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APPENDIX : SECTION 404(b)(1) GUIDELINES EVALUATION

Introduction

This appendix of the Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long
Beach Island, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project presents a Section 404(b)(1)
Guideline evaluation for the comprehensive 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)(1): 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 fili material inside the territorial sea baseline (§230.2(b)).

Generic 404 (b)(1) Evaluation

The following Section 404(b)(1) evaluation is presented in a format consistent with typical
evaluations in the New York area and addresses all required elements of the evaluation.

Project Description

a. Location: The Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Iniet, Long
Beach Island, New York Storm 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 (Nickerson Beach), and the City of Long Beach.

b. General Description: In 1965, the USACE evaluated various storm protection options for
the area and presented findings n the Beach Erosion Control and Interim Hurricane
Study for the Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York: Jones Inlet to East Rockaway
[nlet (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 Hurricane Gloria in 19835, the
USACE conducted a Reconnaissance Study (completed in 1989), and subsequently a
Feasibility Study (completed in February of 1993), 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
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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 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 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 2005a). The proposed Project modification is
intended to provide a long-term, cost-effective solution for reducing erosion and
mamtaining the protective dune and beach berm in thig 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. These inciude 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 Pomnt 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 miodification and several
structural features and achivities (vehicle access ramps, new groms, dune walkovers,
impacts within a 136-acre shorebird nesting/foraging area) have been elimnated. As a
result, the proposed modification has significantly reduced the area of fill placement and
the amount of fill matenal 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 31 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-yr renounishment activities has been decreased by 385,000 cy
per yr. The Long Beach Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) and subsequent plan
modifications provide specific details regarding proposed Project modification
components (USACE 2005a).

Aunthonty and Pumpose: In October 1986, the Commuttee on Public Werks 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 determine the feasibility of providing storm damage protection
works for Long Beach Island. Subsequently, a reconnaissance study and report were
completed i 1989, a Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) report were circulated in 1994, and a Final Feasibility Report and Final

Long Beach Island

Septernber 2005 Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation



v
i

L
1

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) report, and circulated in 1998 (USACE 1998).
A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on December 23, 1998 and 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 material, 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 incorporaie
advancements in engineering cvaluation methods, 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 arca), and to address environmental concems expressed by agencies and/or
mterest groups. As a result of project re-evalvation, several modifications were made to
the plan that was selected in 1998 for this Project.

In 2002, the New York District USACE initiated a Jimited re-evaluation study to explore
options to refine the proposed project modification. The limifed re-evaluation study was
conducted with the intent of identifying and evaluating various means of maintaining the
beach that are longer-term and less expensive than the current plan and that incorporate
concemns 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

2005a).

General Description of Placement Material: Sand that 1s compatible to the existing beach
that will be pumped in from offshore borrow area.

Proposed Discharge Site: The Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway
Iniet, Long Beach Island, New York Storm 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 (Nickerson Beach), and the City of
Long Beach

Disposat Method: Use of hydraulic dredging equipment for the initial construction and
renourishment efforts.

Factnal Determinations

d.

Phvsical Substrate Determinations

Long Beach Island
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1) a dune with a top elevation of +15 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 1s located; 2) a sand barrier
with a top elevation of +13 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 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
clevation 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).

Sediment Type: Sediments similar to those present in the placement area will be
utilized. No impacts are anticipated.

Dredeed Material Movement: Minor short-term movement and existing shore
processes will continue.

Physical Effects on Benthos: Minor short-term disruption. No long-term impact.

Other Effects: None identified

Action to Minimize Iimpacits: See section (5.0)

Water Circulation. Fluctuations. and Salinitv Determinations

(M

Water

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

(b} Water Chemistry: No major impacts are expecied.

(c)  Clarity: 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
expecied.

(&) Odor: No measurable impacts arc expected.

(f) Taste: Not applicable

Long Beach Island
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(2) Dissolved Gas Levels: Possible short-term variation may occur due to
turbulence created by placement of the material on the beach.

(h} Nutrients: Temporary and localized nutrient increases may occur due to
sediment resuspenston during beach fill activities. No long-term increase
i nutrients and eutrophication will result from the proposed project.

(1) Eutrophication: None identified
() Other: None identified

(2) Current Patterns and Circulation: No impacts identified

(3)  Normal Water Level Fluctuations: No impacts identified

(4) Salinity Gradients: No impacts expected

(3) Actions to Minimize Impacts: Not applicable

c. Suspended Parliculate/Turbidity Delermination

(H Change at Disposal Site: Short-term, localized increases in  suspended
particulates/turbidity as a result of placement of matenal, but no lonhg-term
changes.

(2) Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column: Impact should
be minimal since particles will settle out fairly rapidly and no toxic mectals or
organic compounds are anticipated to be encountered.

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

(4y  Action to Mimimize Impacts: Placement of material will be completed as early as
possibie to allow for optimum recruitment of benthic organism within the

placement area.

d.  Contaminant Determination: No impacts identified.

e.  Aquatic Ecosystems and Qrzanisms Determination: Possible effects to the gills of nekion
species that are in the immediate area of placement. No major impacts are expected.

f. Proposed Disposal Site Determination: Not apphcable,

Long Beach Island
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Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosvstem: See section (4.0).

Dretermination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem: None 1dentified.

Findings of Compliance or Noncompliance

There are no practicable alternatives for the proposed action under the jurisdiction of

a.
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.

b.  The proposed action does not appear to violate apphcable state water guality standards or
effluent standards.

¢.  The proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on endangered species or their
critical habitats. Formal coordination with the USFWS 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 construction. Informal consultation with NMFS is ongoing at this time.

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

e.  All appropriate steps lo minmimize adverse environmental impacts have been taken.

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

Conclusions

Based on all of the above, the proposed action is determined to be in compliance with the
Section 404(b){1) Guidelines, subject to appropriate and reasonable conditions, to be
determined on a case-by-case basis, to protect the public interest.

Long Beach Isiand
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0080

REPLY TQ
ATTENTIOM OF

Environmental Branch

September 12, 2005

Mr. David A. Stilwell

Field Supervisor NY field Otlice
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3817 Luker Road

Cortland, New York 130453

Subject: Atlantic Coast of Long Istand, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Tnlet, Long Beach
Island, New York, Stornm Damage Reduction Project.

Dear My, Stilwell:

Thank you for providing the Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report
(DFWCAR) for the subject project. In response to the DEFWCAR dated September 2004,
please see attached modifications to the proposed project. We fee!l the modifications are
not significant and would like your stafl to review these modifications with my staff and
resume the Section 7 consuliation. We recognize your heavy workload and appreciate
your speedy response to the project description. I look forward to working with you and
yvour staff on this effort. If you should have any questions, please contact Mr, Robeit J.
Smith of my siaff at 917-790-8729.

Sincerely,

Leonard Houston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Ce: USFWS, LI Field Office {Rosemarie Gnam)
Attachment
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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 stabihity of the existing
weldment area (USACE 2003a). However, based on subseguent 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 {eet west of existing Groin 55 1n
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 §00

ft. Groin widths willbe 115 fi.

A determination to construct the three westernmost groins will be triggered at a later date
within the 30-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 {o be located. The criteria will be evaluated based
upon field measurements and analysis (USACE 2005a),

Point Lookour Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension

During re-evaluation of the proposed Project, the USACE determined that Groin #58
(i.e., West Groin), the terminal grein in Point Lookout, required an extension along with
the rehabilitation recommended by the Feasibility Study (USACE 2005). Accordingly,
the District plans fo rehabilitate the existing portion of the gromn, extend the length an
additional 100 feet (cuyrently 200 ft), 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 terminal groin may decrease
the amount of sediment lost toward the inlet after the beach fill compenent 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 #38 is approximately 10 to
10.75 tons (USACE 2005a). '

Dune Walkovers and Vehicle Access structures, and Boardwalk Surface Replucement

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

erthanced dune system.

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




MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

The recommended plan for this Project includes the preferred plan (identified in the 1995
Feasibility Report and subsequent 1998 FEIS f{iling) with post-Feasibility modifications
as detailed in the LRR [USACE 2005a]. The recommended plan provides the most
comprehensive, effective, and cost-effective solution to provide storm 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 1n 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 {ill 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 vpper 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, 8§ gravel surface vehicle access 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 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.
Supplemental NEPA documentation would be prepared to address construction of the

three deferred groins as appropnate.

In addition to the decrcase 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 nesting/foraging 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 headguarters, the
construction of timber retaming walls around: five existing comfort stations, two
comfort/lifeguard stations and one lifeguard headquarters, the rehabilitation of two
groins, and the extension of the terminal groin. A comparson of components of the
onginal selected plan and the proposed Project modification are shown in Table 2.1,



Table 2.1.

Currently Proposed Project Modifications.

Summary Comparison of the Original Proposed Project and the

nesting/foraging area

Component Original Project Project Change
Modification
Beach fill matenal (for creation - 41,000 lf, some within = 29,000 1f, none - -12,000 1f
of beach berm, sand barrier and  shorebird nesting area  within shorebird
adune) S S nesting area :
Borrow area sand removal (l.e., | 8,642,000 cy 6,600,000 cy : -2,042.000 cy
total sandfill quantity, excluding
5-year renourishments) _ o
Dune plantings 29 ac o 12ac -17 ac
Sand fence 90,000 If 47,000 )f -48,5001f
Boardwalk extensions 0 0 ‘s
Dune walkovers (timber and/or 29 24 5
gravel surface) s
Walkover extensions 0 8 - 8
Vehicle access ramps (timber 12 11 : -1
and/or gravel surface) S
Repair of existing boardwalk 0 S 11,000 1 - +11,000 1f
surface _ f . .:
Reconstruction of lifeguard 0 1 -+l
headquarters - '
Construction of timber retaining  § 8 0
wall around: existing comfort ' 5
stations, comfort/lifeguard
stations, and lifeguard
headquarters o ; L
5-yrrenourishment 2,111,000 ey/yr 1,746,000 cyfyr 385,000 cy/yr
Rehab and 100 ft Extension of 1 {rehab) 2 (rehab and S
croin 58 : extension) :
New groins 0 -4 (7 proposed, but -2
' 3 have been
_ - deferred)
Rehabilitation of existing groins . 15 17 ' +2
Impacts to shorebird 136 ac Oac No impacts




PROJECT ELEMENTS

Beachfill

This component of the Project includes the following: 1) a dune with a top elevation of
+15 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 Jocated; 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
Jocated 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 [V: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 1n 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 matenial.

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 mstalled (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
planform holding effectiveness. As a result of this survey, a total of 17 groins were
recommended for rehabilitation, including 15 groins i Long Beach and two groins in

Point Lookout .

Rehabilitation will consist of repositioning existing armor stone and adding addifional
stone where required. The restored groins will have an average length of 144 ft and an
average width of 53 ft. Existing groins are on average 144 ft long and 33 ft wide. A
primary armor weight of 5 tons was selected for the new armor in order to match the

existing armor (USACE 2005a).




structures, and one raised timber vehicle access way, are currently proposed. Originaily,
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 Headguarters

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 tern/piping plover nesting area located in Point Lockout,
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
reevaluated proposed Project activities in direct response to concems regarding shorebird
habitat from Federal and State agencies and other interested parties (USACE 1998). Asa
result, construction of a beach berm and dune within the bird nesting/foraging 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 onginally
proposed within the ephemeral pool and ten/piping plover nesting area. However, based
on a re-cvaluation of the Project, construction of these groing has been deferred
mndefinitely, 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
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 be removed from this area. The
original plan selected in 19935 proposed 8,642,000 cy of sand remeoval (USACE 1998).



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Environmental Branch

November 12, 2004

Mr. David A. Stilwell

Field Supervisor NY field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3817 Luker Road

Cortland, New York 13045

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

Dear Mr. Stlwell:

Thank you for providing the Draft Fish and Wildlife 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 recognize 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-

264-0189.

Sincerely,

Leonard Houston
Chuef, Environmental Analysis Branch

Cc: USFWS, LI Field Gffice (Rosemarie Gnam)
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
3817 Luker Road _
Cortland, NY 13045 j )
it
May 27, 2004 JUN p
Mr. Frank Santomauro
Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
26 Federal Plazs

New York, NY 10278
Attention: Robert Smith, Environmenta] Analysis Branch

Dear Mr. Santomauro:

Enclosed is the revised drafi Scape of Work (SO0W) for the U,5. 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 staff time and cost
estimates to undertake preparation of both the Draft and Fioal Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act 2(b) (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 than the final figures in the
Scope of Work. It will be helpful i the firmure to involve us as early as possible in the Project
Delivery Team (PDT) planning process, so that mutnally acceptable funding levels, reflective of
the biological work needed, can be negotiated. We would appreciate your consideraton of this,
Our participation in the PDT process was discussed at some length in our problem-zolving
session at the December, 17 — 18, 2002, North Atlantic Division/Service Regional
Office-sponsored NY District Corps/Service coordination meeting.

