 
mpacted. Some 
ntcnidal and rubtidal 
ocky habitat may be 
mpacted due to sand 
iaitially covering groins 
tnd potential 
hipwrecks along the 
horeline. - 



17. Sand tiger shark (Odo~~iaspis 
1 m m )  

22. Cobia (Rocii);ceniron conoduin) 

23. Dusky shark (Ciiorciiareias 
obsctrrrrs) 

EGGS 

Jircct 
Impactr: Eggs 
sc pclagic, 
herefore no 
gdvcrre impacts 
ire anticipated. 
ndireet 
mpacts: None 
inticioated. 

Jirrct 
mpacts: Eggs 
ire pclagic, 
herefore no 
tdverse impacls 
se anticipated. 
ndirect 
mpacts: None 
mticipated. 

)ireet 
mpacts: Eggs 
Ire pelagic, 
hercfore no 
idverse impacts 
r e  antic~pated. 
ndircct 
mpacts: None 
mticipated. 

LARVAE 

/ food prey organisms. 
Dirrct: Physical habitat 1 
in borrow site should 1 
remain basically similai 
to prediedge conditms 
Mortality from d:edge 
unlikely because 
embryos are reponed ui 
to 39 inches in length (. 
Therefore, t l~c  newborn 
may bc mobile emugh 
to avoid a dredge or 
placement areas. 
Indircct: Temporary 
dismption ofbenthic 
food prey organisms 
and food choin witllin 
bonow and placcmrnt 

are pelagic, therefore nc 
adverse impaca are 
anticipated. 
lndircct Impacts: Nont 
anticipated. 

Dircet Impacts: Lawac 
are pelagic, therefore no 
~dverse impacts we 
znticipated. 
Indirect Imparts: Nant 
mticipaled. 

Direct Impacts: Larvae 
Ire pelagic, therefore no 
idverse impacls are 
mticipatcd. 
lndirrct Impacts: None 
mticipaled. 

n borrow ;ite should 
emain basically similar 
o piedredge conditions. 
vionality from dredge 
mlikcly because 
:mbwos arc reponcd up 

- 
ADULTS - 

Indirect: Temporary 
dismption o f  benthic 
food prey orgailisms. 

Dirrct Impacts: 
Juvmiles ore pelagic, 
therefore no adverse 
impacts are anticipated. 
lndircct Impacts: 
Minor indirect adverse 
effccts on food chain 
through disruption of 
benthic community, 
however, maclerol are 
highly migratory. 

Direct Imparts: 
Juveniles are pelagic, 
therefore no adverse 
impacts are unkicipated. 
lndircct Impacts: 
Minor indirect adverse 
effects on food cham 
lhrough disruption of 
benthic community, 
however, mackerel are 
highly migratory. 

Direct: Cahia are 
pelagic and migratory 
soecies. No sionificant 
direct effects - 
anticipated. 
Indirect  Temporary 
disruption of  benthic 
food prey organisms. 

- .. 
adverse impacts are 
mlicipaied. 
Indircct Impacts: 
Minor indirect adverse 
effects on food chain 
through dismprion of  
benthic community, 
however, mackerel are 
highly migratory. 
Dirrct I m ~ a c t s :  Adull! 

anticipated. 
Indirect Impacts: 
Minor indirect adversc 
effects on food chain 
through disruption of 
benthic community, 
however, mackerel arc 
highly migratory. 
Direct: Cobia are 
pelagic md migratory 
Species. NO significaiit 
direct effects 
anticipated. 
Indircct: Temporary 
disruption ofbenthic 
food prcy organisms. 
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MANAGED SPECIES 

26. Little Skate 

27. Winlci Skate 

- 
EGGS LARVAE - 

to 3 feet in length 
lMcClane, 1978). 
Therefore, the &wborn 
may be mobile enough 
to avoid a dredge or 
placement areas. 
Indirect: Temporary 
dismotion of bcnlhic 
food prey oiganiimr 
and food chain u,ilhin 
bonow and placement 
sites. 
Direct: Physical habllat 
in borrow site should 
remain basically similar 
to pie-dicdgc 
conditions. However, 
some monallry oflarvae 
may bc possible from 
entrammen1 inlo iiic 
dredge or burial in 
nearshore, but not likely 
since newborns are 
uppion. 1 . 5  A in length 
(pen. c o w  between I. 
Brady-USACE and 
H.W. Pratt-NMFS) and 
are considered to be 
mobilc. 
Indircck Temporary 
diswotioll of benthic 
food piey organnsms 
and food cham wlthm 
h n o w  and placement 
sites. 
Physical habitat in 
bonoiow rile should 
remain bsically similar 
lo pre-dredge 
conditions. Monality 
from dredge or t i l l  
placement unlikcly 
because newborn are 
rtponed up to 1.5 feet in 
length (McClane, 1978) 
Thcmfoie, the newborn 
may be mobile enough 
to avoid adredgc or 
placement areas. 
Indircrt Temporary 
diirvotion of benthic 
bod prEy organisms 
and food chain u,iihin 
bonow and placement 
sites 

- 
JUVENILES 

Direct: Physical habitat 
in borrow site should 
remain basically similar 
to pre-dredge 
conditions. Juven~lcs 
are mobile and are 
capable of avoiding 
impact areas. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disluption ofbenti~ic 
food prey organisms 
and food chain wiihin 
bonow and placement 
sites. 

Iirecl: Juvenile skate 
Ire pelagic species. No 
igniticm direct effects 
mticioalcd. 
ndirect: Temporary 
Iismption of benthic 
nod piey organisms. 

)ireet: Juvenile 
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ADULTS 

in borrow site sho 
remain basically s 
to pre-dredge 
conditions. Adult 
highly mobile and 
capable of avoidm 
impact areas. 
Indirect: Ternpar; 
dirmpt,on of bcntl 
food prey organirr 
and food chain wil 
borrow and placen 
sites. 

jircct: Physical ha 
n borrow sile shou 
m a i n  basically slr 
3 pie-dredge 
onditions. Adults 
lhould be capable o 
:locating during 
npaci. 
ndirect: Tempom 
trmplion o fben th  
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abundant in offshore waters of Raritan Bay (Wilk et al. 1998); 
Adult Atlantic herring occupy mid-Atlantic continental shelf waters in the winter and 
early spring; 

The species and life history stages that are not believed to occupy the proposed borrow 
areas in LBI are king mackerel juveniles and adults, adult spanish mackerel, adult cobia, 
and early juvenile dusky shark (Charcharinus obscuru.r). King mackerel 
(Sconlberomorus cavalla), cobia, and spanish mackerel are southern species that are near 
the northern limit of their range and rare in LBI. They would therefore be rare in LBI and 
onlv occur in the warmer months., but are not common in estuarine embavtnents like 
RBSHB (Reid et al. 1999). ~ e ~ r o d u c i n g  dusky sharks tend to avoid estuaries (Compagno 
1984). 

DIETS AND PREY FOR EFH-DESIGNATED SPECIES 

Long Beach Idand 

Polychaete annelids and amphipods are primary food items for winter flounder and scup 
(Table 3). These prey organisms were commonly found in the proposed LBI borrow area 
offshore surveys conducted in June of 1993,(Appendis). The tube-dwelling polychate 
Asabell~des o c ~ l n m  sp., was the most abundant species collected in the June 1993 survey 
and the second most abundant species collected was Gammarus lawrencius sp. Small 
benthic crustaceans are also an important food source for many EFH designated fish 
species like windowpane, scup, black sea bass, and red hake. Piscivorous (fish-eating) 
EFH species like bluefish and summer flounder also have an abundant supply of small 
forage fish such as bay anchovies (Anchoa nzitchilli), atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia 
tyvannus). silversides (Menidia menidia), and alewives (Alosapseudoha~engus) in the 
LBI. These species were commonly caught in bottom trawls in LIB borrow area in 1985- 
86 (NYSOGS, 1992). 