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

Sincerely,

<

David A. Stilwell

/é Fisld Supervisor

Enclosure

ce: WYFQ, Proiect & BR Files
I,IFO, Projeckt File
ES:LIFD:I\TYFQ:SPapa:mvd
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Mr. Frank Santomauro

Chizf, Planning Division

U.S. Ammy Corps of Enginesrs
26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278

Attenfion: Robert Smith, Environmmental Analysis Branch

Dear My, Santomauro:

Enclosed is the revised draft Scope of Work (SOW) for the U.S. 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 staff time and cost
estimates to undertake preparation of both the Draft and Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act 2(b) (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 than the final figures in the
Scope of Work. It will be helpful in the future to invelve us as early as possible in the Project
Delivery Team (PDT) planning process, so that mutually acceptable funding ievels, reflective of
the biological work nseded, can be negotiated. We would appreciate your consideration of this.
Our participation in the PDT process was discussed at some length m our problem-solving
session at the December, 17 - 18, 2002, North Atlantic Division/Service Regional
Office-sponsored NY District Corps/Service coordination meeting.

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

Sincerely,

Dawnd A, Stilwell
Field Supervisor

Enclosure
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REVISED SCOFE OF WORK
FISCAL YEAR 2004

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report
Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York from Jones Inlet Westerly to East Rockaway Inlst
Nassau County, New York

1. SUBJECT

This Scope of Work (SOW) is between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and
the U.8. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District {Corps) for the Service to prepare
a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) 2(b} Report for the proposed project.
Report an the proposed project pursuant to the FWCA (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).

2 PROJECT NAME

Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York from Jones Inlet Westerly to East Rockaway
Inlet (Storm Damage Reduction Project)

3. CORYS DISTRICT AND CONTACTS

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CENAN-PL)
26 Federal Plaza, 21st Floor, New York, NY 10278-0090

Section Chaef? Roselle Henn Tek  (212) 264-2119
Project Biologist: Robert I. Smith Tel:  (212) 2640189

4. SERVICE OFFICE AND CONTACTS

{J.8. Fish and Wildhift Service, New York Field Office
3817 Luker Road, Cortland, NY 13045

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

U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lopg Island Field Office
500 St. Marks Lane, Islip, NY 11751

Supervisor: Roszmarie Gnam Tel:  (631)581-2941
Fax:  (631) 5812972

5. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Long Beach Island

The study area for the Storm Damage Reduction Project 15 located on the Atlantic Coast
of Long Island, New York, from Jones [nlst westerly to East Rockawsay Inlet. The site
Yies within Nassau County, New York, and from east to west, cucompasses the
comununities of Point Lookout, Lido Beach, City of Long Beach, and Atlantic Beack,
The nine-mile-long barrier island varies in width from 1,500 to 4,000 fe=t () and is
bounded on the east by Jones Inlet, on the south by the Atlantic Ocean, on the west by
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East Rockawsy Inlet, and on the north by Reynolds Channel. Development is primarily
residential with extensive recreational facilities. The storm damage reduction project
requires the utilization of borrow area sediments and groin revitalization/construction to
provide a measure of beach erosion control and hurricane protection to the Long Beach

Island shoreline.
Project Description

Long Beach [sland 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 Inlet to the
gast. The area has been subject to major flocding during storms, causing damage to
structures along the barrier island. Over the years, continued erosion bas 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 1s low-lying and flat with elevations generally less than 10 fi
above National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). Although some arzas have dunes; the
ocean shoreline of Long Beach typically consists of & coptinuous strip of generally
low-lying beach with a series of groins along the oceanfront. Severs stonms in recent
years have not only caused 2 reduction in the overall heach height and width along the
1sland, but also accelerated deterioration of the stone groips, increasing the susceptibility
of the storm damage to local communities. Continuing erosion exposes this low-lying
1sland to heightened risk of catastrophic damage from flooding and wave impact.

Problems also include the deterioration of cxisting coastal protective structures, In spite
of contimued storm damage, groins fronting the barrier island, including the eastem
terminal groin, have not been maintained or repaired since construction in the 1950s.
This deterioration decreasss the protective capability of the beach and increases
vulnerability of the coastal communities to storm damage,

The 1sland is also subject to flooding, although at lower stages, and less frequently on the
bay side of the island. Based on current Federal Emergency Management Administration
(FEMA) delinzation of the 100-year tidal mundetion arga, the Long Beach Island
Regional Planning Board estimates that aver 3,000 homes would be flocded, directly
impacting over 8,000 homes. The threat of the resultant loss of Iife 1s a direct possibility
in any coastal flooding situation.

The Long Beach Project is a storm damage reduction project which has been designed to
provide protection against wave attack and inundation for homes and businesses zlong
6.4 miles of oceanfront ncluding Point Lookout, Lido Beach, and the City of Long
Beach. This area has been subject to major floading during storms causing damage to
structures along the barrier island. Over the years, continued erosion has resulted in a
reduction in the height and width of the beachffont inereasing the potential for storm
damages.

The Recommended Plan is a beach fill plan deveioped to reduce storm damages to highly
developed communities that are susceptible to wave attack agd flooding duning major
storms =nd hurricanes sud to provide protection against a 100-year storm event. The
Plan, which includes approximately 34,000 linear feet of beachfil], is characterized by a
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110-ft wide beach berm at an elevation of +10 ft above NGVD, and a dume systern with a
top elevation of +15 ft, NGVD.

‘Beachfill

The Recommended Plan includes the beach fill for Plan 3 in the February 1995
Feasibility Report. The components of the beach fill include:

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

b) Dune: Crest elevation of +15 ft NGVD for g crest width of 25 ft with 1 on 5 side
slopes on the Jandward and seaward sides.

c) Berm: Fronting the dune, a berm width of 110 £ to 400 ft at elevation +10 ft
NGVD with a shore slopz of 1 on 20 for the easternmost 5,500 L.F. of the project,
a 1,500 L.F. transifion, thence a 1 on 35 slope for the remaining 27,000 LF.

d) Sand Fill Quantity: A total sand fill 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. talerance
- Overfill factor of 2.5 percent
- Advanced nounshment width of 50 £

e) The duns construction includes 24 acres of planted dune grass and 41,500 LF. of
sand fence for dune sand entrapment, as well as 15 boardwalk extensions/dune
crossovers, 14 dune walkavers, and 4 vehicle access ramps over the dune in the
City of Long Beach, and 26 dune walkovers and & vehicle access ramps over the
dune in Lide Beach and Pomt Lookout.

f) Renourishment of approximately 1,681,300 cy of sand fill from the offshore
bormow area every 5 years for the 50-year project life. Beachfill for the proposed
project 18 available from an offshore borrow area containing appraximately
36 million cy of suitable beachfill material. The borrow area is located
approximately one mile offshore of the barrier island of Long Beach.

Changes To The Recommended Plan Since The Feasibility Report

Since the completion of the Feastbility Report in 1995, there have been refinements to
desizn and changes in the exisdng conditons. Accordingly, a number of modifications
have betn incorporated into the Recommended Plan based on work completed to date
since the completion of the Feasibility Report. These modifications are described in the
following paragrapiis.
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Terminat Groin Rehsbilitation and Extemsion

Based on the report antitled, “Terminal Groin Rebabilitation aud Extension at Jones Inlet,
Long Beach Island,” February 1999, prepared by Michael Bzker, 1., Inc., the
Recommended Plar has been modified to include rehabilitation and extension of Groin
No. 58, the easternmost terminal groin in Point Lovkout, in accordance with the typical
design propased in the referenced report.

New Groin Construction

Based on the report entitled, “Technical Reanalysis of the Shoreline Stabilization
Measures for the Eastern Poroon of the Long Beach Island, New York Project,”

March 2000, prepared by Offshore and Coastal Technologies, Inc. /Andrews, Miller &
Assoc., [nc., the Recommended Plan hss been modified to include the construction of
seven new groins in the Point Lookeut area. The first groin will be constructed 800 f
west of existing Grom No. 55 in Point Lookout and the second through fourth groins
constructed with tapered lengths at intervals of 800 R. The remaining three groins will be
constructed at 1,200 fi. intervals with tapered lengths. In order to minimize potential
impacts ta the shoreline to the west, a tapered groin field is recommended with a 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. 1. The lengths of the remaining groins are reduced to meet
the 6-degree taper for the groin field. '

Initial construction of the four easternmost groins is recommended 10 provide the required
erosion control and stonm protection for the severaly eroded shoreline area. The
remaining three groins, which would be largely buried in the existing weldment area, are
proposed for deferred construction as needed based on the stability of the weldment area.
The deferred tapered groins are included to address the possibility that the weldment may
miprate westward, creating erosional pressure to the east as it moves.

Existing Groin Rehabilitation

Based on a condition sarvey of the existing groins conducted in Sgptember 2003, the
Recommended Plan hes been modified to include rehabilitation of those groing that were
found in poor or fair condition that would be ben=ficial to the beach stability. Based on
this evaluation, 15 of the 23 groins in the City of Long Beach and 2 groms in Point
Lookont are recommended for rehabilitation, The proposed rehisbilitation consists of
repositioning sxisting ammor stone and adding edditional armor stone along the seaward
100-2C0 ft of each of the groins. A minimum constructible crest width of approximately
13 ft was selected with sidz slopes of 1V on 2H. A primary armor weight of
approximately 5 tons was selectzd in order to approximately match the existing armor
stone.

Bird Nesting and Foraging Area

The Recommended Plan has been modified to accommodate an area of the beach which,
due to existing width aud berm height, is a prime arca for cphemeral pool formation and,
as such, ts a priupe shorebird nesting and forasging area. This plan will allow for the

continued unimpeded use of this area as shorebird nesting and foraging areas. In order o
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avoid construction in this nesting/foraping area, svaluations were conducted to epsure
that the existing condition has at legst the same storm damage leve] of pratection as the
recommended design section. The 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 and found to provide a comparsbiz level of protection
(Iess than 80 percent dune matenial displacement). A future trigger, a minimum berm
width of 250 f, hias been determined and melnded in the LRR and OMRR&R Manual,
such that if the berm width falls below that mimmum width required storm protection,
construction of deferrad project elements will be initiated including placement of the full
design section as per the Feasibility Study. Placememt of the full feasibility cross-section
(or equivalent protection) in the nesting/foraging area at a future date will be considered a
part of major rehabilitation contingency for determining project costs.

Figures 3 to 5 from the original Scope of Work indicate the proposed ephemeral pool
dimensions and positoning for the pesting/foraging area as provided by the NYD. The
ephereral pool encompasses a 93 .4-acre area and the plover and least tern pesting area
covers a 42 3-acre area.

Borrow Ares

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 beep found
characterized through a senes of composite grain-size analyses and were determined to be
predomipantly fine sand with typically only a trace of silts (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 1998). The offshorz borrow area contains approximately 36 million ¢y of
suitable beachfill material.

PROJECT STATUS:
Draft Environmental Analysis Due May 2004
Final Environmental Analysis Due October 2004

SPECIFIC SERVICE WORK TO BE ACCOMPLISHED:
A Review project description and Draft/Final Scopes of Work;

B. Identify existing significant fish and wildlife resources (including threatened and
endangered species and their habitats) within the project area and discuss project
relsted resource concers. Update mformation on fsh and wildlife resources
within the project’s impact areas;

C. Coordinate with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) and other agencies/orgayizations regarding project arca resourcss,
project-related impacts, and measures to minimize or mitigate project impacts on
fish and wildlife resources;

D. Evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative tropacts of the preferred alternative on
{ish and wildlife rasources;
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E. Evaluate the preferred alternative to rednce or comnpensate for impacts to fish and
wildlife resources. Recommend fish and wildlife enhancement opportunities in
the project area and provide cost estimates for ephancement proposals;

Conduct sita visits;

G. Provide an Interim Letier/Updats one month prior to submission of Draft FWCA
Report;

H. Provide Draft FWCA Report to Corps, NYSDEC, Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), and Natiopal Marine Fisheries Service (NMFES);

L Review Corps and NYSDEC comments on Draft FWCA Report and provide Final
FWCA Repoit;

L Request written concurrence on Draft FWCA Report from NYSDEC;

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

REPORT BINDING:
a. Drzft Report: Four (4) copres bound
b, Final Report: Four (4) copies bound
Digital (Compact Disk) version
CORPS INPUT TO SERVICE:
Corps to provide project description and all available May 21, 2004

information on project desien and the beuefit/cost
analysis of the altematives.

Corps to provide comments on Draft Report Within 30 days of
Receipt of the Draft
Report

SERVICE INPUY TO CORPS:

Service submits Interim Letter/Update Junpe 11, 2004 (or 22 days afier

Update to the Corps receipt of the transfer of fimds
(TOF}, whichever comes first

Service submuts Draft FWCA Report Tuly 11, 2004 (or 52 days from

to Corps, NYSDEC, EPA, and NMFS receipt of the TOF)

Service submits Final FWCA Report August 20, 2004 (or 30 days after
submission of the Draft Report —

incorporates mipimum 30-day
interagency review period)



06/08,04 18:02 FaX 5315812$4l

11,

SERVICE EFFORTS AND COSTS:

US FISH & WILDLIFE-LIFQ

Tiem Stafi-Days Cast (3)

Review of project description/reports 3 1,500

Coordinatiop with NYSDEP, Service 2 1,000

specialists, and other resource agencies

Site Visits 2 1,000

Preparation of Draft FWCA Report 12 6,000

Preparation of Final FWCA Report 5 2.500

SUBTOTAL: 24 12,000

Overhead (38 percent) 4,560

Report Reproduction, Equipment, Materials, 500

and miscellancous expenses

TOTAL: $17,060.00

Interim Payment MIPR W16ROE41128165 $15,000.00
Approximate sverhead (38 percent) 4,130.00
Site Visits and Report Preparation 21 10,869.00

Anticipated Addittonal Payment/per anticipated revision to MIPR $2,060,00
Approximate overhead (38 percent) 568.00
Report Preparation 3 1,492.00

Bo1oe
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045

June 15, 2004

Mr. Leonard Houston

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch
LS. Army Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza, Rm. 2119

New York, NY 10278

Dear Mr. Houston:

In accordance with the Scope-of-Work (SOW) dated May 27, 2004, this Interim Letter provides
-the U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) preliminary review and comments 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 1s 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; 160 U.S.C. 661 ¢f 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.

Descriptian of Project and Study Area

The following project description, which was developed by the Corps, is excerpted from the
May 27, 2004, SOW (Figures are not included).

Long Beach Island

The study area for the Storm Damage Reduction Project is located on the Atlantic Coast
of Long Island, New York, from Jones Inlet westerly to East Rockaway Inlet. The 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 Atlantic Beach.
The 9-mile long barrier island varies in width from 1,500 to 4,000 feet (ft) and s 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 Reynolds Channel, Development is primarily
residential with extensive recreational facilities. The storm damage reduction project
requires the utilization of borrow area sediments and groin revitalization/construction to
provide a measure of beach ercsion control and hurricane protection to the Long Beach
Island shoreline.



Project Description

Long Beach [sland is a 9-mile long barrier island located on the Atlantic Coast of

Long Istand, New York, between East Rockaway Inlet 1o the west and Jones Inlet to the
east (See Figure 1). 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 1s low-lying and flat with elevations generally less than 10 f
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 beach with a series of groins along the oceanfront. 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
a heightened risk of catastrophiic damage from flooding and wave impact.

Problems also include the deterioration of existing coastal protective structures. In spite
of continued storm damage, groins fronting the barrier 1sland, including the eastern
terminal groin, have not been maintained or repaired since construction in the 1950s.
This deterioration decreases the protective capability of the beach and increases
vulnerability of the coastal communities to storm damage.

The jsland is also subject to flooding, although at lower stages and iess frequently on the
bay side of the island. Based on the current Federal Emergency Management
Administration (FEMA) delineation of the 100-vear 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 situnation.

The Long Beach Island Project is a storm 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. This 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 in the height and width of the beachfront, which has increased the potential for
storm damages.

The Recommended Plan is a beach fill plan that has been developed to reduce storm
damages 10 the highly developed communities that are susceptible to wave attack and
flooding during major storms and hurricanes, and to provide protection against a 100-year
storm event. The Recommended Plan, which includes approximately 34,000 linear feet of
beachfill, is characterized by a 110-ft wide beach berm at an elevation of +10 ft above
NGVD, and a dune system with a top elevation of +135 ft NGVD.

Beachfili

The Recommended Plan includes the beach fill for Plan 5 in the February 1995
Feasibility Report. The components of the beach fill include:
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a) Dune and Berm Fifl: Dune and berm fill from Point Lookout west to the wastern
boundary of the City of Long Beach where the selected plan tapers into the
existing shoreline in Atlantic Beach {(approximately 34,000 L.F.).

b) Dune: Crest elevation of +15 ft NGVD for a crest width of 25 ft with 1 on 3 side
slopes on the landward and seaward sides.

c) Berm: Fronting the dune, a berm width of 110 fi to 400 ft at elevation +10 £t
NGVD with a shore slope of 1 on 20 for the easternmost 5,500 L. F. of the project,
a 1,500 L.F. wransition, thence a 1 on 35 slope for the remaining 27,000 L. F.

d) 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 existing
beach. These quantities of sand fill inciude the following:

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

e) The dune construction includes 24 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.

1) Renourishment of approximately 1,681,300 cy of sand fill from the offshore
borrow area every 5 years for the 50-year project life. Beachfill for the proposed
project is available from an offshore borrow area containing approximately
36 million 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 Pian since the Feasibility Report

Since the completion 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 completion of the Feasibility Report. These modifications are described in the
following paragraphs.

Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension

Based on the report entitled, “Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension at Jones Inlet,
Long Beach Island,” February 1999, prepared by Michael Baker Jr., Inc., the
Recommended Plan has been medified to include the rehabilitation and extension of
Groin No. 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 "Technical 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 Technologies, Inc. /Andrews, Miller &
Assoc., Inc., the Recommended Plan has been modified 1o include the construction of
seven new groins in the Point Lookout area. The first groin will be constructed 8§00 ft
west of existing Groin No. 55 in Point Lookout (Figure 2) and the second through fourth
groins constructed with tapered lengths at intervals of 800 ft (Figure 3). The remaining
three groins will be constructed at 1,200 ft. intervals with tapered lengths (Figure 4). In
order fo 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 fength 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 the 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 storm protection for the severely eroded shoreline area. The
remaining three groins, which would be largely buried in the existing weldment area, are
proposed for deferred construction as needed, based on the stability of the weldment area.
The deferred tapered groins are included to address the possibility that the weldment 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, 15 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 fi 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
stong.

Bird Nesting and Foraging Area

The Recommended Plan has been modified to accommodate an area of the beach, which,
due to existing width and berm height, 18 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 construction in this nesting/foraging area, evaluations were conducted to ensure
that the existing condition has at least the same storm damage level of protection as the
recommended design section. The 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 and found to provide a comparable level of protection
(less than 80 percent dune material displacement). A future trigger, 2 minimum berm
width of 250 ft. has been determined and included in the LRR and OMRR& R Manual,
such that if the berm width falls below that minimum width of required storm protection,
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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 nesting/foraging 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 N¥YD. 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 1s 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 been found
characterized through a series of composite grain-size analyses and were determined to
be predominantly fine sand with typically only a trace of silts (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 1998). The offshore borrow area contains approximately 36 million cy of
suitable beachfill material.

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

Via electronic correspondence dated April 14, 2004, the Service requested clarification of the
project description and forwarded 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 awatts 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 Stabilization Measures for the Eastern Portion of the
Long Beach [sland, New York Project,” dated March 2000. The Service awaits these reports for

review,

Comparison of Beach Nourishment Plan from 1995 Recommended Plan 5 and Project
Description in Draft 2004 SOW

1995 Recommended Plan | Plan in Draft 2004 SOW
Beach Fill Length 41,000 fi 34,000 f1
i 15 to 25 ft maintenance corridor Yes No
Berm width 110 ft 110 t0 400 &
Fili veolume 6,670,200 cy 8,642,000 ¢y
Beach grags area 25 acres 24 acres
Linear ft snow fence 60,000 fi 41,500 ft
Renourishment volumes 2,111,000 cy 1,681,200 cy
Dune walkovers 16 15
Vehicle access ramps 12 4 J
Timber ramps 13 157 ]




Feolooical Unigqueness of Project Area and Surrounding Habitats

There are 116 species of special emphasis in the Hempstead Bays - South QOyster Bay oceanic,
barrier island, and estuarine compiex, 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 1997]. Federal and State
envircnmental agencies should be consulted for additional information.)

Federally-listed Endangered

Atlantic ndley (=Kemp's) sea turtle (Lepidochelvs kempi)
Federally-listed Threatened

loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretia)

piping plover (Charadrius melodus)

seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus}
Federal Species of Concern

northern diamondback terrapin (Malaclemys 1. terrapin)
State-listed Endangered

Carolina clubmoss (Lycopodiella caroliniana)

Barratt's sedge (Carex barrattii)

false china-root (Smilax pseudochina)

St. Andrew's cross (Fypericum hypericoides spp. multicaule)
State-listed Threatened

least tern {Sterna antillarum)

northern harrier {Circus cyaneus)

osprey (Pandion haliaetus)

common tern {Sterna hirundo)

button sedge (Carex bullata)

oolden dock (Rumex maritimus var. fueginus)
State-listed Special Concern Animals

short-eared owl (Asio flammeus)
State-listed Rare Plants

whip nutrush (Scleria triglomerata)

pinweed (Lechea racemulosa)

Preliminary Endancered Species Act Comments

The project area, which includes the beach nourishment and dune construction zones as well as
the offshore sand borrow areas, contains habitat critical te 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 1o the preparation of the BA and offered technical assistance
as needed in developing a framework for the BA.

The Service recommends that the Corps include the following measures into the project
description in order to avoid or minimize impacts to the piping plover and seabeach amaranth:
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The Corps should consult with the Service in order to identify, delineate, and
symbolically fence piping plover territorial, courtship, nesting, and brood rearing areas.
By July I, 1if plovers have not utilized any previously designated piping plover territorial,
courtship, nesting. or brood-rearing area, the Corps, after consultation with the Service,
may be authorized to initiate construction activities within these areas. Any on-going
construction work within the plover territorial, courtship, nesting, and brood-rearing areas
and designated buffer areas shall cease by April 1 of any given year,

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

Beginning on April 1, and prior to commencement of both the initial construction project
and subsequent renourishment activifies, and continuing through September 1, or the date
of last fledging (marking the conclusion of the piping plover breeding season), the
following survey/monitor activities shall be established:

Seabeach amaranth surveying activities within the project arca shall be conducted both
mid-season (June/July) and late season (Sepiember/October). Upon the identification of
any seabeach amaranth within the project area, the Corps shall reinitiate Section 7
consultation with the Service and shall proteci seabeach amaranth habitat with symbolic
fencing. Syvmbolic fencing shall be erected in a 3 meter (approximately 10 feet) radius
around individual plants, or erected in a 3 meter zone in any direction around groups of
plants. No fill shall be placed on seabeach amaranth between May I and November [ in
any given year. Consullation with the Service will be necessary to determine if this time-
of-year work restriction is appropriate.

The beach disposal area(s) in front of the dunes shall be finished (o a natural grade and
contour {0 maintain suitable nesting habitat for piping plovers.

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.

In order to assess the need for additional protective measures for piping plover and
seabeach amaranth, the Corps should ensure, via cooperation and coordination with local
landowners or through direct involvement by Corps biologists, that the project area is
surveyed for three seasons {ollowing the initial project completion. The objectives of
these surveys should 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 should be sent to the Service by December 1 during each of the 3 years
following initial project completion.

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 pricr to project implemenzation. This should occur
by educating residents, landowners, or beach managers on the management

requirements discussed below and, prior to project commencement, by seeking a written
agreement from residents, landowners, or beach managers 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)

b)

d)

e)

g)

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 needed) for
nests during the plover breeding season {April 1 to September 1). Access should
be given during daylight hours on any day(s) of any given year at the required
frequency io accomplish the purposes stated above.

The symbolic fencing may be placed in a 30 meter radius (approximately 163 1)
around plover nest sites, and in a 3 meter radius or zone around seabeach
amaranth plant(s) where pedestrians, joggers, picnickers, fisherman, boaters,
horseback riders, or other recreational users are present in numbers that could
harm or disturb incubating plovers and their eges, and seabeach amaranth.

Prohibit off-road vehicular (ORV) traffic, including all terrain vehicles, on the
beach in accordance with the Service's guidelines entitled, “Guidelines for
Managing Recreational Activities in Piping Plover Breeding Habitat on the U.S.
Atlantic Coast to Avoid Take Under Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act.”
Prohibit ORVs from entering symbolically-fenced seabeach amaranth areas
during the growing season between May 1 and November [.

Prohibit the removal 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.

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

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.

Leash pets at all times from April | to September | on beaches where piping
plovers are present, because dogs and cats are common predators of piping plover
eggs and chicks.

Prohibit feeding of raccoons, gulls, or other wildlife to minimize predation on
plovers.