Table 3. Prey Species for Primary EFH-Designated Species 

Species I Life 1 Principal Prey / Source 

/ / abdita) and small crustaceans 1 ' I  

Bottom Feeders 
Winter Flounder 

Stage 

J. A 

Windowpane 

Pollock 
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Sandbar shark 

Winter skate 

Long Beach Island EFH 

- 2 8 -  

Polychaetes, amphipods, (Ampelisca Pereira et al. (19991 

Chang et al. (1999) 

Fahay el al. (1999) 

/ (Crangon), sand dollars, and bivalves 

J,A 

J 

J, A Small crustacean, (mysids, decapod 
shrimp) and fish larvae 

crustaceans poiychaetes, amphipods, 
pandalid shrimp 
Small bottom fishes, small / Compagno (1984) 
mollusks and crustacean 

J,A / Benthic invertebrates: decapod 

Polychaetes and amphipods are Packer et al. (2003) 
, the most important prey items, 

_I 



bivalves and fish- 

Winter skate 

Little skate 

Little skate 

Bottom and Pelagic 
Feeders 

Summer flounder 

Summer flounder 

Scup 

Scup 

Black sea bass 

Black sea bass 

Red hake 

Atlantic salmon 

Pelagic Feeders 

Whiting 

Blueiish 

followed by decapods, isopods, 

Polychaetes and anphipods are 
the most important prey items, 
followed by decapods, isopods, 
bivalves and fish. 
Invertebrates: decapod crustaceans and 

amphipods are the most important prey 
items, followed by polychaetes. 
Isopods, bivalves, and fishes are of 
minor importance 

Invertebrates: crustaceans and 
amphipods are the most important prey 
items for the little skate, followed by 
polychaetes. Isopods, bivalves, and 
fishes are of minor importance 

YOY (<100mm) polychaetes, small 
crustaceans. Older juveniles same plus 
small fish 
Crustaceans, bivalves, marine wonns, 
sand dollars, hydroids & variety of fish 
Polychaetes, amphipods, small 
crustaceans, small mollusks, fish eggs 
and larvae 
Small crustacean, polychaetes, 
mollusks, small squid, hydroids, sand 
dollars, and small fish 
Small crustacean (isopods, amphipods, 

~ ~ 

small crab sand shrimp, copepods, 
~ ~ 

mysids) and small fish 
Crabs, mysids, polychaetes, caridean 
shrimp, a id  smH11 bait fish 
Polychaetes and small benthic &pelagic 
crustaceans (decapods, shrimp, crabs, 
mysids, euphausids, and amphipods 
Variety of fish, including some that are 
bioluminescent. smolts eat zooplankton 
(euphasids, ampliipods, decapods, etc.); 
at sea the diet consisting primarily of 
sand lance, herring, capelin and shrimp. 

Crustaceans, other small fish (mackerel, 
menhaden and squid) 
Polychaetes and crustaceans but mainly 
a variety of fish species 

Packer et al. (2003) 

Packer et al. (2003 ) 

Packer et al. (2003) 

Packer et al. (1999) 

Packer et al. (1999) 

Steimle et al. (1999) 

Steimle et al. (1999) 

Steimle et al. (1999) 

Steimle et al. (1 999) 

Steimle et al. (1999) 7 
Atlantic salmon 
unlimited 1 
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Bluefish 
Butterfish 
Atlantic herring 
Atlantic mackerel 

1~ 1 / Murphy (1983) 
/ J,A I Variety of fish, squid, and crustaceans / National Audubon 

Small crustaceans (copepods, i Studholme et al. 
amphipods, mysids shrimp, and decapod (1 999) 
l a m e ,  also squid and a variety of fish 

, 

King mackerel 

Spanish mackerel 

/ Society (1983) 
Crustaceans, small fish, and even I Cargnelii ef 01. 1999 
smaller members of it's 

Fahay (1999) 
Cross et al. (1999) 
Reid et al. (1999) 
Studholme et al. 
(1999) 

A 
J,A 
J, A 
J 

Atlantic mackerel 

A - Adult J - Juvenile 

Variety of fish species 

Zooplankton 

Zoopladdon 
Small crustaceans (copepods, 
amphipods, mysids shrimp, and decapod 
I~TVIIP 

A 

J A 

J ,A 

Poterttinl Direcflndirect Impacts, Cumulative, and Mitigation 

Dredging and placement activities in the LIB area are not expected to have any 
significant or long-term lasting effects on the "spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to 
maturity" of the designated EFH species that occupy the borrow areas. However, the 
proposed activity would have immediate, short-term, direct and indirect impacts on EFH 
for some of the designated fish species and life history stages that occur in the immediate 
vicinity of the borrow and placement areas. This section identifies the direct and indirect 
impacts that could result from dredging and makes recommendations for minimizing 
these impacts. 

species. 
A variety of pelagic fish species 

Direct Impacts 

Godcharles and 
Murphy (1 983) 

Due to the mobility of larger fish, direct impacts from suction dredging and placement 
would be limited to eggs. larvae, small fish. and benthic invertebrates which would be 
removed by the dredge. The EFH designated species most likely to suffer mortality from 
dredging are juvenile winter flounder and windowpane. Mortality of young-of-the-year 
(YOY) juvenile windowpane and winter flounder would be highest in the spring, just 
after they settle to the bottom and metamorphose. During that time of year, YOY 
juveniles are 4 0  millimeters (rnm) long and not capable of avoiding a suction dredge. 
Mortalities of small flounder would be minimized if dredging was restricted to the fall 
(October-December), after they are larger and start to move into deeper water (Pereira et  
01. 1999) and would be less plentiful on shallow borrow areas. Dredging in the fall would 
also minimize any possible impacts on pelagic fish eggs and larvae produced by EFH- 
designated species since most of them spawn in the spring. 

A variety of pelagic fish species , Godcharles and 
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Unlike any of the other EFH-designated species winter flounder deposit their eggs on the 
bottom in nearshore waters in depths of 1 to 15 fi on mud, sand, and gravel substrates 
along the Atlantic coast of New York during the winter (peak spawning in February and 
March) (Pereira et al. 1999). There is a high probability that dredging on borrow areas in 
the winter would cause the mortality of winter flounder eggs. If dredging was restricted 
to the fall October- December), any risk of removing winter flounder eggs would be 
eliminated. Borrow pits left behind after dredging ceases would eventually provide good 
spawning habitat for winter flounder since the sand that would accumulate in them is 
substrate for eggs. 

Indirect Inzpncts 

As a result of sand removal (suction dredging) and placement of the materail, the most 
immediate, indirect effect on EFH areas would be the loss of benthic invertebrate prey 
species. Small motile and sedentary epifaunal species (e.g., small crabs, snails, tube- 
dwelling amphipods), and all infaunal species (e g., polychaetes), would be most 
vulnerable to suction dredging and burial. 

The EFH-designated species most vulnerable to the loss of prey organisms are winter 
flounder, windowpane, scup, and black sea bass. Winter flounder are obligate bottom 
feeders, preying primarily on infaunal polychaetes and tube-dwelling amphipods. The 
removal of benthic prey organisms will affect them more directly than any other EFH 
species. Windowpane have larger mouths than winter flounder and feed primarily on 
small crustaceans (ie., mysid and decapod shrimp) and fish larvae. These are motile prey 
organisms that live in the water column or near the bottom and could, to some extent, 
avoid being removed by the dredge. Scup and black sea bass feed on a variety of benthic 
infaunal and epifaunal organisms that would be affected by dredging, The immediate 
impact of prey removal would be negligible since bottom feeding EFH species would re- 
locate to nearby areas with intact benthic food resources. It would also be a temporary 
condition, lasting only as long as it takes for benthic organisms to re-colonize the dredged 
area. In addition, the dislocation of some benthic prey organisms into the water column 
by the dredge will attract fish to the area to feed (Brinkhuis 1980). 

The removal of sand leaves a depression or hole (borrow pit) in the sea floor that can 
persist for years. The rate at which borrow pits fill up will depend on the amount of 
sediment that is available and the direction and strengh of currents in the area. Borrow 
pits can modify the habitat for benthic, bottom-feeding fishes since they are deeper than 
the surrounding sea floor and act as traps for fine grained sediments. Accumulation of 
mud can cause a change in benthic community structure that favors certain species of 
fish. Also, if circulation of bottom water in the pits is reduced, DO can fall to low enough 
levels (<2-3 ppm) that fish will avoid them all together. High organic contents of mud 
accumulating in pits could also cause oxygen depletion. 

Studies performed in the Lower Bay of New York Harbor have shown that benthic 
community structure is disrupted by dredging, but can reach a new equilibrium fairly 
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rapidly. Cel~ato and Scheier (1984) found that the borrow pits on the West Bank of the 
Ambrose Channel had distinctly different habitats from a nearby undredged control site. 
The benthic fauna at the control site was more diverse (i.e., more species) and, in general, 
more stable (less susceptible to seasonal shifts in species composition and abundance) 
through time, whereas there were fewer species in the borrow pits, but some of them 
were very abundant. In a related study, Conover et al. (1985) found that fish, including 
some EFH-designated species, were actually more abundant in borrow pits. Of the EFH 
designated species, butterfish (mostly juveniles) were more abundant in the borrow pits, 
as were winter flounder (in the fall). Red hake were more abundant in one of the borrow 
pits and the largest catches of windowpane were made in one of the pits in the spring. 
Summer flounder were generally more abundant in the borrow pits. 

In addition, Conover et al. (1985) also examined the stomach contents of winter flounder 
in the three sampling sites and related them to benthic populations identified by Cerrato 
and Scheier (1984). The results indicated that, despite changes in the species composition 
of benthic communities after dredging, the feeding success of winter flounder in the pits 
was not affected. Winter flounder, like many other bottom-feeding species, are selective 
feeders that adapt their diets to whatever prey species are readily available. These results 
suggest that the feeding success of other bottom-feeding EFH species are also likely to 
not be affected by changes in benthic community structure caused by dredging. 

The degree to which water quality is degraded, or temperature and salinity changes in 
borrow pits depends on the depth of the pit, the circulation of water through the pit, and 
the amount of fine sediment and organic matter that accumulates in the pit. Conover et al. 
(1 985) determined that summer water temperatures tended to be lower in borrow pits and 
salinities consistently higher (generally by 1-3 ppt, but by 7.3 ppt in January). More 
importantly, DO concentrations measured between June and November did not vary 
bctween sites. 

Bottom currents along the LBI shore are strong, thus it is likely that DO levels near the 
bonom of borrow pits in LBI would not be reduced, There is, in fact, so much sand that is 
transported west along the outer New York coast that any hole created by dredging would 
fill in naturally within a very short time. If fine sediments accumulate in them, the 
benthic invertebrate community will change from a sand-dominated to a mud-dominated 
fauna. However, as long as water quality is not degraded, there would be no adverse 
impact on EFH. In fact, if summer water temperatures in borrow pits are lower than on 
adjacent shoal areas, EFH might be improved. Monitoring of DO levels in borrow pits 
would indicate whether or not remedial action needs to be taken to improve habitat 
quality. Limiting the depth to which dredging would proceed andlor filling the borrow 
pits, partially or totally, with clean fill when oxygen concentrations drop to unacceptable 
levels after dredging would reduce the possibility of DO concentration levels falling 
below 2-? ppm. 
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Cumulntive Impacts 

Given the growth capacity of EFH-designated fish populations within LBI borrow area 
and the expected recolonization rates of benthic prey species, there would be no expected 
cumulative effects from dredging of the borrow area. cumulative impacts can be avoided 
by dredging at times of year when EFH-designated species are not spawming. 

The cumulative impacts on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) are not considered significant. 
Like the benthic environment, the impacts to EFH are temporary in nature and do not 
result in a permanent loss in EFH. The borrow sites proposed for this project do not 
contain prominent shoal habitat features, wrecks and reefs, or any known hard bottom 
features that could be permanently lost due to the impacts from dredging. These types of 
habitat were avoided through careful site selection and coordination with fishery resource 
agencies. Some minor and temporary impacts would result in a loss of food source in the 
affected areas with each periodic nourisliment. This impact would affect demersal or 
bottom-feeding EFH species such as summer flounder and windowpane. Cumulative 
losses of EFH can be avoided by not dredging deep holes, and leaving similar sandy 
substrate (wI3 feet of sand or more) for recruitment. 

It should be noted, however, that some fishery habitat might be slightly impacted over 
time in the nearshore area. As previously discussed, 17 nearshore groins will be 
rehabilitated and 4 new groin will be constructed along with the extension of the terminal 
groin 58 which will provide some form of hard structure for fish habitat. These targets 
could be impacted over time as the construction template stabilizes into the design 
template to meet existing conditions. This is accomplished through the migration of sand 
from the placement site seaward. This migration of sand has the potential to cover part, 
or all of any hardened structure within the nearshore area. It is anticipated that these 
impacts would be minor and would most likely only result in an acculnulation of sand 
around the bottom of any given structure. 

Steps taken to minimize impacts during construction are also fairly standard among the 
District's beach restoration projects. Dredging windows are employed when necessary, 
dredging is conducted in a manner to avoid creating deep pits, dredging locations within 
borrow areas are rotated when possible to reduce impacts, buffer areas are established 
around cultural targets within borrow areas, and borrow areas are chosen to minimize 
impacts to shellfish and fisheries resources. With the inclusion of these measure in all 
projects, cumulative impacts for the District activities are expected to be minimized to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Monitoring 

The District plans to conduct a biological monitoring program (BMP) to evaluate the 
effects of dredging clean sand for flood controlishoreline stabilization construction 
activities for five years. The offshore area to be evaluated is LBI borrow area (Figure ) 
and it will be compared to the 1994 date collected as well as comparing the date to East 
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Rockaway benthic date. The offshore and nearshore components will focus on benthic 
infauna, grain size, and water quality. The following provides a brief outline of the 
District's proposed BMP for the offshore borrow areas in LBI. A more detailed plan will 
be developed prior to implementation. 

The collection of benthic fauna is scheduled to occur every spring and fall for five 
continuous years: one year of pre-construction, one year during construction; and two 
years of post construction. The BMP will involve establishing twenty evenly-spaced 
sampling stations in the borrow area. Prior to the initial sampling events, Differential 
Georeferenced Positioning System (DGPS) coordinates will be established to ensure that 
subsequent sampling events will be conducted at the same locations. At each benthic 
station, water quality will be collected (at the bottom, mid-depth, and surface) and one 
benthic and grain size sample will be collected using a '/4 cubic yard Smyth-MacIntyre 
spring-loaded benthic grab. Each benthic sample will be preserved in a 10% 
formaldehyde solution and shipped to a pre-approved laboratory for analysis. The 
laboratory will sort, identify, weigh, and numerate species to the lowest practicle 
identification level (LPIL). Grain size samples will be analyzed to determine the 
percentage of sand, silt, and clay. 
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Environmental Compliance 

Federal Policies 

Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1979, as amended 
Clean Air Act OF 1977, as amended 
Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 
Estuary Protection Act (PL 90-454) 
Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Of 1958, as amended 
Floodplain Management (E.0.11988) 
Gateway National Recreation Area 1972 Legislation 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965. as amended 

Compliance 

Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuary Act of 1969, as amended 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899, as amended 
Toxic Substances Control Act (PL-94-469), as amended 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended 
Wild and Scenic River Act, as amended 

Executive Orders, Memoranda 

Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990) 
Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions (E.O. 121 14) 
Impacts Upon Prime and Unique Farmlands (CEQ Memo 8-30-76) 
Protection and Euhancement of the Cultural Environment (E.O. 11593) 

Full 
Full 
Full 
Full 
Full 
Full 
NIA 
NIA 
Full 
NI A 
NIA 
Full 
NIA 
Full 
Full 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

Full 
NIA 
NIA 
NI A 
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Long Beach Island, NY Borrow Area Survey 
Surf Clam (Spiscrln solidissinzn) Stock Assessment December 2003 

1.0 Introduction 

Long Beach Island, New York. lies on the Atlantic Coast of Long Island. and was the 
subject of a Storm Damage Reduction Feasibility Study completed in 1995. The 
authorized project resulting from the Feasibility Study will provide storm damage 
protection to the island's highly developed communities, which are subject to wave 
attack and flooding during major storms and hurricanes. The US .4rnly Corps o f  
Engineers-New York District is currently conducting a Limited Reevaluation Report 
(L,RR) to finalize plans. In suppori of the LRR, field investigations and data analyses 
were conducted to identify a suitable borrow area. or offshore location from which to 
rake suitablc beach fill material. This report presents the results o f  a surf clam stock 
assessment (the survey) that was conducted to characterize the existing relative 
abundances of surf clams in the proposed offshore borrow area. 

The survey was conducted on August 22, 200; aloni: the south shore o f  Long Bcach 
Island. New York in coastal \\aters approx~ni:~tely I ni11e southwest o f  Jones Inlet. A map 
of  the overall survey area is presented in F~gure  1 

Random sampling stations were selected within the potential botlow area (Figure 2) to 
estimate the dcnsity of s~~rl 'clams. The methods used to conduct the survey are discussed 
below. Photographs were taken at sea to document field methods emploqed in the survey 
(Appendix A). 

The ol?jectives o f  the surf clam survey are to: ( I )  quantify the number of surf clams 
occurring within the delineated borrow area off the south shore of Long Beach Island, 
Ncw York: and (2) compare the results of this survey to surf clam stock assessments 
conducted by the New York State Deparirnent of Enviroiunental Conservation 
(hTSDEC) in 1992. 1993. 1496, 1999, and 2002. The US Army Corps of Engineers-NY 
District will use the data generated by the survey to assist the District in refining the 
potential b o ~ ~ o w  area. In addition to quantifying thc numbers o f  surf clams, size 
distribution data was also collected. 

The following meihods were also used by the NYSDEC in conducting p i o r  surf clam 
stocks assessments. Furtl~~rmore: the protocol used in this survey follows ths same 
nieihodology of the clam survey conductcd between Fire Island and blontauk Point for 
the IrS .Army Corps of Engineers-Re\\. York District (USACE, 2007). Using the same 
survey methods increases data comparability and compatibility. 

Sampling of surf clam pop~ilntions was undertaken in one (1) delineated borrow area. The 
locations of the sampling stations within the potential borrow area were randomly 
selscted rrom a grid system using a randon? number generator. The grid was placed over 
the borrow area on a nautical chart. Thc interval ofihe grid was approximately S seconds 
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o f  l a t i tde  by 4 seconds of lollgitiide. Each corner of the hoses formed by the grid was 
numbzri.d, and the numbers were entered into a rmdoni number generatot- progmm. 
Thirty primary sampling stations and two alternate sampling stations were randomly 
selected. 