The proposed project area may contain the Federally-listed Kemp's Ridley (Lepidochelys kempi)
and loggerhead (Caretta carefta) sea turtles. Principal responsibility for these species is vested
with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration/Fisheries (NOAA/F) and it is
recommended that the Corps consult with the NOAA/F in accordance with Section 7 of the 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 with provisions of the ESA,

Analvsis of Adverse and Beneficial Project Impacis

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

Direct Impacts

. large-scale habitat modification of the dune and beach areas and ocean
intertidal and subtidal zones
e impacts to fish and wildlife from construction, turbidity, and noise

Indirect Impacts

[ interference with natural processes of habitat formation
° long-term, extended habitat modification
° Impacts of potential increases in recreation

Cumulative Impacts

e Impacts from related south shore beach erosion and hurricane protection
and navigation projects
o Burial of benthic organisms

Recommended Approach to Mitization and Enhancement

Under the FWCA and the National Environmental Policy Act regulations, 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 be included in the draft FWCA Report.

Alternative approaches to minimize or avoid impacts may include, but not be limited to:
establishing time of year construction windows 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 Service intends to use this phase of project planning to coordinate with local and State
agencies, as well as the Corps, on potential habitat enhancement features that could be
incorporated into the project description that would provide an overall net benefit to fish and
wildlife 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 creation to benefit migratory waterfowl,
shorebirds, and marine mammals.



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 631-381-2941.

Sincerely,

~ o ASEew

David A. Stilwell
Field Supervisor

10
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3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045

September 22, 2004

Mr. Walter Mudgan

Division of Environmental Planning and Protection
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 2

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866

Dear Mr. Mudgan:

Please find enclosed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) Draft Fish and Wildhife
Coordination Act Report for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) praposed project
entitied, “Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet 1o East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island,
New York, Storm Damage Reduction Project.”

The Service looks forward to receiving your comments on this draft report within 45 days of
receipt of this letter. If additional time is needed, please have your staff coerdinate with Rebert
Smith, of the Corps’ New York District Office, at 212-264-0189. If you have any questions
related specifically to this report, please contact Steve Papa of the Long Island Field Office at
631-581-2941.

Sincerely,
oz C

David A. Stilwell
Field Supervisor

Enclosure

ce: USACE, New York, NY (R. Smith, Planning Division)
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
3817 Luker Read
Cortland, NY 13045

September 22, 2004

Charles T. Hamilton

Supervisor, Natural Resources

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Building 40, SUNY at Stony Brook

Stony Brook, NY 11794

Dear Mr. Hamilton:

Please find enclosed the U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service’s (Service) Draft Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) proposed project
entitled, “Atlantic Coast of New York, fones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island,
New York, Storm Damage Reduction Project.”

The Service looks forward to receiving vour comuments on this drafl report within 45 dayvs of
receipt of this letter. If additional time is needed, please have your staff coordinate with
Robert Smith, of the Corps™ New York Distriet Office, at 212-264-0189. If yvou have any
questions related specifically to this report, please contfact Steve Papa of the Long Island Field
Office at 631-581-2941.

Smcerely

/4,/ //
B
avid A. Stil well

Field Supervisor

Enclosure

ce: USACE, New York, NY (R, Smith, Planning Division)
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
3817 Luker Read
Cortland, NY 13045

September 22, 2004

Stan Gorski, Field Office Supervisor

Habitat Conservation Division

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
James J. Howard Marine Sciences Laboratory

74 Magruder Road

Highlands, NI 07732

Dear Mr. Gorska:

Please find enclosed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service} Draft Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) proposed project
entitied, “Atlantic Coast of New York, Jones Inlet 1o East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island,
New York, Storm Damage Reduction Project.”

The Service looks forward to receiving your comments on this drafi report within 45 days of
receipt of this letter. If additional time is needed, please have your staff coordinate with
Robert Smith, of the Corps” New York District Office, at 212-264-0189. 1f you have any
questions related specifically to this report, please contact Steve Papa of the Long Island Field
Office at 631-381-2941.

Sincerely,
%é %/4"

David A. Stilwell
Field Supervisor

Enclosure

cc: USACE, New York, NY (R, Smith, Planning Division)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This 1s the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(FWCA) Report for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers” (Corps) 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 ef seq.), the Corps consulted with the Service to ensure that
there was equal consideration for {ish and wildlife resources during the planning of the Corps’

proposed water resources development project,

The Service identified major ecological communities 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 implementation of the Corps’ proposed preject (also referred to as Recommended
Plan). The Recommended Plan involves a massive construction project which would
rehabilitate, remove, and replace numerous groins and provide initial beach and dune
construction and maintenance over a 50-year project life. In addition, vehicle access ramps and
dune walkovers would be constructed. The Corps alse identified in the Recommended Plan
imporiant shorebird breeding areas within the study area and contingency plans for these specific
areas. The beach nourishment and periodic maintenance will involve the dredging of offshore

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

The Service recommended a number of measures the Corps should incorporate in the project

design, local cost-sharing agreement, plans and specifications, as well as the operations and



maintenance agreements to avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts to Service irust resources
mcluding migratory birds and wetland habitats. Some of the species impacted by this project are
included in various local, State, and Federal conservation plans. In this urban setting, the
proposed project area supports many locally, regionally, and nationally important avifauna, fish,
and shellfish species. The 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 Service has recommended that the Corps undertake 2 number of resource studies to develop
an environmental framework which would assist in its decision-making process for this project.
In addition, the Sewi'ce has pointed to the nced for these additional studies to assist the Service in

developing adequate mitigation measures.

The Service has concluded that the preposed project will result in unacceptable adverse impacts
to Service trust resources. The Service also concludes that the proposed mitigation measures
should be implemented immediately to address some of the informational and data gaps which
exist for these resources in order to proceed with project planning. In addition, the mitigation
measures inctude coordination that should be undertaken by the Corps with the local cost-share
sponsors to minimize predicted long-term adverse impacts {o waterbirds and shorebirds due fo
human recreational activities in the project area. The Service recognizes the importance of the
project and is commitied to assisting the Corps on meeting its project objectives. Along this line,
the Service has indicated that additional consultation under the FWCA would be needed, and that

the Service 1s available to facilitate the consultation process.

i
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AUTHORITY, PURPOSE, AND SCOPE

This is the Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
{(FWCA) Report for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers” (Corps) feasibility study for the proposed
project entitled, "Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach
Island, New York, Storm Damage Reduction Project." This report is submitted in accordance
with the FWCA of 1958, as amended (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 ¢f seq.), which
mandates Federal agencies to consult with the Service and the state wildlife agency, in this case,
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), for any projects
that may impact the waters of the United States. As a draft report, it does not constitute the final

report of the 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
Commitiee on Public Works and Transportation of the U.S. House of Representatives adopted on

October 1, 1986, which stated:

“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the United States
House of Representatives, that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors is hereby
requesied to review the previous report on the Atlantic Coast of Long lsland, New York,
Jones Inlet to East Rockanway Inlet, authorized by the resclution of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation, adopted March 20, 1963, and June 19, 1963,

. . . ¥ . .
respectively, and also in response to Public Law 71, 84" Congress, First Session,



approved June 15, 1933, with a view o determining the feasibility of providing storm

damage pratection works for Long Beach Island.”

In accordance with the Scope of Work (SOW) between the Service and the Corps dated

May 27, 2004, copies of this report were subimnitied to the Corps and the NYSDEC for their
review and written concurrence. This report was also sent to the U.S. Envirenmental Protection
Agency (EPA) - Region I and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration/Fisheries
(NOAA/F) for comments. A statement from the NYSDEC as to whether that agency concurs
with the findings and recommendations of the Seryice is expected within 45 days afier receipt of
this report.  Throughout the preparation of this report, the Service coordinated with the Corps to

obtain pertinent engineering and biojogical reports.

The Service and the Corps are cwrrently engaged in informal consultation under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stal. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) for the purpose of
ensuring that the proposed project wouid not be iil;ely to adversely affect the Federally-listed
threatened piping plover (Charadrius melodus) and seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus).

[n correspondence dated March 16, 2004, the Corps informed the Service that a biological
assessment was being preparcd which would evaluate whether the proposed project would be

likely to adversely affect Federally-lisied species.

]



The purpose of the Corps' proposed project is to identify and evaluate a possible solution to
beach erosion and storm damage problems experienced on Long Beach Island. The purpose of
the FWCA consultation is to document the potential impacts upon fish and wildlife resources
expected from the implementation of the proposed project and recommend measures to conserve

and protect fish and wildlife resources.

The scope of analysis for this report is defined, in large measure, by the SOW between the Corps
and the Service, which established the specific work to be accomplished by the Service in this
phase of the planning process. The Corps requested that the Service identify the significant fish
and wildlife resources, including threatened and endangered species within the project area, and
discuss project-related resource concerns. In addition, the Corps requested the Service to update
information on {ish and wildlife resources, evaluate project impacts (direct, indirect, and
cumulative) of the preferred alternative, develop mitigation measures for the preferred

alternative, and recommend fish and wildlife enhancement opportunities.

To achieve the above, the Service identified the geographic area and tempora! scope of the
FWCA analysis. The geographic area generally includes Long Beach Island from Jones Inlef to
East Rockaway Inlet, Nassan County, New York (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998),
including all areas found there that would be directly or indirectly impacted by the proposed
project. The eastern and western boundaries of the FWCA analysis area are Jones Inlet and

Beach 40" Street on the Rockaway peninsula, respectively. (Beach 40™ Street represents the

tad



The FWCA analysis area includes the areas described above as well as the previously defined
portion of the Rockaway peninsula and associated ocean beach, intertidal, and subtidal habitats.
In 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 study area. These are relatively shallow 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 through the Jones and

East Rockaway Inlets,

The Hempstead 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 (18,100 ac),
respectively. Water depths in the bays vary from less than 2 m (6 ft) in the natural creeks and
small bays to 9 m (30 ft} in portions of some 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 ft). Salinity ranges
from 23 to 30 parts per thousand, depending on location and time of year; water temperature
ranges from -2.0 to 25.4°C (28 to 85°F). The water column is well-mixed, with relatively high
dissolved oxygen levels, The bay complex is in the QOuter Coastal Plain physiographic province.
Sediments are composed predominantly of water-sorted sands and gravels derived from glacial
outwash and marine sources, with extensive peat deposits in East Hempstead Bay (U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service 1997).



The purpose of the Corps' propesed project is to identify and evaluate a possible solution to
beach erosion and storm damage problems experienced on Long Beach Island. The purpose of
the FWCA consuliation is to document the potential impacts upon fish and wildlife resources
expected from the implementation of the proposed project and recommend measures to conserve

and protect fish and wildlife resources.

The scope of analysis for this report is defined, in large measure, by the SOW between the Corps
and the Service, which established the specific work to be accomplished by the Service in this
phase of the planning pracess. The Corps requested that the Service identify the significant fish
and wildlife resources, including threatened and endangered species within the project area, and
discuss project-related resource concerns. I addition, the Corps requested the Service to update
information on fish and wildlife resources, evaluate project impacts (direct, indirect, and
cumulative) of the preferred alternative, develop mitigation measures for the preferred

alternative, and recommend fish and wildlife enhancement opportunities.

To achieve the above, the Service identified the geogfaphic area and temporal scope of the
FWCA analysis. The geographic area venerally includes Long Beach Isfand from Jones Inlet to
Irast Rockaway Inlet, Nassau.County, New York {U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998),
mncluding all areus found there that would be directly or indirectly impacted by the proposed
project. The eastern and western boundaries of the FWCA analysis area are Jones Inlet and

Beach 40" Street on the Rockaway peninsula, respectively. (Beach 40™ Street represents the
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western limit of the Federal East Rockaway Inlet Navigation Channel Maintenance Project
[ERINPT ; it was chosen as a boundary because the Corps indicated [U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 1998 7 [itt.]) that the ERINP would likely be indirectly impacted by the proposed
project.) The southern and northern boundaries extend from 500 meters (m) (1,640 feet [f1])
south of the southern edge of the designated offshore dredging area to the northern shore of
Hempstead and Middle Bays. The 500 m (1,640 {1) distance was chosen as that was the potential
migration distance of the sedimentation plume created by offshore dredging operations (Minerals

Management Service 2001).

The temporal scope of the FWCA analysis extends from the short-term impacts due to the
construction of the proposed preject o the long-term impacts that may occur over the 50-year life

of the project.