A local commercial claniming vessel (HV Owun Girl) uris s~ihcontr:icted to conduct the 
s~irvey. The MI' i lce~in  Girl is an 80-foot stermrigged cornmcrcial si~rl 'clam and ocean 
quahog fishing vessel owned and operated by Winter Harbor Bi-ands. Inc. The clamming 
vessel's dredge was oillfitted with niodiiied gear to retniir sub-legal clams. The modified 
gear consisted of lining the vcssel's 90-inch clam dredge with I-inch by 3-incl1 \vire 
mcsll. The small 111csh size enabled h e  dredge to retain xl:-legal clams. Culling rollers 
were 31~0 kept close together to tacilitate the sot-ling oftlie sub-legal clams. A siirfclam 
must hc at least fbur i~?ches (102 nun) in lengtll to he retained ['or sale. A suh-legal clam 
is any clam shorter tliau b u r  inclles. The blade of thc ill-edgc was set at a dcplli oi '4.5 
i~lches. Ilusc length and tow Lvarp was 140 feet and I30 fcel, rcspectivcl).. Water 
pressure was set at 80 psi. Oocumcnmtion of each tow position was recorded using the 
vcssel'r on-board navigation s) stem (LORAN C). 

The vessel located each sampling station within the bn~-t-ow areas using its an-board 
navigation system. Once the vessel reached a station. 111c captain dropped tlie ilrctige ror 
a threc-minute low at a spccd of 1.5 knots. At tlie end of the three minutes. the dredge 
\vas hauled hack. The cootcnts of the dredge were d ~ m p e d  into a hopper (Photograph I). 

Two on-boat-d bioiogists, assisted by a two-man ilcck ci-e\v. sol-trd the contents oi' the 
dredge (Pllolographs 2-5). Ilydraulically driven belts conveyed llic contents of the 
dl-edge. Trash and non-targcl animals wcre removed iiom the catch. Catches that were 
lcss than 10 busliels, as estimated by eye, were mcasut-ed in US bushels. 'Those catciies 
that were greater than I0 bushels were con\cyed to a calibrated hopper with a mriuirni~m 
capacity of 25 l i S  bushcis (Photographs 6 and 71. A one-I~alf busl~cl of clams \\as 
rctained and mcasiired h r  ovcrall Icnglh. Measurements wcre recorded to the ileatc~st 
iniilii~~eler (I'i~otographs 8 - 10). Note that whai the catch was lcss than one l~alt'biisi.~el 
(the i-cquirctl rinio~tiit to represent a sub-samplc), tile entire catch \\as mcasursd. 

3.1 Surf Ciam Dcnsitv 

'l'lie survey dat :~  have been analyzed for surf clam popiilati~w densities at each of ille 
sainpliiig stations. The catch was stand:irilized for eucli trawl for varying speed iwd 
distance. A stalidard 11-awl by NYSDEC is 3.418 square fect. TI12 catch Mas divideii b j ,  
lhe ratio of acti~al trawl area lo standnrcl trawl at-ca (Table 1). 

Stal~dardized data inilicatc tliat the offsllore borrow area delineated by the New Yiwb 
District has \.cry small. to no localized surf clam popiilations (Figure 2).'l'\\elve of [he  '32 
stations sampled had less than one 1~1S Bi~slicl ta1;zii. The rnasii i~i~m ilutnbi-r 01 ili ' 
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Bushels takcn in one tow was 15.5. Table 7 presents the number oS bushels taken from 
the sample stations within thc potential borrow area. 

Stations that cotitained limited r~umbcrs of c l a m  w-erc located in the deepest water and 
the stations containing the most clams \Irere those closest to shore in the shallowest water 
(Figure 3). Tlic stations that yielded 0.5 bushel of clams or iess were all in water with 
depths greater than 30 feet, whereas the stations contain greater than 10 bushcls were at 
depths iess than 30 feet. These data are consistent \\-it11 the known vertical distribution of 
adult surf clam beds that have an merage depth of 50 feet (Fay et al, 1983). 

3.2 Size Distribution .4nalvsis 

The clamn~ing c a r  en~ployed for the survey enabled the dredge to retain sub-legal clams 
(<I02 mm). Only two of the stations sampled within the potential borrow area. ccmtained 
sub-lepl clams (Stations 3 8  and 267). Fui-thermore, o ~ t t  of 104 clams taken at these two 
stations, only 3 were of sub-legal lmgth. 

Lcgal-sized clams measured from representative sub-samples were large. Of the 32 
stations that were sampled, 28% contained clams that ranged from 120 to 170 mm. Only 
two (Stations 267 and 716) had clams with a mean length of less than 120 n m .  Figure 4 
prescnts the representative size distributions of those clams retained and measured from 
sub-sanlples. 

'The density and size distribution of surf clams found in this study is consistent with other 
investigations. Surf clanis can inhabit n.aters from the surf zone to a depth of 400 feet; 
however, Ropes (1 978) reported that the highest populatioiis off Long Island are found at 
depths of less than 60 feet. It has also been repolfed that clams offshore grow faster and 
attain a larger maximum size than clams inshore (Wagner, 1984; Ambrose et al, 1980). 
Cerrato and Keith (1  992) report an inverse relationship between density and growth rate 
with high clam density negatively affecting grow.th rates. Thus. sparsely populated areas 
will tend to have larger clams. 

3.3 Comparison to NYSDEC Surf Clam Suwe\s  

The New York State Department of Environmental Coiisel-valion (the Department) 
coi~ducted annital surf clam surveys in 1992. 1993. 1994. 1996, 1999, and 2002. Since 
1996, the Depat-tment has conducted surveys every three years to determine an annual 
hat-wst quota that allows for sustainable population lewls. The Department contracted 
the Hl' Occ~niz Girl to conduct the surveys: and thc methodologirs employed in this 
survey are the same as those employed by the Department. 

Thc Department csrablished sampling locations in the ceitified shelllishirig waters of 
K e n  York from approximately two miles east of Rockanny Inlet east to 34ontauk Point. 
Distancs from shore was from the beach out lo three niilcs offshore (Fos: 1991. 199.3, 

,, 
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9 4  Note that the SLKS zone was excluded from the survey due to \,cssel draft 
restrictions. The st[-atilication of the siirvey location was bascd on Iistorical landings of 
commercial s ~ ~ r i '  clamnii!ig operations. Those Xvaters west of Fire Island Inlet \vt.rc 
sampled more extensively bccaiise they were tho~gl i t  to contain the grcatcst 
c~iicentr:~ti~iis  of clams as well as the highest variability in populations due to .patchy' 
distributions (Fox. 1991). Accordingl)., this stratum \\.as allocated thc highest number of 
stations. Conwrsely. those watcrs east of Fire Island Inlet appi-ciaimately three miles 
Sroln shore were allocated tlic i'ewest numhei- of stations because this stratum histo~-icaII!~ 
contail~ed lower concentr~tions of c l a m  and tlie least amount of popitlation variability. 
T h e ?  regions were rstabiislicd in both the west and east strata (i.e., W I .  W2, W3. etc.) 
Each region was ii:imcd clccording to tlie distance li-om shore. For example. Wl  contained 
sampling locations to the n ~ s t  oi' Fire Island Inlet one mile offs11o1-e. Figure 5 presents 
thc smnpling locations surveyed by the Department in 1992, 1993. and 1994. 

From I996 to 2002, the NYSDIIC survcy area extended from the shellfisli closi~re line 
west ol' Rochaw)  Inlet to M o n t d  Point ( Ihr i t l son and Linehan, 2002). The sur\.cy 
arca was divided into fnur regions: 1:oclctway liilel to Jones Inlet (RJ), Jones Inlet to Fire 
Island Inlet (JF), Fire Island Inlet to Moriches Inlet (FM), and Moriches Inlet to Moniauh 
I'oint (MM). Each region contained strata cielincd hy the distance from shore as in the 
silt-veys conducied froin 1992-I 994. 17ig~rc 6 presents the sampling locations surveyed by 
tlrc Department in 2002. 

Notc i11:ii although the 1Icpa1-tn~ent did 1101 extensively survcy the proposed borrow al -ex 
described above. the apparent trends in catch data are compliinentary to t l~ose from this 
study. Concentrations of surf clams 3rc greater in sampling locations that arc closer to 
shore in shalIc>wer water (Figurc 5). I n  2002. the greatest number oFsurSclams \vas taken 
in stl-ata close to shore. 2nd stratum IF-2 (two miles offs11sho1-e) lml thc greatest avcrage 
catcli. 50.1 busliels (Figurc 6). Similarly, i n  this survey the greatest n ~ ~ m b c r s  of surf 
~ 1 3 1 ~ : s  were taken at siations 193. 338. 225: and 267 in the proposed borrow arca (Figure 
2). These stations are located closc to shore in wafer depths of less than 30 Scet. 

Offshore populations g rou  !i~ster and iitlain a larger m o x i m ~ ~ m  size than cl;~ms inshore 
(N'agner. 1984; Ambrose et d. 1980). In  2002, the liequencies ihr the :;m~lller size 
classcs decreasd with increasing distance from the sl~ore. S t r a t ~ ~ m  RS-3 had tlic 
maximuin length frequency of c l a m  at 130-139 rnm size class. 01' tile 32 stations 
sampled in this survey. iillly two (Stations 267 :inti 216) had clams with a mean length of 
less than 120 mm. The ahscnce of small clams in the proposeii borrow pit may indicate 
311 absence ofsur lc lam sced as fo~ind iii the 2002 sur\'ey for this region. 

Note that cnmrnc~-cinl industry depends on a healthy and \iahle stock of surf clams to 
i v c .  As a res~ilt o r  tlie most recent dala collected by the NYSDEC (not including tlw 
data presented in this rcport). indivit1u:il license~i commercial clamming vcssels arc 
allc~\vctl to take up to 671 l l~dus~ry  Rushcis per week. An Industry Rushel is 1.5 timcs 



f l i e  ciain popt~l:itinti in the lprol>oscd bot-ro\\ xea is sn~nll ,  l'lie pi-oposeii hot-rii\u ;ii-e:i 1 5  

it1 i1ci.p w;ilcr \\liere j~ojx~lalioiis ticiisitics arc Iowei-. It is ltrililtciy tlic ci~t~itiicicial 
clntiitiicrs ciirrcnlly cxploit the borrow 3rr3 bcc:iiisc or tlic conihi~~:itini~ or  lower ci:im 
tiensiiics and 91-eritcr tlisi;~t,ce bin port. Tli~ts. tlic loss oTclnins in h e  pi.i~l?osc.ci birl-c-o\v 
area \vottld li:~ve a nc:ligihle c f i c t  on tlic silt-i'ciam itiditsli-y. 
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Table 1. Standardization of surf clam raw catch within the potential Long  Beach borrow nrca in A U ~ L I S ~  2003. I 

Station ID Speed Knots Covered Length of Trawl Area Raiio (Trawl to Raw Catch Standardized 
(knots) per trawl trawl (ft) (3s. fi.1 Standard) Catch 

193 1.4 0.07 425.32 3190 93% 14.5 15.5 

' Catch is stmdardized to an area of 3,41 S square feel 



Table 1. (Continued 

Station ID Speed Knots Covered Length of Trawl Area Ratio (Trawl to Raw Catch Standardized 
(knots) per trawl, trawl (ft) (sq. ft.) Standard) Catch 



Table 2.  Numbcr oT US b ~ ~ s h e l s  of surf clarm taken troiir scimple stations within Lhe 
poteriti:d Lon: Beach holrow area in August 2003.' 

Standardized Clam Width (mm) 
Station ID Latitude Longitude Catch Water depth Max Min Mean -- 

' The number o f  LlS hushu!s w a s  s(:~iid.udired Tor varying tmiv! speed and tlistancc. ILegaI clam size i s  101 
nirn Stations ;ire listed from hlgl~esl ki lowcat i?urnber of h!~sbeIs faken. 
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Town of Hempstead 
Deparliiient of Conservation and 
Waterways 
Lido Boulevard 
Point Looliout. NY 1 1569 

Mr. Thomas Mahr 
Director oi'Enviro~~iiieiilal Coordination 
Office of the Nassau County Esecutive 
1 West Street 
Llincola, NY 11 50 1 

Ms. Druisc Ford 
Nassau Cnirnly Legislature 
1 West Street 
Mineola. NY 1 1 50 1 

Assembl!n?an Harvty Weise11br1-g 
Ncw York State .4ssca1hl!~ 
LOB 73 1 
Albany. NY 12248 



Mr. John Pavacic 
NYSDEC 
B~tilding 1 0  S b N Y  
Stony 131-oak, NY 11790-2356 

Mr. George SLafird 
NYS Departmml of State 
Division of Coastal i?esources 
and Water Front Revilalization 
4 I State Street 
Alhany. NY 12231 

Mr. Sicve Rcsler 
N S S  Department o i  Slate 
i]jvisioii of Coastal Resources 
and Water Fsnnt Revitalizatioll 
11 Staie Street 
Albany, NY 1223 1 

Mr. Fred Anders 
N m  Yorli Slate Depi of Slate 
lli\;ision of Coastal Resources 
and \\later P ~ n n t  Revitalization 
41 State Street 
Albany. XY 1223 I 

Ms. Diane Kusaiiowskp 
NOAA - Fislieries 
Milfol-d Lab 
2 12 Kogcrs Ave. 
Milford, C1' 06460 

Mr. David Stilwell 
Field Supervisoi- 
1J.S. Fish a id  \A:ildlife Service 
3817 Luker Road 
Co111aiid. NY 13045 

Ms. Rosemal-i? Gnam 
Field Supervisor 
L1.S. Fish and Wiidlili Service 
1l.0. Box 608 
Tslip.NY 1 1751 

Ms. Grace Musumeci 
LSEPA-Region 11 
290 Broadway 
25"' Floor 
New York, NY 10007-3809 

Ms. Ruth L. Pierpont 
New J-ork State Office of Parks, 
Recreation & Historic Preservation 
l~listoric Preserve Field Service Bureau 
Peeblcs Island, PO Box IS9 
Watei-rord: N Y  121 88-01 89 

Mr. Clark Peclman 
New Vorl; Statc Oflice of Parks. 
Recreation & IHistoric Preservatio~i 
I-listoric Preservation Field Seivice 
Burcau Peebles Island 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford. NY 12 188-01 89 

h,lr. Barry S. DI -~~cker  
USGS - Marine Minerals Program 
381 Elden Street 
Mail Stop 4030 
Herndon, VA 201 70-48 17 

Mr. Joel Banslaben 
Surfiidcr Foundation 
NI'C Chapter 
P.O. Box 157 
New York, NY 10014 

Mr. Cliris Manthey 
Surfiider Foundation 
19 Mal-quzlte Road 
Montclair NJ 07013 

I\,lr. Joe Moses 
Suri'l-ider Found:itioii 
Central Long Islai~d Cliapter 
P.O. Box 2817 
North Babyion: NY 11703 



his. Ericka D'avaazo 
S~irlkidcr Foundation 
PO Box 68: 
lensen Beach, FI, 31958 

US Coast Guard 
IJSCG Slation Joncs Beach 
rrccport, NY 11 520 

Long Beach Public Library 
1 I S  W Park Avenue 
Long Beach. h'l' 11561-3332 

Long Bcach Public L l b ~ a y  
West End Branch 
868 \V Beech Sticet 
Long Beach, h Y  Y161-1518 

Long Beach Public Libl-ar). 
Point Lookoul Branch 
26B Lido Boule\ ard 
Lido Beach. NY 11561-4857 
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PROFILE No. 174 
15' NGVD DUNE 
1 lo '  BERM @ 10' NGVD 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ! 
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 
I NEWYORK, N.Y. 102780090 

REP:" T3 
June 10,2003 

AnENTjON OF 

Environmental Analysis Branch 

Mr. Jolm Pavacic 
Regional Pe~mit  Administrator 
K.Y.S. Department of Environnlental Conservation 
Building 40 - S.U.N.Y. Campus 
Stony Brook, New York 11790-2356 

RE: NYSDEC Permit No. 1-2899-00008/00001 

Dear Mr. Pavacic: 

The New York District of the U.S. A m y  Corps of Engineers received NYSDEC 
Permit No. 1-2899-00008100001 avthorizing establishment of a protective dune system, 
beach renourishment, groin rehabilitation, and construction of new groins in Long Beach, 
New York. The referenced permit was issued July 17, 1998 and expires July 31, 7003. 
Due to a delayed project start date, this office is requesting a live-year extension to the 
DEC pennit. 

The Long Beach project scope has changed since permit issuance (please see 
Enclosure). Additionally, this o6ce  will be iniriating consultatioil with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife service to minimize potential impacts to tkreatened and endangered species now 
present in the vicinity of the project action area. This office anticipates the need for a 

modification and will request one in the near future. 

Enclosure T;bx 
Leonard Houston 
Chief, Environmental L4n\nalysis Branch 

CF: Roman Rakoczy, New York State Department of Eiiviroluuentdii Conservarion 



DEPARTMEVT OFTHE ARMY 
NEWYORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

September 30, 2004 

Mr. John Pavacic, Regional Permit Administrator 
NYSDEC, Region 1 
Building 40 - SUNY Campus 
Stony Brook, NY 1 1790-2356 

RE: MODIFICATION REQUEST 
Water Qualily Certification # 1-2899-00008!00002 
US Army Corps of Engineers, NY District 
Long Beach Island Project 

Dear Mr. Pavacic: 

Please accept this letter as New York District (NYD) official request to modify the 
above referenced Water Quality Certiiication Permit for our Long Beach Island project 
permit # 1-2899-00008100002. 