PRIOR CORPS OR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE STUDIES AND REPORTS

RELEVANT TO THE FEASIBILITY STUDY

Federal funds were allocated to the Corps in 1988 o conduct a Reconnaissance Study entitled,
“Long Beach Island, New York. " Subsequently. the Corps prepared a Reconnaissance Report
entitied, “Arlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island,
New York,” dated March 1989, which was approved by the Office of the Chief of Engineers in

July 1989, In support of the Reconnaissance Study, the Service submitted a Planning Aild



Report (PAR} in January 1989 which identified the {ish and wildlife resources and potential
project impacts related to general beach nourishment storm protection alternative plans along
Long Beach Island. Thereafter, Draft and Final FWCA Reports were submitied to the Corps in
April 1994 and December 1995, respectively. The Final FWCA Report documented the potential
impacts upon {ish and wildlife resources due to implementation of the 1995 Recommended Plan

and recommended measures that should be {aken to conserve fish and wildlife resources.

A partial listing of documents prepared by the Corps and the Service to provide technical input

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

United States Army Corps of Engineers. 1998, Atlantic Coast of Long Island, New York, Jones
Inlet 1o East Rockaway Iniet, Long Beach Island, New York, Final Feasibility Report
with Final Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York

District, Manhattan, NY. 89 pp.

United States Army Corps of Engineers. 1989, dtiuntic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlei to
Euast Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Island, New York, New York: New York District.

Reconnaissance Report.
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995a. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 2(b)
Report, Atlantic Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach
Island, New York, Storm Damage Reduction Project. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

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

United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 1989. Planning Aid Report for the Corps’ Atlantic
Coast of Long Island, Jones Inlet 1o East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach Isiand, New York,
Storm Damage Reduction Project. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New York Fieid

Office, Cortland, NY,
DESC RH’TION OF STUDY AND FWCA ANALYSIS AREAS

The Corps’ feasibility study area consists of Long Beach Island between Jones Inlet and East
Rockaway Inlet, Nassau County, New York (Figure 1), and the designated offshore dredging
areas iliustrated in Figure 2. Long Beach Island is a developed barrier 1sland, which is
approximately.if}.ﬁ kilometers (km) (9 miles [mi]) in length, and between 457 and 1,220 m
(1,500 to 4,000 f) in width. Jt includes the hamlets of Point Leokout and Lido Beach, the
Village of Atlantic Beach, and the Incorporated City of Long Beach. Unincomporated areas are
under the jurisdiction of the Town of Hempstead. Long Beach Island is primarily residential
with apartiment houses, condominium complexes, beach clubs, hotels, and single family

residences along the ocean shore, central areas, and bay side. The ocean beach serves year-round



residents as well as a substantial influx of summer visitors and vacationers. Long Beach Island is
easily accessible and has an annual beach attendance of approximately 1.5 million visitors {(U.S.
Army Corps of FEngineers 1989). Park arcas located on the ocean beach which are managed by
the Town of Hempstead and Nassau County include Nickersen Beach Park, Nassau Beach, Lido

Beach, and Silver Point.

The offshore dredging area is located approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi) south of Long Beach Island
and covers approximately 223 hectares (ha) (550 acres [ac]) ol marine subtidal habitat.

Tides along the south shore of Long Island are semi-diurnal. The mean tidal level for Long
Beach Island is 0.61 m (2.0 f;[) above mean low water (MLW). The mean tidal range 1s
approximately 1 m (3.6 1) and the spring tidal range reaches 1.3 m (4.3 ft} above MLW (U.S.

Army Corps of Engincers 1998).

Long Beach Island has elevations generally less than 3 m (10 1) 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 mainfand shore (U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers 1989). The ocean shoreline consists of a continuous strip of low-lving beach with a
series of approximateiy 60 stone and timber greins which extend offshore into the ocean from

60 to 183 m (200 to 600 1) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1989).



The FWCA analysis arca mcludes the areas described above as well as the previously defined
portion of the Rockaway peninsula and associated ocean beach, intertidal, and subtidal habitats.
I 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 opporiunities in the study area. These are relatively shallow water bays which
nclude wetland and dredge disposal 1slands connected by a network of natural and man-made
channels. These bays have an interconnection with the Atlantic Ocean through the Jones and

East Rockaway Inlets.

The Hempstead Bays - South Oyster Bay complex has a drainage area, inctuding groundwater
drainage areas, and surface area of 578 square kin (223 square mi) and 7,331 ha (18.100 ac),
respectively. Water depths in the bays vary from less than 2 m (6 £Y) in the natural creeks and
small bays to 9 m (30 f1) in portions of some of the dredged navigation channels and in the larger
open water areas. Tidal fluctuations in the bays average | to 1.2 m (3.6 to 4.2 f1). Salinity ranges
frdm 25 to 30 parts per thousand, depending on location and time of year; water temperature
ranges from -2.0 to 29.4°C (28 to 85°F). The water column is well-mixed, with relatively high
dissolved oxygen levels. The bay complex is in the Quter Coastal Plain physiographic province.
Sediments are composed predominantly of water-sorted sands and gravels derived from glacial
outwash and marine sources, with extensive peat deposits in East Hempstead Bay (.S, Fish and

Wildlife Service 1997).



DESCRIPTION OF ECOLOGICAL UNIQUENESS

The purpose of this section 1s 1o establish and identify the significant fish and wildlife resources
in the proposed project and 'WCA analysis areas. This information provides the basis {or the
more detailed discussion of ecological communities and significant habitats upon which the
impacts of the selected plan and the fish and wildlife enhancement opportunities are evaluated

later in this report.

Earlier Service reports {i.e., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1989 and 1995a) for the proposced
project provide a description of fish and wildlifé resources and sensitive habitats and are
incorporated b‘y reference into this report. In addition, the Service’s FWCA Reports for the
Corps’ Westhampton Interim Storm Démage Protection Project (U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service
1994), Breach Contingency Plan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1993b), Fire Island Inlet to
Moriches Inlet Storm Damage Protection Project (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998a), and
West of Shinnecock Inlet Interim Storm Damage Protection Project (UL.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 1999) summarized the characteristics of barrier island communities for the Fire Island
and Westhampton Barrier Islands, and the Southampton Barrier Spit, and are incorporated by
reference into this repont as they dealt with a similar subject matter regarding species” use and
mmpacts of shoreline profection alternatives on marine, barrier island, and back-bay habitats. The
Service's PAR for the Corps” State Boat Channel and Revnolds Channel Project (U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service 1995¢) is also incorporated by reference into this report, 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 FWCA analysis, the
Service recognizes that they are somewhat dated. Therefore, updates are provided here when

NECEssary.

Long Beach Island 1s included in the Service’s designated “Hempstead Bays — South Oyster Bay
Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Complex,” comprised of significant land habitat and water
habitat complexes (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997; Figure 3). Within the proposed project
area, limited but }ﬁgh ecological value maritime beach and dune communities at Nassau Beach
and Silver Point have also been identified by the New York State Department of State
(NYSDOS) 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
beaches from Point Lookout 1o Beach 40" Street on the Rockaway peninsula make up the
Significant Land Habilat Complex in the FWCA analysis area. The uniqueness of these areas has
been recognized by the Service's Hudson River/New York Bight Ecosystem Team, which
considers beach strand species and habitats to be an Ecosystem Team priority resource concern
along the Atlantic Coast. Working with other Federal agencies, coastal states, and private
partners, the Service 1s identifying important remaining beach strand habitat and working (o
eliminate or reduce threats to coastal habitats and species through education, conservation,

protection, and restoration.
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Long Istand’s Atlantic Coast Beaches, including, but not limited 1o, Long Beach Island, are also
recognized as “Important 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 foraging and overwintering habitat for seabirds (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 through various rules and regulations
Iﬁmmul gated by the NOAA/F and the NYSDEC. For example, the proposed project area is
included in Lhe American Lobster Management Area for the south shore of Long Island. Also,
the project area is Essential Fish Habitat for 36 species of finfish and shellfish species. Most of
the fish species identified in the Corps” FEIS (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,1998) as using the

proposed project area would require essential fish habitat assessments.

The nearshore waters of Long [sland, inchading the proposed project area, may contain both
Federally-listed endangered and threatened species of sea turties 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 (Lepidochelys kempi), leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea),
and green {Chelonia mydas). A threatened species known to occur in the vicinity is the

loggerhead sea turtle (Carerta carefia). Principal responsibility for these species is vested with
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the NOAA/F who must be notified about the proposed project under the Section 7 consultation

requirement of the ESA.

Based on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {1997), there are 116 species of special emphasis in the
Hempstead Bays - South Ovster Bay oceanic, barrier isiand, and estuarine complex,
incorporating 42 species of fish and 49 species of birds (sec U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
[1997] for a complete listing of those species.) Federally- and New York State-listed species

and species of special concern are provided in the hst below,

Federally-listed endangered

Atlantic ridley (FKemp's) sea turtie (Lepidochelys kempi)
Federally-lisied threatened

loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretia)

piping plover (Charadrius melodus)

seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus)

Federal species of concern

northern diamondback terrapin (Malaclemys 1. terrapin)
State-listed endangered

Carolina clubmoss (Lycopodiella caroliniana)

Barratt's sedge (Carex barrartii}

false china-root (Smilax pseudoching)



St. Andrew's cross (Hypericum hypericoides ssp. multicaule)
State-listed threatened and special concern species
least tern (Sterna antillarum)

northern harrier (Circus cyaneus)

osprey (Pandion haliaetus)

common tern {Sterna hirundo)

button sedge (Carex bullaia)

oolden dock (Rumex maritimus var. fueginus)
State-listed special concern animals

short-eared owl-(Asia Jlammeus)

State-listed rare plants

whip nutrush (Scleria triglomerata)

pinweed (Lechea racemulosa)

EXPLANATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCE CONCERNS AND PLANNING

OBJECTIVES

The purpose of consultation under the FWCA is to ensure equal consideration of fish and
wildlife resources in the planning of water resource development projects. The Service’s

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



impacts of the proposed project and to make positive contributions to fish and wildlife resource

problems and opportunities.

This report 1s intended to be released along with the Corps” Feasibility Report to the public, as 1t
will serve as the basis of the Service’s public meeting statement and the comments on the Corps’

Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (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 Service
recommends that conservation of fish and wildlife resources be accomplished by: (1) ensuring
that the feasibility study evaluate alternatives which achieve and maintain high biological
diversity, (2) ensuring natural areas are protected and monitored throughout the life of the
project; (3) ensuring construction designs promote high value habitats for Service trust species;
{4) cstablishing conservation easements over the life of the project; and (3) incorporating
education and outreach activities to the project to inform the public about the unigueness and

fragility of the coastal ccosystem.
Ultimately, the Service’s Mitigation Policy (January 23, 1981, Federal Register v. 46 n. 15

pp. 7644-7663) establishes a number of criteria which, if met, would allow the Service to support

a water resource development project. These criteria are:
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9 The projects are ecologically sound.

2) The least environmentally damaging alternative is selected.

3} Every reasonable effort has been made to avoid or minimize damage or loss of
fish and wildlife resources and uses.

4) All mitigation recommendations have been adopted with guaranteed
implementation fo satis{actorily compensate for unavoidable damage or loss
consistent with the appropriate mitigation goal.

5) For wetlands and shallow water habitats, the proposed activity 1s clearly water

dependent and there 1s a demonstrated public need.

DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATION METHODS

The Corps’ planning schedule and funding limitations precluded the Service {rom conducting
field surveys and investigations for significant wildlife resources, such as migratory birds, in the
study and FWCA analysis areas. As a result, descriptions of natural resources are based on
previous studies (some of which are very outdated and not site-specific) for similar projects,
relevant grey and pecr-reviewed literature, ocal, State, and Federal {ish and wildiife reports and
plans, and personal communications with knowledgeable biclogists, planners, coastal geologists,
and engineers. As expressed in eariier correspondence, 1 1s cniucal for the Service to participate
early in the planning process, particularly via participation on the Preject Delivery Team, in order

10 be able to provide input to fish and wildlife surveys and investigations that are required under



the FWCA. Such surveys are critical, for instance, to meet the objectives of Executive Order
13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, the intent and
requirements of the FWCA and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 er seg.). In addition,
up-te-date surveys would reduce the risks of uncertainty in projecting the future without project
conditions, which the Corps has expressed to the Service, during an interagency meeting, that it
is critical to oblain an accurate assessment of future fish and wildlife resource conditions.
Finally, early coordination will prevent delay in project plalmiﬁg, in that appropriate studies will
be conducted so that they are available for synthesis, analysis, and incorperation into planning

documents.