NYD's modification request addresses the New York State Department of 
Conservation (NYSDEC) Description of Authorized Activity which states; "Establish a 
protective dune system for Long Beach Barrier island by placement of8,642,000 cubic yards 
of sand from offshore borrow site. Renourishment with 1,746,200 cubic yards of sand every 
5 years. Rehabilitate 17 existing groins, construct 4 new groins, dune walkovers and 
boardwalk extensions, vehicle access ramps, and establish grass planting. All work shall be 
in accordance with Final Feasibility Report with FEIS, Stom1 Damage Reduction project 
prepared by the USACE dated March 1998." The initial placement volume has been reduced 
from 8,642,000 cubic yards to 7,120,900 cubic yards. NYD requests a time that the 
authorized activities reflect the anached modified proposed project plan. 

If you need any further documentation and/or assistance to process this request. 
please feel free to contact: Mr. Robert J. Smith, Project Biologist, at (212) 264-0169. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard Houston 
Chief, Environinental .4nalysis Branch 

Cc: NYSDEC. Region 2 Marine Resource 
NYSDEC Region 1 Division of Law Enforcement 



Mew York State Department of Environmental ConservaE~on 
Division cf Environmental Permits, Region One 
Buildmg 40 - SUNY, Stony Brook, New York 11790-2356 
Phone (€21; 444-C365 F A X  (63:) 4+-0350 

PERMIT RENEWAL 

August 6.2003 

U S .  Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building 
New York, New Ynrk 10278-0090 

Attn: Mr. Leonard Houston 
, Chiei Environmental Analysis Branch 

I 

Re: NYSDEC #I-2899-00008!00001 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Kockaway lnlet to Jones Inlet 
Atlantic Coast of Long Island 

Dear Permittee: 

Your recent request to extend the above permit has been reviewed ~ursuan t  to GNYCRR 
Part 621 (Uniform Procedures Regulations) ano found to be approvable. Therefore, the 
permit is hereby extended to June 30,2008. 

Tnis ktter is a modiiication to Vie criginal permit and, as such, shall be available at the 
permitted site whenever authorized work is in progress. 

All other terms and conditions r~mairr as written in the original permit. 

- 
Permit Adrninistratoi 

cc: EMHPJmep 
File 

5I-J '.: Tz:ol CJjUZ 5 da:; 



New York State ~ e ~ a r t m e n t  of Environmental Conservation 
Division o f  Environmental Permits. Region One 
Building 40 - SUNY, Stony Brook, NY 11790-2356 
Phone:  (576)  4 4 4 - 0 3 6 5  Fax : !516) 444-0360 

J u l y  17 ,  1998 

FCrs U .  S . Army Corps of Engin-, 
J acob  K .  J a v i t s  Federal  Building 
New York, W Y  10278-0090 

RE : 1- 

rear Permi t tee :  

In c o n f c r m a ~ c e  with  the r e q i r e m e n t s  oT tht S t a t e  Uniform 
Procedures  Act ( A r t i c l e  70, ECL) and i t s  inplenen5lng r e g u l a t i o n s  
( O N I C R R ,  P a r t  6-71) we a r e  enclosing your permit.  Please r e a d  a l l  
c o n d i t i o n s  c a r e f u l l y .  I f  you a r e  unable t o  comply with any 
c o n d i t i o n s ,  & l e a s e  contacr u s  a t  t he  above address.  - - 

~ l s o  enc losed  is a  permit s i c 3  which is t o  be conspicuously 
p o s t e d  at  t h e  p r c j e c t  sits and pro tec ted  from the weather. 

V e r y  t r u l y  yours, 

Environrrental Analyst I 

MEP : cg 
e n c l o s u r e  



DEC PERHIT NUMBER 
1-2899-OO00EI00001 

Cl Article 15, iitle 15: Varer 
SUPP!Y 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
July 17, 1998 

EXPIRRTIGN DATE(S1 
I 

Under ths Enviramental 
Conservation Law 

Articie 15, Title 15: Uatcr 
Transport 

July 31, 29G3 

0 Articie 15,Title 15: Long 
laiad L'eiis 

O Article 15, Titke 27: Uiid, 
Scenic and Recreational Rivers 

TYPE 0,s PERMIT D New O Reneuzl 2 Modification O Psrxit to Carstruct 0 Permit to operace 

Article 17, iities 7, 8: SPDES 0 Articie 27, Title 9; ONYCRa 
3 5 :  Ha:~rdo~s Uante Managmen: 

0 Articie 19: Air PoLiution 
Control O Articie 3 4 :  Coas:al Erczioa 

- - 

Manzgemt 
O Articie 23, Title 27: Mined 

3 Articie 15, Title 5: Protection D 6NYCRR 608: Uater oualiry 0 Ar:i:le 27, Title 7; 6NYCRR 
of Yatern Certification 360: Solid L'arte Managmcnt 

Land Recla.mtiw - - . . O Article 36: Fiaodpiain 

.~ H a n a g m t  0 Articie 24: Freshwater Uetiands '- 
n Articis I ,  3, 17, 19, 27, 37; 

0 Articie 25: lidai Uetiands 6NYCRR 380: Radiaticn Contrai 

O Cther: -. 
PERMIT ISSUED 10 1 TELEPHONE NUMBER 1! 

I! U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (212) 264-4663 // 
ADDRESS Of PERMITTEE 
Jacob K. Javitr Federai Building 
Uru York. NY 10278-0090 

I/ COHiACT PERSON FCR PERMITTED h5lK 1 TELEPHONE NUMBER /I 
P e t e r  Wepaler 

HANE AND ADDRESS OF PROJECT/FACILITY 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
AtLantic Coast of Lon3 lslsd 

LOCAilOH OF PROJECiIFAClLITY - 

I/ E~rablirh a protective dune iy:rm f o r  Lo lg  Beach Barrier inland by placement o f  8,642,000 cubic yards-of sard from /I 

Rackaway lniet to Jones Inlet 

ciishore ba r rov  sire. Renourish uith 2.OO0,OCO cuubic yards of sand every 5 y e a r s .  Rehabi!i:are 16 existing grains, 

CWNTY 

Nassau 1 

By acceptance of this permit, the ~ermitree agrees thai the permit is cmtingent upon arrict conpliance wirh the ECL, 
ail a;pIicshle rcgu:aricnr, the General tmdiriona specified ( s e e  page 2 )  arid m y  Special Conditions incisded a s  part a i  this 
permit. 

DESCRIPTION OF AUTHORIZED ACTIVITY 

V;iiQCOURSE 

Atlantic Ocean 

I 
I 

NYiH CCDRDINATES 

construct 6 new grains, dune walkover, v~hicie access r a r p  and establirh grass piantinps. ALL work shali be in 

accordance uith Final Feasibiliw Report with FETE, Storm Damage Reduction Project p r p r e d  by USAE dated March 1998. 

1 
i 

I 

/ 

CEPUTY RilONAL PERMIT ADMINISTU- 
TOR: 
Rogsr Evans KEP 

ADDRESS 

sidg. 40, SWY, ~ a c m  121, stony a iaak ,  NY 11790-356 

AUTHORIZED SIGliATURi DATE 1 July 17, 1918 Pzge 1 o i  7 



NOTIFICATION OF OTHES PERMITEE CBLlGATiONS 

item A: Permittee Accepts Legal Responsibiiiiy and ~ g r e e s  to indemnification , 
The permittee has accepted expressly, by the execution of the a~piication, theifcii legal responsibility for all 

darr,ages and costs, direct or indirect, ofwhatever nature a;d by whomever suffered, for liabiiity it incurs resulting from 
activity conducted pur8uar.t to this permit or in noncompliance with this permit and has agreed to indemnify and save 
harmiess the S:ate from suits, actions, damages and cask of  eve^/ name and description resulting from such ac:ivity. 

l tem B: Permi?tee t o  Require it's Contractors to Comply with Permit 
-, 
I ne  p~rmit tee shall require its independent ccntraciors, employees, apnts  a l d  assigns to read, understand and 

comply with this permit, including ail speciai cond:iions, and such persons shall be subjezt to the same sanctions iol 
violztions o i  this permit as those jrescribed for the permittee. 

ltem C: Permittee Responsible for Obtaining Other Required Permits - 
I he  permittee is respcnsible for obtaining an;. other perml!s, appiov~ls, lands, e2senen1s and rights-of-way t h t  

may be required fcr this project 
.- 

Item D: No Right t o  Trespass o r  1nter;ere with Riparian Rights 
This permit aces not convey to the permittee any nghtto trespass upon the lands or inte6erevdh the riparian rights 

of otiers in order to perfcm, the perinikd work nor does iiauiho5zc the irnpairnent of any righ!s, Me,  o r  interest in rf.4 
or personal propedy held or vested in a person not a party to the permit. -., 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

General Condition 1: Facility Inspection by the D"artrnent 
The pem~t ted site or acility, inciudiiic relevani records, is subjcct to inspection ai reasonable hours and intewais 

by an authorized ;epresenia;ive of the Department of Environ~entai Cc~nser~aGon (the Depahen t )  :o deiermine 
whether the permiten is complying with this permit and the ECL. Such representative may order B e  work suspended 
pursuant to ECL 71-0301 and SA'A 401(3). 

The permittee shall provide a persor, to acccmpany the Depanmeni's repr?sentative during an inspection to the 
permit area when writen cr veffial n o i f i d o n  is pr~vided by the Depanment at !east 24 hours prior to such inspection. 

A copy of this permit, including ail referenced maps, d;awings and special conditions, must be  avaiiakle for 
inspci ion by the Department at all times at the project site. Failure to produce a c3py of the permit upon request by a 
Department representative is a violation of this permit. - 

General Condition 2:  Relationship of this P x m i t  to Other Department Order; and Determinations 
Unless expressly provided for by the Ciepartment, issuance of this permit does not modi iy, supersede or rescind 

any order or  detemination previously issued by the DepaCmeX or any of ttie terms, conditions or  requircmenk 
co~ta ined in such order o: determination. 

General Condition 3: Applications for Pcrrnit Renewals or Modiiicaiions 
Tne permiitee must submit a separate written application to the DeFahent for renewal, modificaticn or transfer 

of this permit. Such application must include any forms or supplement2 iniormation the Deparun~nl  requires. Any 
renewai, modification or transfer granted by the Deparment must be in writing. -. 

I ne permites must submit a renewal application at ieast: 
a j  180 days bsfcre expiration of permits for State Poiiutant Discharge Eiiminatior System (SPDES), 

Hazardous Waste Management Facilities (HWMF), major Air Poilution Coctroi ().PC) and Soiid 'Waste 
Mansgement Faciiities (SWMF); and 

b j  30 days beiore expi:ation oi all other permit vpes. 
S u b ~ i s s i o n  of applications f , x  permii renewal or modification are to be submitied to: 

NYSDEC Regional Permit Administrator, Region 1 
Bidg %C SUNY, Stony Brook, b!Y 11790.2356 

General Condition 4: Permit Modifications, Suspensions and Revocations by the Department 
- --The Depariment resewes the right to modify suspend or revoke this permit when: 

a) the scope oithe permixed zctivikf is exceeded or a 'iiolaticn of any condition of the p s i n i t  i.r provisions 
of the ECL and pertinent requiaiions is found; 

b) the permit was obtained by misrepr?sentauon or fai!ure to disclose relevant facts; 
c) new material iniormation is discove:ed; or 
a) environmentai conditions, rele'iant technology, or applicabie iaw or :eguiation have materiaiiy 

changed since the permit uas issued. 



! 6NYCRR 608: Water QualiN Ceriificaiion 

If future operations by the State of New York require an alte-ation in the position of the structure or work herein 
authorized, cr ii, in the opinion oi  the Depariment of Environmentai Conservation it shall muse  unreasonable 
obs:ruction to h e  free navigation of said vdaten or ilood Rows or endanger the health, safety orwelfare of the people 
of the Stat-, or cause loss or destruction of the natural resources of the State, the owner may be ordered by the 
Cieparimer,t to remove or alter h e  stxcturalwork, obst;uctions, or hazards caused thereby without expense to the 
State, and i f  upon the expiration or revocztion of this permit, the structure, fiil, excavation, or other modification of 
the watercourse hereby authorized shall not be completed, the owners, shail, without expense to tine State, and to 
such extent and in such time and manner as the Depadment of Environnenial Conservation may require, remove 
a!i or any portion of the uncompleted structure or fill and restore to its iormer condition the navigable and flood 
capacity of the wa:ercoune. No claim shaii be made against the State of N ~ ' N  York cn account o i  any such removal 
or alteration. .. 

2. The State of New York shall in no case be liabie ior any damage o: injury to the str~cture ~ i w ~ r k .  herein auihorized 
which may be caused by or resuit from future operations underiaken by the Siate for the consewation or 
improvement of navigation, or for c'her purposes, and no claim or right t0'compensation shall accrue irom any such 
damage. 

3. Granting of this permit does not relieve the applicant of the resjonsibilib of obtaining any o t k r  permission, consent 
or approval irom the U.S. & m y  C o p  of Engineers, U S  Coas: Guard, New York State Ofice of Generai Sewices 
or lccal government which may be required. 

4. All necessary precautions shall be taken to preclude contamination oiany werland orwateway bj suspended so!ids. 
sediments, fue!s, solvents, lubncanis, epov coatinos, paints, cxcrete, leachate or any omer environmeniaily 
deleterious materials associated viith the projeci. 

5. Any material dredged in the prcsecudon of the work herein permitted shail be removed evenly, without leaving large 
refuse piles, ridges across the bed ofa waterway or floodplain or deep hoies that rnav_have a lendency to cause 
damage to navigabi~ channels or to the banks oi  a waterway. 

, 6. There shall be no unreasonable interkrence viith navigation by the work herein authorized. 

7. I f  upon the expiration or revocation of this permit, the project hereby authorized has not been comple!ed, tine 
applicant shall, without PXpEfii? to h e  State, and to such extent and in such time and mannEr as the Depaement 
of Environmental Conseniation may require, remove all or any portion of the uncompleted struciure or fill and restore 
the site to its former condition. No c!aim shail be made agains: the State ci New York on account o i  any such 
removal or alteration. 

8. If granted underGNYCRR Part 608, the NYS Eepariment of Enliironmental Consewation hereby cert~fies thai tne 
subject project will not contrailene eWuent iimitations or other limitations or standzrds under Se jons  301, 3132, 303, 
306 and 307 of the Clean Waier Act of 1977 (PL 95-217j provided that all of the conditionsiisted herein are met. 

9. All activities authorized by this permit must be in strict coniormance with the approved plans submitted by the 
applicant or his agent as pae of t i e  permit application. 

Such approved plans were Sarnoed NYSDEC Aosroved 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Prior to commencement of dredging activities, the exact borrow area must be defined based upon the abundance 
of surf clams within the overall area. In order to define the specfic borrow area the iollowing surjey shall be 
conducted before ever! phase of dredging: 

Within 6 months of proposed commencement of drdging activities, the borrow area shall be suweyed for surfciam 
populations and distribution. A total of 30 Statiocs shall be randomly selected within the borrow area. Each s:a:ion 
shall be sampled with modified commercial gear which has been lined witin 2 x 3" rectangular mesh (turkey wire) 
for retention of sub-legal clams. Each t w  will be standardized as per NYSDEC Shell iishenes Protocol. Tow 
dcration shall be 5 minutes at a speed f 1.5 knots. 

. . 

2. If the areas are found to be of high sur?clam use, NYSDEC and ACOE will implement mitigation measures to 
minimize impacts to this resource. Possible alternatives identiikd in tine EIS include: 

a. Depending on the magnitude and distribution oi  the resource, dredge in areas o i  lower surf clam use when such 
zction can be accomplished without creating isolsted holes. 

b. Harvesting the resources before dredging is initiated. 
c. Developing a monitoring program to determine the actual impacts sad the possibili!y of modi@ing future 

nourishments ior them. 

Surf clam abundance shall be plotted for each station. Specific borrow areas wj!l them be determined for each 
dredging event based upon use of the lowest abundance areas oniy. Prop.osed specific bomw area alofig with 
survey data  shall be submitted to Lou Chiareila, Regiocai Ivlanaser, Bureau of Marine Habitat Protection, NYSDEC 
Euiiding H O ,  SUNY Stony Brook, NY 11790-2356 within 30 days oisurvey for approval. - 

3. As part of the mitigation for long-term cumulative impact concerns, the applicant shall no later than5 months prior 
to the commencement of any dredging or otherconshction activity within the bo,xow areas oron the beach, submit 
to the Department, inc!uding its Region I ofice, for its review and approval a detailed coastal processes monitoring 
plan for both prf-construction and posbconstruction periods which contains and adequately addresses all the 
eiements 1is:ed on page iEIS45 ofthe FEIS and in the "Monitoring Plan" in Appendix H of the Lono Beach Island. 
New York Final Feasibilitv Reoort Volume 11: Technical Aooendices. 