The Corps’ request for an updated FWCA Report in 2004 did not include any new information
regarding fish and wildlife species in the proposed project area beyond the information provided
in the Corps’ FEIS (1998). That report contained, in part, data on finfish and benthic
comumunities obtained from studies within the project area or the lower reaches of the Hudson
River Estuary. Specifically, these included benthic sampling conducted in the offshore dredging
area in June 1993, for which results are found in WCH Industries (1994), and finfish studies
conducted in the Lower Bay of New York Harbor between 1985 and 1986, as reported by the
New York State Office of General Services (1992). in addition, the Corps’ FEIS (1998)
included a listing of bird species associated with beach environﬁents on the south shore of Long
Isiand, as given in Howe et al. (1978), and applied that information, as well as least tern and

piping plover nesting site data from 1983 to 1993, {0 the Final EIS analysis. As mentioned
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above, this information will be used and updated, if possible, in this report. But the time
constraints of the FWCA consultation and the Iimited 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 Service provides a discussion of Federal trust resources {i.e., migratory birds,
wetlands, endangered species, and anadromous fish), as well as shellfish, for the project area.
However, of these resources, our analysis focuses on migratory birds and wetlands due to the fact
that the Corps will likely have to complete an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment for a number of
marine shellfish and finfish species during consultation with NOAA/F, and consultation under
the ESA will be required for Federally-listed species in the proposed project area.

A description of coastal wetland habitats of Long Beach Island and the Rockaway peninsula from
East Rockaway Inlet to Beach 40" Street, as well as the back-bay habitats in the FWCA analysis
areas, is provided in Figure 4. Seamiess digital data for wetland habitals was obtained {rom the
Service’s National Wetlands Mapper found on the Service’s National Wetlands Inventory

website, www.nwi.fws.ecov. No ground truthing was conducted by the Service relative to the

wetland map presented in this report.

In developing mitigation recommendations, the Service relied on experience, literature searches,
and local, State, and Federal conservation plans (e.g., bird conservation plans and local, State,

and Federal land and water conservation plans), and special designations (e.g., Federally- and
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State-identified Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Complexes) to derive appropriate

recommendations for mitigation and fish and wildlife enhancement opportunities.

Fish and wildlife enhancement opportunities are presented which represent actions that are
recommended as part of existing conservation plans, which would benefit migratory birds and

the habitats in the study area that support them.

As discussed in more detail in the following section, this report discusses fish and wiidlife
resources which use the three major ecological systems (marine, estuarine, and terrestrial} found
in the significant land and water complexes of the proposed project area. The ccosystem

classifications follow Edinger et al. {(2002).
DESCRIPTION OF FISH AND WILDILFE RESOURCE CONDITIONS

The purpose of this section is to describe and define the fish and wildlife resources within the
FWCA analysis area. The fish and wildlife resources are defined based on their quantity, quaiity,
and significance. In addition, this section describes the future without project conditions. This
section is organized to present the definitions of each of the ecological communities in the
FWCA analysis area, followed by a discussion of the bird, fish, shellfish, and piant species in
each community beginning with the back-bay estuarine community and ending with the offshore

marine community. Lastly. the future without project conditions are presented using information
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from the Corps’ FEIS (1998) and the Service’s best prediction of future fish and wildlife resource
conditions, recognizing that there is a degree of uncertainty due to the lack of up-to-date site
specific information on many significant resources and the ephemeral nature of many of the

habitats in the proposed project area.

Ecological Communities

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
NY'SDOS, Important Bird Areas, and certain fisheries which require consultation with NOAA/F,
Within these specially designated arcas, three 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 specific habitat and
community types in the FWCA analysis area. They are marine, terrestrial, and estuarine. The
marine system consists of three subsystems including marine subtidal, marine intertidal, and
marine cultural. The marine subtidal habitat consists of the marine deepwater community, the
marine intertidal subsystem includes the marine infertidal sravel/sand beach community, and the
marine cultural subsystem includes marine riprap and artificial shore communities. The
terrestrial system includes the open habitat which is comprised of the open upland subsyélem and

maritime beach and dune communities. The estuarine system includes numerous subsystems and
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communities including, estuarine intertidal/salt shrub/high saltmarsh/low saltmarsh/salt panne,

and estuarine cultural/estuarine ditch/estuarine dredge spoil shore/estuarine riprap/artificial shore.

The importance of these habitats is based i 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 Shose Estuary Reserve (SSER).
As a whole, the SSER, a NYSDOS-designated marine and estuarine reserve, streiches from West
Hempstead Bay to Shinnecock Bay, including the mainland watershed, wetlands, and barrier

islands,

Estyarine Community

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 those
with extremely high management concemn for the nation or the region. Shorebirds which use this
area include black-bellied plover (Pluvialis squatarola), semipalmated plover (Charadrius
semipalmarus), greater yellowlegs (7ringa melanolenca), ruddy turnstone (Arenaria interpres),
sanderling (Calidris alba), semipalmated sandpiper (Calidris pusilla), least sandpiper (Calidris
minutilla), dunlin (Calidris alping), red knot (Calidris caomutus), and short-billed dowitcher

(Limnodromus griseus). Between 50,000 to 100,000 birds are estimated to use the estuary



annually. Foraging habitats may include the interconnected marine and estuarine beaches, mud

and sand flats, salt marshes, and grasslands (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998b).

Along with the Great South Bay, this estuarine community is an important breeding site for
waders (heron, egrets, and ibises), with over 900 pairs nesting in 1995, and represents an
important component of the Atlantic Flyway for migrating and wintering waterfowl, with an
average of nearly 25,000 waterfow! counted on mid-winter aerial surveys (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 1997). Species of waders breeding in the estuarine community are snowy egret (Agretfa
thula), glossy ibis (Ple gadis falcinellus), black-crowned night-heron (]Vycziclomx nycticorax),
oreat egret (Casmerodius albus), fittle blue heron (Egretia caerulea), green-backed heron
(Butorides striaius), tri-colored heron (Egretia rricolor), yeliow-crowned night-heron
(Nvctanassu violacea), and cattle egret (Bubulcus ibis). The Hempstead Bays heronries contain
most of the known Long Island nesting sites for yellow-crowned night-herons (U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service 1997).

The wetland complex is a priority habitat of the Bird Conservation Arca for the Southern
New England/Mid Atlantic Coast (U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). Priority habitats are
either in need of critical conservation weasures or are critical for long-term planning to conserve

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



include saltmarsh sharp-tailed sparrow {(dmmospiza caudacura), seaside sparrow {Ammospiza
maritima), glossy ibis, tricolored heron, yellow-crowned night heron, cattle egret, osprey
(Pandion haliaetus), and northern harrier (Circus cvaneus) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2000).

Thousands of brant (Branta bernicla) and American black duck (4Anas rubripes) congregate to
feed and rest in the shallow waters around salt marsh islands and tidal flats in the estuarine
community. Grassy arcas aftract Canada geese (Branta canadensis), while scaup (4yvthya spp.)
and red-breasted mergansers (Mergus serrator) concentrate in the deeper waters of the numerous
channels and inlets, such as Reynolds Channel and Jones Inlet (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1998b). Other waterfowl found in lesser numbers include mallard (Anas platyrhynchos),
American widgeon (4nas americana), canvasback (Aythya valisneria), bufflehead (Bucephala
albeola), and ruddy duck (Oxvura jamaicensis). Nesting waterfowl include Canada goose,
mallard, American black duck, and gadwall (Anas sirepera). Finally, the harlequin duck

{ Histrionicus histrionicus) overwinters in Jones Inlet and the Point Lookout area (1.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service 1998%).

All of the open bay walters of this complex are important habitat for a high diversity of marine

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

(B
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life histories. Menhaden (Breveoortia tyrammus), weakfish (Cynoscion regalis), and winter
flounder (Pleuronectes americanus) spawn in the sandy shallows, while American sandlance
(Ammodytes americanus), killifish (Fundulfus spp.), pipefish (Synganthidae spp.), sticklebacks
(Gasterosteidae spp.), and Atlantic silversides (Menidia menidia) spawn in edge habitat provided
by the mosaic of salt marsh islands. Young bluefish {Pomatomus saltairix), striped bass
{Morone saxatilis), summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus), and tautog (Tautoga onitis) are
dependent upon the bays as nurseries. Finfish harvested from Hempstead and South Oyster Bays
inciude winter and summer flounder (Paralichtlvs dentatus) or fluke, weakfish, tautog, grey
snapper (Lutjanus griseus), and kingfish (Menticirrhus saxatilis). Shellfish in the bay include
soft clam (Mya arenaria), hard clam (Mercenaria mercenaria), bay scallop (Argopecten |
irradians), and ribbed mussel (Geukensia demissa). Horseshoe crab (Linmulus polyphemus) and
blue crab (Callinectes sapidus) are residents of the area, the latter is represented by all life stages.
The diamondback terrapin {Malaclemys 1. terrapin) nests among the salt marsh and dredged

material islands in the complex.

Terrestrial Connmunities
The barrier beach is comprised of maritime beach and dune communities. Especially important

are the beaches on both sides of Jones Inlet, as well as the beaches at Silver Point, Lido Beach,

and Nassau Beach. The fish and wildlife habitat of Silver Point consists of approximately 12 ha
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(30 ac) of sparsely vegetated dunes at the 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 vegetated dunes and the adjoining shell and pebble area inland and

north of the dunes (New York State Department of State 2004).

The maritime beach and dune communities have also been identified as the highest priority
habitat in the Bird Conservation Plan for the Southern New England/Mid Atlantic Coast Region
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). Spectes which inhabit these habitats include piping
plover, American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliaius), shorl-eared owl (Asio flammeus),
common {emn, least tern, and horned lark (Eremophila alpestris) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2000). Ephemeral pools and interdunal swales behind the dunes at specific sites on Long Beach
Island provide eptimal foraging areas for piping plover. Peak shorebird use of the barrier island
is summer and fall, especially for the semipalmated plover, black-bellied plover, willet
(Catoptrophorus semipalmaius), semipalmated sandpiper, least sandpiper, and short-billed
dowitcher. Reports from birders obtained from web posting of the New York Rare Bird Alert
website indicate that the proposed project and adjacent habitats provide habitat for various
avifauna, including rough-legged hawk (Buteo lagopus), little gull (Larus minutus), Bonaparte
gull (Larus philadelphia), lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus), horned grebe (Podiceps

auritus), great cormorant (Phalocrocorax carbo), and purple sandpiper (Calidris maritima).



The beaches on the north shore of East Rockaway Inlet on the Rockaway Peninsuia also support
occurrences of seabeach amaranth. The hyssopleaf thoroughwort (Eupatorium hyssopifolium
var. Jacinialum) occurs in a scrubby thicket adjacent to a salt marsh on one of the salt marsh

islands in South Oyster Bay (New York State Department of State 2004).

Overall, characteristic plant species of the maritime beach community include beach grass
{(Ammophila breviligulaia), sea rocket (Cakile edentula), seaside spurge (Chamaesyce
polygonifolia), seabeach amaranth, and seabeach knotweed (Polygonun glaucum). The maritime
dune community is dominated by grasses and shrubs which occur in paiches or dense
assemﬁages which reflect the level of disturbance this community experiences in the coastal
zone. Characteristic species of naturally active dunes include beach grass, dusty miller (4rremisi
stelleriana), beach pea (Lathyrus japonicus), sedge (Carex silicea), seaside goidenrod (Solidago
sempervirensy, ;md sand rose (Rosa rugosa). Over time, as dunes become stabilized, the
vegelation experiences various levels of succession. In more stabilized settings, beach heather
(Hudsonia tomentosa), bearberry (drcotostaphylos wra-ursi), beach plum (Prunus maritima),

pitch pine (Pinus rigida), or post oak (Quercus stellata) may be found in the dunes (Edinger et al.

2002).
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Muarine Communities

The marine intertidal zone is alternately exposed and submerged throughout tidal fluctuations,
and 1s subject to the turbulence of waves, currents, and the shifting nature of the substrate,
Although few species can withstand the stresses caused by being expo.sed and submerged, those
species that do tolerate such conditions are often abundant (Nagvi and Pullen 1982). Generally,
molecrab {Emerita talpoida), tellin clam (Telling agilis), coquina clam (Donax variabilis),
amphipoed species (Acarthohaustorius spp.), and polychaete species (e.g., Scolelpis squamaia) are
found in the marine ocean intertidal zone, providing a source of food for migrating and resident

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

The U.S. Shorebird Plan indicates that shorebird breeding, foraging, and roosting areas are found
throughout the North Atlantic region (U.S. Shorebird Plan 20002). High encrgy beach fronts are
used fo:g 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 foraging, breeding, and roosting. Significant areas for shorebirds in New York
include the following areas, Long Island Atlantic Coast {and Jamaica Bay), Atlantic Coastal Salt

Marshes, and Atlantic Coastal Beaches (U.S, Shorebird Plan 20002).