In implementing the plan the applicant shall do the following: 

a. Conduct and submit the results of pre-construction data collection and rncnitoring efforts to the Department, 
including its Region I ofice, prior to any construction activity. . . ... 

b. Within3 months folloviing t ie completion of the iniual constwcdon, commence post~onstruction data collection and 
monitoring effort. which dupiicates the pie-constuction ccas'al processes monitoring effort Said pos:construction 
monitoring shall also be conducted in accordance with the following criteria: 

ii. Results from each data collection intmal  will be submitted to tne Depadment, including its Region I o$ce, 
within2 months of the completion of each data csllecilon etfort. 

lii. Lab and data analysis will be conducted and will be summarized in reports which shall be prepared and 
sobmi~ed to the Depanment, including i!s Region I ofiice, within 3 months of the completion of each in tma l  
of data collection. 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

4. l f ths results of the re-ana:ysis of the groins being conaiic:ed with new modeling tools, a; descrbed in paisgraph 
2 on page FElS-ii of the FEIS, indicate that a significant design change is required in the NED ?Ian that was not 
adequately addressed at all in the DElS (iicluding a change in ths size, shape or coni;gu;ation of tb,e grcins or an 
incrsase in the nur,ber of groins, especialiy in the 7,000 foot gap bebeen Long Eeach and Lido Beach) then the 
app:icant shall prepare anc circuiate addiiisnal Nc3A doc~mentatim to adrirsss Lhe paknrai environnientai impacts 
of these changes as necessary, which may inciude a supplemsntal ElS. in its consideration of which form of 
additional KEPA documen:ation tc preparc the app!icant shall coordinate ivith born b e  2sgion I and Albany oficas 
of tine New Yoric State Depaitrnent of Environmmtal Conservation (the Depaiiment). Furthermore, the NEPA 
documen:ation prepared shall consider the relationship of f i e  proposed cnangzs to the overall croj?.ci., segmentaiion 
and cumulative impacts in r d e r  to ensure the review is ccmpatibl? with rjld satisfies the required clcrnenis of the 
New York State En,~ironmmtai Quality R e k w  Act  It is understoci that tke Fsgion I oKcr of the Depaiirnent sha!i 
not issue state permits required forthe prqeci nor shall the Depanmnt sign a conshchon agreement for :he entire 
project with the Army Cats until the ahrementioned design re-analysis has bcen c m d u z t ~ d  and accompanyirg 
NEPA documen!aiion prepared, both the Region I and Albany oiiices ofih? Depaiiment have actively pa-cicipaied 
in the preparation of botn the design re-analysis and NE?A docurnentatan prepared in conjunction ivith the re- 
analysis satisSes :I-e raquiremerxs of the New York State EnvironmentalQuali~ 3ev ie '~Ac t  

5. For each month iollo~ving commencement sf dredging activities, a writien rePo< shaii be prepared which indicates 
the exact location of dredging activities which uccuiwed dcring thif  month and whch sum,maFzes the work whici 
has heen cornpietec during that rnantn. Said rspor; shail be submided, by the 15!k oiihe fellowing month, to Loui; 
Chiarella, Regional Manager ofthe Bureau of Marine Habitat Protection. NYSDEC, Building 40 SUNY, Stony a r o c ,  
NY 11 790-235.  

6. Due to the occurrence of New Yark State lis!sd endanoe:ed/!nre&nEd sp&s at this site, no work which :nvoives 
Ule oxrat ion of machinew, redisinbuUon of sand, or o&er physical disbraance is autbrized during the period from 
Marc1 15 to August 31, incusive. 

7. Notification Obligation Item A and Addiiioral General Condition 82 are included by k e  S i i ts  of New York as the 
permit issuing authorib/ mdsr  the Clean Water Act Such General condii;ons do not, norgre they inknded ts, appiy 
to, abrogate, or annul any obligation, iespansibili!y or liabiiibj or ! h ~  part of the St:te of N s v  Yoik, ir.cluding 
indemnificatisn by the Sk te  of New York to the Federal Government under the Project Cooperation Agrfement 
(PCA) for the Fire Island Breach Contingency Plan. Any oclications by the Federal Government under this Watei 
@uali?j Certifcation are limit?d to avaiiabk h d s  a~rhorized ior and appiopr;ated to thc Firc Island Breach Pro,iect. 
Pursuant to the PCA, the State of New York remains legal!y responsible to hold and save th? Federal Governnenr 
free from all damages arising from the consrructicn, operaticn, rnainmance, repair replacement, and rehabilitation, 
of the Project and any Project relate3 b?tterments, including liahilitiec arising from Nof3catior' liei;~ ,A and Additional 
General Cordition #2 except for damages due to tine f a i t  or negligence o i  the Federal Gsverninent or ii's 
contractors. 

8. The borrow area(s) shall be dredged so as to create a gracual (1:5 maximum) s l o p  down to final project depth. 

9. All dredging shall be conducted so as !o ieave a uniiorm bartom elewton, free of mounds or hoies, a t  the 
completion of each dredging cycle. 

10. Any debris or excess i;~aie% irom c3ns:rucSon o i  ir- ,=  project shall t e  completely rerroved from the ad!acent area 
(upland) and removed to an approved upla;id area for dispsai. Ko debris is permitted in tidal viet iads andlor 
protected buffer areas. 

-. 
1;. I nere snai! be no disturbance to vsrjetated :idal wetlands or proir;t?d t:~'ier area; as a r~su l t  of tne permibsd 

2.tivip -- ' I .  

.- - 
i i .  I ne storage o'cor!s:ruction q u i p m a t  aiid mztsriais shall be cmfine3 to wit'nn h e  ~rojecr 'v!i+6 sit? andior upland 

areas greater ihan 50 linear'eei from the tidal w t i z i d  baurca,~/. 



SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
I, 

13. Within 90 days of csmpletion of the initial project and each nourishment cycle, tow (2) copies each of a post- 
dredging contoured bathymetric suwey of the borrow area(s) , and an "as built" topographic survey of the beach, 
dune, new and modified groins and all ather project rill and work areas will be provided to the DEC. 

14. In order to develop a comprehensive borrow area management plan and detect long-term adverse impacts created 
by the dredging of the borrowed area(s), the fol!owing parameters snail be monitored for each borrow area: 

a. One set o i  ConduCtiviPy Temperature and Depth (CTD) profiles (including Dissolved Oxygen, Temperature, Saiiniv) 
shall be taken once between August 1 and August 15 for a period of five years after the comp!etion of  the initial 
excavation. Two stations shall be monitored which include the center of the deepest section oft9e borrow area and 
100M north of the borrow area. 

- 
b. A survey of benthic recolcnhation (beninic grab sample) shall be conducted in the borrow area one and three years 

(twice) a?er initial project completion. Three locations shall be sampled consisting of three replicates. Locatiocs 
shall include the cmter of the deepest area, mid-way on the side slope, a?d at the northern limit of the excavation. 
Surveys shall be conducted between August 1 and August 15 and shall be accompanied by CTD profiles. 

Ail data and results shall be submitkd to the Regional Manager of the Bureau of Ma*ne Eabitat Protection, Regisn 
One, wiinin 60 days of completion. Submission shall inc l~de data, sample analysis, and station locations. 

: 5 .  The dune shall be planted with Cape American Beach grass cn a minimum of 18" centers and the permittee shall 
repiant the beach grass during each subsecuent nourishrne~: cycle, as necessary, to ensure a minimum of 85% 
survival rate. 

Supplementarj Special Condiiions (A) through (F) Attached 
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SUPPLEMENTARY S3ECIAL CONDITIONS 

The following coaditions apply to all Tidal Wetlands; Freshwater 
Wetlailds; Coastal Erosion Management; and Wild, Scenic, and 

Recreational Rivers Pemits: 

A. copy of this permit, including all conditions an? approved 
plans, shall be available at the projec~ site whenever aurhorized 
work is in progress. The pprmit sign enclosed with the permit 
shall be protected from the weather ard ?cstei in a cccspicuous 
location at the work site until all authorized work has been 
completed. 

.. 
B .  The peznittee shall require that any cootractor,'~project e~gineer, 

or other person responsible for the overall supe-vision of this 
~rcject reads, understan&, and complies with this psnit and all 
its general, special, and supplementrry speciil conditions. Any 
Zailure to comply precisely with all of the terms ar.d conditions 
of this pemitl, unless authorized in wricing, shall be treated as 
a violation of the Environmental Conservation Law. If any of the 
pe-mit conditions are unclear, the permittee shall contac-c the 
Division of Regulatory Affairs a: the address on page one or 
telephone ( S i S I  444-0365. 

C. If project dasiyn modifications become necessa-y after pernit 
issuance, the permittee shall submit the appropriate p l m  changes 
for approval by the Regional Permit Rdrninistretor prior to 
undertaking any such modifications. The penittee is advised that - 
s;lbstantial modification may reqdire submission of a new 
application for permit. 

D. At leasr 48 hours prior to cormencement of the project, the 
permittee and contractor shall sign and rerum the top portion cf 
the enclosed notification form certifying that they are fully 
aware of and understand ail terms and conditions of this p e d t .  
within 30 days of completion of the penitred work, rhe bottom . . 
porrion cf that form shall also be siqned a-,d returned, along with 
photographs of the cor.ple:ed work and, if repired, a survey. 

E. For projects involving activities to be undertaken in phases ovsr 
a period of more than one year, the pernittee shall notify the 
P.egion-l Permit Administrrtor in writirg at lezs: 4 8  hours prior 
to reconmencing work in subsequent years. 

- . . 
z .   he granting of this perm: aoes no: relieve the ?~rmi~ree of the 

responsibility of obtaining a grznt, easement, or other necessary 
. approval from the Division of L a d  Utililarion, Office of General 

Servizes, Tower Building, Empire State Piaza, Albany, Wf 12242 

(516) 4 7 4 - 2 1 5 ,  which may be repired far a ~ y  e~croachment upon 
State ow.ed 1;nds cderwater. 
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