The marine subtidal zone extends from the low tide mark to the lower limit of ocean botiom,

500 m (1,640 ft) south of the preposed offshore dredging area. Shelifish and crustaceans that
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may inhabit this general area inciude the mud c¢lam (Mul;"n.ia lateralis), razor clam (Ensis
directus), surf clam (Spisula solidissima), blue mussel (Mytilus edulis), soft shell clam (Mya
arenaria), blue crab, and American lobster (Homarus americanus) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 1997). Other marine subtidal benthic macrofauna include tellin clam, sand dollar
(Echinarachnius parma), amphipod species (e.g., Protohaustarius deichmaae, Unicola irrorata),
and polychaete species (e.g., Sthenelais limicola, Lumbrineris fragilis, Spiophanes bombyx), all
of which are found in habitats described as a medium, coarse-grain sand community (Steimle and

Stone 1973).

The Corps’ FEIS (1998) includes a listing of finfish species sampled from the offshore waters of
Lower New York Harbor during the mid 1980s which are suspected to ulilize the proposed
project area. Overall, the waters of the New York Bight, which includes, in part, Lower New
York Harbor, support seasonaliy abundant populations of many commercially and recreationally
important fish (U.S.. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). Primary species include striped bass,
weakfish, bluefish, fluke, winter flounder, scup (Stenotamus chrysops), black sea bass, and
Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scombrus) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). The nearshore
subtidal zone is used for feeding by many species, including tauiog, northern puffer (Sphoeroides
maculatus), black sea bass (Centropristis striata), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), bhuefish, and
weakfish (U.8. Army Corps of Engineers 1998; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995a). Adult

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

t~J
~J



sandlance, which is the major food item of the Federally-listed endangered roseate tem (Sterna

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

The marine subtidal community includes the proposed offshore dredging area, which is located
approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi) off of the southeast coast of Long Beach Island between 7.6 and
18.3 m (25 to 60 {t) below MLW. Moving from east to west in the proposed dredging area, the
substrate varies from 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 nursery habitat
for many other species (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1993). Seabird surveys during the 19805
also showed this area to contain concentrations of seabirds of between 5 km” and 50 km? (3.1 mi

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

In June of 1993, benthic invertebraie sampling was conducted in the proposed offshore dredging
area by WCH Industries under contract with the Corps (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1995a).
WCH Industries (1994) reported benthic assemblages in the proposed dredging area similar to
the assemblages found in Steimle and Stone (1973}, who reported a medium sand assemblage
dominated by tellin clam, amphipod spp. (Profohaustarius deichmannae, Unciola irroraia), sand

dollar, and Atlantic surf clam 1n waters off of the southwest coast of Long Island.

Also of note is that the marine subtidal community within the offshore dredging area supports a

productive Atlantic surf clam fishery. This arca contains high densities of surf clam from the
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shoreline to approximately 3.2 kin (2 mi) offshore (New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation 2002). Overall, the New York State waters of the Atlantic Ocean
support a major surf clam fishery. In 2001, 444,053 bushels of surf clams, with a value of

$4.5 million were harvested (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 2002).
Surf clam surveys conducted immediately west of this location aleng the Rockaway Reach
Peninsula have been shown to produce a harvest valued at approximately $100,000 per 40.7 ha

(100 ac) or more (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 1994).

The marine subtidal areas within the proposed project area contain hard bottom substrate due to
submerged barges or shipwrecks. The importance of these structures to benthic invertebrates and
demersal/reef fish has not been evaluated in the Corps® FEIS (1998). The Corps’™ FEIS stated
that additional studies on these features, which also have cultural significance, would be
required. As of this time, the Service has not been informed 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 sumimer,
shearwaters and storm-petrels are the most abundant pelagic birds in the New York Bight. The
greater shearwater (Puffinus gravis), sooty shearwater (Puffinus griseus), and Wilson's storm-
petrel {Oceanites oceanicus) breed in the southern hemisphere and spend much of their non-
breeding period in the North Atlantic, including the New York Bight. Cory's shearwater

(Calonectris diomedea) breeds in the eastern North Atlantic and Mediterranean and ranges west
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to the Atlantic Coast of North America during the summer and fall. The Manx shearwater
{Puffinus puffinus) and Leach's storm-petrel (Oceanodrama leucorhoa) breed in the North
Atlantic and migrate through the New York Bight in the summer and fali. Gulls and terns that
are nesting on the beaches and islands in the New York Bight feed on fish and marine

invertebrates in the nearshore waters of the New York Bight and its bays and esluaries.

In the fall, the highest densities of seabirds are observed south and east of Montauk Point, along
the_souﬁ} coast of Long Island, in the Apex of the Bight, and off the mouth of Delaware Bav. As
in the summer, this distribution may be related to the food base provided by these productive
bays and estuarics. The most comﬁlon pelagic birds migrating through the New York Bight in
the fall and spring include shearwaters, petrels, gannets, phalaropes, and jaegers. Substantial
numbers of waterfowl, especially sea ducks, and waterbirds also move into and migrate through
the Bight in the fall. Two species of jaegers, pomarine (Stercorararius pomarinus) and parasitic
(Stercorararius parasiticus), breed in the North Atlantic and are present in low numbers in the
New York Bight in the spring and fall. The northern fulmar (Fulmaris glacialis) breeds in the
Arctic and occurs in the Bieht during 11s non-breeding period, including the fall and winter,
although it is most common in the Bight in the spring. Two species of phalarope, red phalarope
(Phalaropus fulicaria) and red-necked phalarope (Phalaropus lobarus), breed in the Arctic,
winter in the tropics, and migrate through the offshore waters of the New York Bight in the

spring and fall, feeding on crustaceans and other marine mveriebrates. The northern gannet (Sula
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bassanus) breeds north of the New York Bight and migrates through the Bight in substantial
numbers. The migration of seabirds along the coastline of the New York Bight in the fali
appears 1o 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 1995
during the late summer and fall, including nearly 50,000 red-throated loons (Gavia stellata), over
46,000 gannets, over 200,000 double-crested cormorants {(Phalacrocorax auritus), and over

440,000 scoters (Melanitia 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 Offshbfe waters of the

New York Bight, while coastal waters are dominated by gulls, sea ducks, loons, and orebes. The
black-legged kittiwake (Rissa tridactyia) breeds in the Arctic and is one of the more common
pelagic birds in the open waters of the New York Bight during the fail, winter, and spring. Three
species of alcids (auks) are regularly observed at low densities in the Bight during the winter,
razorbill (Alca torda), dovekie (Alle alle), and thick-billed murre (Uria lomvia). These small,
duck-tike birds are found primarily in offshore walers where they feed on fish and crustaceans.
Two species of loons, common loon (Gavia immer) and red-throated loon, migrate through and
winter in the New York Bight. These birds winter in both the pelagic and coastal zones of the
Bight and also cccur in coastal bays. Loons feed primarily on fish, but also feed on crustaceans,

insects, and mollusks. Two species of grebes, horned grebe (Podiceps aurifus), and red-necked
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grebe (Podiceps grisegena), alsc frequent the nearshore waters and coastal bays. Sea ducks,
including black, white-winged. and surf scoters (Melanitta nigra, M. fusca, and M. perspicillata),
and long-tailed duck (Clangula hyemalis), are widely distributed in low numbers in the coastal
waters of the New York Bight. Common eider (Somateria mollissima), king eider (Somareria
spectabilis), and harlequin duck primarily winter off rocky coasts to the north of the New York
Bight, but the common eider appears to be expanding its wintering range to the south into the
Bight, and harlequns and king eiders regularly occur off of Montauk Point. Harlequin ducks are
also regularly reported near the groins in Point Lookout, NY. Two species of gulls that breed in
the New York Bight watershed, the herring gull (Larus argentatus) and greater black-backed gull
(Larus marinus). are abundant in wintér in the bays, coastal waters, and offshore waters of the

New York Bight.

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, including shearwaters and petrels, fulmars,

skuas. pannets, phalaropes, and jaegers.

It is important to note that published survey data to date are not extensive, regular, or systematic

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



composition, range, and selected high-use areas are known. Surveys of the Bight 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 riprap/artificial shore community.
However, species diversity is low compared to a natural marine rocky intertidal community
(Edinger et al. 2002). Characteristic organisms are aigae, barnacles, and mussels (Edinger et al.
2002; Burlas et al. 2001). The Corps’ FEIS (1998) suggests that the blue mussel s the dominant

species of this community in the proposed project area.

Future Resource Conditions Without the Project

Based on the Corps® FEIS (1998) and the Service’s experience with shoreline protection
activities in the study area, this report assumes that several on-going and future projects are likely
o occur on Long Beach Island without the project. These projects include mamienance dredging
of the Federal Jones Inlet Navigation Channel on a triannual schedule; periodic maintenance of
the U.S. Coast Guard {USCG) Station boat basin at Jones Island, which provides a sand source to
a small segment of Long Beach Island; and seasonal shoreline management efforts by the Town
of Hempstead, whereby sand fencing 1s 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
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where sand from the beach berm is graded (o supply sand to areas with lower elevations. In
addition, the Service is providing technical assistance and review of wind power proposals by the
Long Island Power Authonty off of the south shore of Long Island, including the proposed
project area. These proposals will require Clean Water Act, Section 404 and/or Rivers and

Harbors Act of 1899, Section 10 permits from the Corps.

In the without-project condition, the local interests would allow erasion to continue until the
water line reached the seaward toe of the dunes or boardwalk before taking remedial action to
restore the beach (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998). This erosion would reduce the storm
damage protection capability of the existing beach and dune. Thus, it is anticipated that without
shoreline protection improvements, existing protective mechanisms would deteriorate, exposing
the coastal commﬁnilies to extensive property damage and loss (U.S. Army Corps of Corps

1998).

In the ahsence of the Long Beach Island Project, it is also likely that State and local governments
would request beach placement material, dredged from the Federal Jones Inlet Navigation
Channel! at a frequency of once every 3 years (1J.S. Army Corps of Engineer 1998). The Corps’
FEIS (1998) alse states that retreat from the bamier island is inconceivable, and most structures
which are already participating in the Naticnal Fiood Insurance Program (NFIP) would, if
destroved, be rebuilt to the NFIP base elevation. As the Service noted in the previous section.

dredged material from the USCG Station wouid also be deposited on small segiments of the



Town 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 would continue to greally influence the ecological communities. Physically, the
marilime beach and dunes would continue 1o erode due to natural processes in some areas,
perhaps eventually being eliminated entirely in certain areas since large-scale, high density
residential and commercial 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 create undesirable conditions for certain avifauna
which rely on these habitats for breeding, foraging, loafing, and roosting. In other areas, the
maritime beach may naturally accrete and increase in elevation, improving 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 propesed offshore dredging area in the withoul-project scenario would likely be
the continued existence of this community in its present condition, which inciudes commercial

shellfish harvesting, and commercial and recreation fin fishing.
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In the without-project condifion, the estuarine habitat would continue to experience human-
induced and natural impacts. Dredging of back-bay channels would continue, with the
possibility of upland disposal of dredged material on existing dredge spoil-created islands. Back-
bay recreational activities would continue and lead to disturbance of breeding and non-breeding

waterbirds and shorebirds.

IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS CONSIDERED, OUTCOME OF
PLANS SELECTION PROCESS, AND ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED AND

ADDRESSED BY THE SERVICE IN THIS REPORT

To date, the outcome of the Corps” feasibility study is the selection of the 1995 Recommended
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 alternative only.

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED PLAN AND OTHER PLANS EVALUATED BY THE

SERVICE

As part of the on-going feasibility study, the Corps evaluated eight options to address the
objectives of the feasibility study. These included No Action, Beach Restoration, Beach
Restoration with Groins, Seawall, Seawall with Beach Restoration, Bulkhead with Beach

Restoration, Breakwater with Beach Restoration, and Perched Beach with Beach Restoration.
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Based on an evaluation of technical, economic, environmental, regional, social, and institutional
constraints, the Corps determined that the Recommended Plan is a beachfill plan which is
characterized by a 33.5 m (110 ft) wide beach berm at an elevation of 3 m (10 ft) NGVD, and a
dune system with a top elevation of 4.6 m (15 ft) NGVD. The plan includes approximately

10.4 km {34,000 linear ft) of beachfill. The components of the beackfil} include:

(a) 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 existing shoreline in

Atlantic Beach (approximately 10.4 km or 34,000 ).

(b Dune Design: Crest elevation of 4.6 m (15 {t) NGVD for a crest width of 7.6 m

(25 ft) with ! on 5 side slopes on the landward and seaward sides.

(¢) Berm Design: Fronting the dune, a berm width from 33.5 mto 122 m (110 ft to
400 f1) at elevation 3 m (10 {t) NGVD with a shore siope of 1 on 20 for the
easternmost 1.7 km (5,500 ft) of the project, 2 457.2 m (1,500 £) transition,

thence a 1 on 35 slope for the remaining 27,000 ft (8.2 km).

(d) A total sand fill quantity of 5.1 million cubic meters (m?) (6,670,200 cubic vards

fvd’]) will add approximately 30.5 to 122 m (100 to 400 ft) of design beach at O m
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-1



(0 {t) NGVD 1o the existing beach. These quantitues of sand fill include the

following:

- 0.3 m {1.0 ft) tolerance;
- overfll factor of 2.5 percent; and

- advanced beach nourishment width of 15.2 m (50 {1).

(e} The dune construction includes 9.7 ha (24 ac) of planting dune grass and 12.6 km
(41,500 ft) of sand fence for dune sand entrapment,-as well as 15 boardwalk
extensions/dune crossovers, 14 dune walkovers, 4 vehicle access ramps over the
dune in the City of Long Beach, 26 dune walkovers, and 8 vehicle access ramps -

over the dune in Lido Beach and Point Lookout.

() Renourishment of approximately 1,285,446 m” (1,681,300 vd®) of sand fil] from
the offshore dredging area every 5 years for the 50-year project life. Beachfill for
the proposed project 1s available from an offshore borrow area containing
approximately 27.5 million m® (36 million yd®) of suitable beachfill material. The

borrow area is located approximately 1.6 km (1 mi) south of Long Beach Island.

Since the completion of the Corps’ Feasibility Report in 1998, there have been refinements to the

project desigr and changes in the exisuing conditions which have been incorporated into the



Recommended Plan. These modifications are described in the following paragraphs (U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers, in [ift.).

Terminal Groin Rehabilitation and Extension. Based on the report entitled “Terminal
Groin Rehabilitation and Extension At Jones Inlet, Long Beach Island ” dated 1999,
which was prepared by Michael Baker, Jr, Inc., the Recommended Plan has been
modified to include the rehabilitation and extension of Groin No. 38, the easternmost
terminal groin in Peint Lookout, in accordance with the typical design proposed in the

referenced report.

New Groin Counstruction. Based on the report entitled "Technical Reanalysis of the
Shoreline Stabilization Measures for the Eastern Portion of the Long Beach Island,

New York Project,” dated March 2000, which was prepared by Offshore and Coastal
Technologies, Inc./Andrews, Miller & Assoc., Inc., the Recommended Plan has been
modified to include the construction of seven new groins in the Point Lookeut area. The
first groin will be constructed 244 m (800 ) west of existing Groin 55 in Point Lookout,
and the second through fourth groins constructed with tapered lengths at intervals of

244 m (800 ft). The remaining three groins will be constructed at 366 m (1,200 ft)
intervals with tapered lengths. 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 3. This taper results in a proposed length of 132 m



{500 ft) from the proposed seaward top of the berm to the seaward tip of the first
proposed groin to the west of Groin 3. The lengths of the remaining groins are reduced to

meet the 6 degree taper for the groin field.

Iniual construction of the four easternmost groins 1s recommended to provide the required
erosion conirol and storm protecticn for the severely eroded shoreline area. The
remaining three groins, which would be largely buried in the existing weldment area, are
proposed for deferred construction as needed based on the stability of the weldment area.
The deferred tapered groins are included to address the possibility that the weldment 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
rchabilitation of those groins that were found in poor or fair condition that would be
beneficial to the beach stability. Based on this evaluation, 15 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 side of each of the groins, 30.5 10 61 m (100 to
200 ft). A minimum groin crest width of approximateiy 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 seiecled in order to approximately match the existing armor stone.



Bird Nesting and Foraging Area. The Recommended Plan has also been modified 1o
accommodate an area of the heach 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 arca. The ephemeral pool encompasses a 38 ha (93.4 ac) area and the plover and
least tern nesting area encompasses 17.1 ha (42.3 ac). This plan will allow for the
continued unimpeded use of this area as shorebird nesting and foraging areas. In order to
avoid construction in this nesting/foraging area, evaluations were conducted to ensure
that the existing condition has at least the same storm damage level of protection as the
recomménded design section. The 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 and {ound to provide a comparable level of protection
(less than 80 percent dune matcrial displacement). A future trigger, a minimum berm
width of 76.2 m (250 ft), has been determined and included in the LRR and OMRR&R
Manual, such that if the berm width falls below that minimum width required for 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
cross-section (or equivalent protection) in the nesting/foraging area at a future date will

be considered a part of a major rehabilitation contingency for determining project costs.

Borrow Area (Offshore Dredging Area). The offshore dredging area is located south

of Long Beach Island between 7.6 and 18.2 m (25 to 60 ﬁ) below ML.W, The sediments
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at the borrow site were defermined to be predominantly fine sand with typically only a

small percentage of silts (ULS. Army Corps of Engineers 1998).

The design beach fill will be placed on top of the existing beach. Existing groins may be
partially or completely covered. The extent of groin covering does not inciude the effect
of periodic nourishment. For the remaining groins which remain exposed, those that are
in fair to poor condition will be rehabilitated only within their exposed portions. This
includes approximately 15 existing groins which will be extended approximately 10 m

(30 ft). The remaining groins will remain the same length or shortencd.

DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS OF SELECTED PLAN AND OTHER EVALUATED

ALTERNATIVES .

As per the SOW, this secticn only provides a description of the proposed project; no other plans

were evaluated as part of the FWCA analysis.

Non-Ecological impacts

Implementation of the Recommended Plan will provide storm damage reduction benefits to

Long Beach Island, with minimal benefits to the mainland of Long Island (U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers 1998). Recreational benefits wiil be realized on Long Beach Island, and they can be
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defined as enhanced recreation potential provided by increased beach area (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 1989). Without advanced beach fill (initial overfill) and periodic nourishment, long-
and cross-shore coastal processes would erode the design beach profile, reducing the storm
damage protection ability of the project design (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1993). Overall,
the Corps anticipates that the project will result in positive impacts in terms of added protection

to the shoreline, buildings and infrastructure, and human life.

Impacts to Ecological Communities

Potential Impacts to Marine Intertidal, Maritime Beach, and Maritime Dune

Communities

Recent studies present varied evidence as to both short- and long-term impacts of beach
nourishment along the western 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 et al. 2000; Peterson and Manning 2001; Lindquist
2001; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2004; Burlas et al. 2001; and Bymes ¢t al. 2004). On the
other hand, relatively little information on the effects of beach nourishment on shorebirds and

waterbirds is present in the hiterature (CZR, Inc. 2003).
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Based on the review of the literature, the proposed project has the petential to result in a number
of direct and indirect physical and biclogical impacts in terms of scale and duration in the marine
intertidal, maritime beach, and maritime dune communities in the proposed project area. Direct
adverse impacts to these communities include, but are not Jimited to, impacts to breeding and
non-breeding avian species through habilat modification, burial of prey resources.at the disposal
sites, removal of prey resources in the offshore dredging areas, and disturbance of breeding,
loaling, roosting, and foraging activitics of avifauna. These impacts are expected to occur during
construction, post-construction, and renourishment phases of the prapased project exiending

50 years 1nto the future.

Changes in the beach morphology and sedimentologic characteristics (slope, height, grain size,
sorting coefficient, ete.) may affect colonization of marine invertebrates, a major forage resource
for shorebirds, to the intertidal zone. The Corps’ FEIS (1998) indicated that sediments in the
offshore dredging area do not exactly match beach substrates in the proposed project area. A
shift to finer or coarser sediments can affect the abundance of macrofauna prey resources
(Peterson and Manning 2001) in the proposcd project area, which can have consequences for
higher trophic levels (Peterson and Manning 2001). Merphological and sedimentologic changes
{0 the maritime beach and dunes can also impact breeding habitat, either adversely or
beneficially. For example, the Corps’ Long Island Intracoastal Waterway Channel Maintenance
Dredging Project resulted in the deposition of highly fine sand and mud dredge spoils on East

Inlet. Moriches Bay, Brookhaven, NY, that was deemed unsuitable substrate for colonial
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waterbirds (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Long I[sland Field Office project file). A comrective
plan of action was initiated by the Corps to mitigate for this condition; however, the short- and
long-term effects of this project have not been evaluated as of this time. Potentially beneficial
nnpacts of beach nourishment have been observed at other Corps sites existing on Long Island;
however, these are not well studied and remain anecdotal as to their long-term contribution to

resource conservation.

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 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1998). Peterson and Manning (2001) stated 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 the periodic nourishment activities will also be a major factor regarding short- and
long-term impacts for non-endangered shorebird and waterbird species. The direct effects
include disruption of breeding, foraging, and roosting activities. Beach construction activities are
wsually very intensive environmentally disruptive operations, which involve the mobilization and
use of heavy equipment and vehicles on the ocean beaches. The operation of dredging

equipment immediately adjacent to a shoreline that is used as a courtship, nesting, and brood
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rearing area has the potential to disturb shorebirds to the point where they may 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). However, even low levels of human activity
have been shown to result in disturbance and displacement of shorebirds at migrational staging
and roosting areas (Pfister et al. 1992). Migratory shorebirds are particularly vulnerable to
disturbance at roosting sites at high tides where the habitat available for roosting is diminished
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998b). Long-term impacts are likely, as recreational 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 1991).

The proposed project will also result in changes to the existing dune structure, burial of dune
vegetation, and vegetation succession. The proposed project will create a monotypic stand of
American beach grass through artificial planting at densities which may or may not be beneficial
to avifauna. If vegetation succession and increased human disturbance 1s encouraged, shorebirds

will most likely be discouraged from occupying these habitats.



Finally, grooming of the beaches to remove detritus and garbage can remove vital foraging
resources for shorebirds and impact the trophic transfer of energy in the coastal setting (Dugan et

al. 2003).

However, the Corps’ FEIS (1998) concludes that that the biological community of the beach
nourishment area will not be significantly affected over the long-term. Mabile organisms, such
as fish, appear to be the least affected by beach nourishment activities as they are able to move to
avoid disturbances (Hurme and Pullen 1988). Such motile species are able to return to the area

when conditions are suitable again.

The recovery of benthic macrofauna (those animals 0.5 millimeters [mm] or larger in size) after
beach nourishment varies from one site to another. Studies completed in the 1970s indicate that
when nourishment ceases, the recovery of benthic macrofauna 1s rapid, and complete recovery
might occur within one or two seasons (Reilly and Bellis 1978; Parr et al. 1978). The ability of
macrofauna to recover 1s due to: {(a) their short life cycles, (b) their fast reproductive potential,
and (c) the recruitment of plan};ton larvae and motile macrofauna from nearby unaffected areas

(Nagvi and Pullen 1982).

Meiofauna (amimals smaller than 0.5 mm [0.02 inches] and equal to or larger than 0.062 mm
[0.002 inches]) tend to recover very slowly from a major disturbance, perhaps due to their slow

reproduction, limited ability to migrate, and their highly specialized adaptations to a restricted
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environment (Naqvi and Pullen 1982). However, meiofaunal recovery can be rapid following

minor disturbances (Nagvi and Pullen 1982).

Potential Impacts to Marine Subtidal Habitats

This section addresses the impacts to the marine subtidal habitats in the offshore dredging area
which covers approximately 223 ha (550 ac). The impact area is increased when the
sedimentation plume footprint, which can extend from 300 m to 500 m (328.1 yd to 546.8 vd,
respectively) from the dredge site, 1s 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 include, but are not
limited to, (1) removal or loss of infauna and epifauna at the borrow site for one to five years to a
community with comparable pre-disturbance abundance and diversity and biomass but different
species composition and structure; (2) aitered energy iransfer on the food chain and altered
composition of fish prey base; (3) loss of spawning habitat, {4) loss of overwintering habitat; and
{5) changes in community structure (species present, diversity, abundance. and biomass in

surrounding areas (Minerals Management Service 2001).

The primary adverse impact on the environment due 1o dredging operations at a borrow area
involves the disturbance and destruction of benthic resources and their habitats, which would

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
(1975) 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-estzblished in the borrow area. Hard bottoms, such as artificial or man-made
reef structures which provide habitat for demersal and reef fish, can also be extremely vulnerable

to the impacts of offshore dredging (Minerals Management 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 contaminated 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 species using the pits, However, as indicated in
studies by Woodhead and McCafferty (1986), borrow areas and channels often contain higher
levels of fish 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 turbidify in the marine nearshore subtidal zone could
result from the actual beach nourishment activity (Mineral Management Service 2001). Sand
particies suspended by dredging are dense and fall quickly back to the bottom while the fine
sediments stay in suspension longer than sand, only sinking slowly {Woodhead 1992). The

Corps’ FEIS (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1998) states that some invertebrate 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. Army 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 species and by
age. Beach nourishment can affect fish populations by delaving hatching time of fish eggs, by
killing the fish by coating their gills, and by reducing dissolved oxygen concentrations to

stressful levels (Nagvi and Pullen 1982).

Localized turbidity plumes can have lethal and sublethal effects on benthos and fish, including
hematological compensation for reduced gas exchange across gill surfaces, abrasion of epithelial
tissue, packing of the gut with large guantities of ingested solids which may have little nutritive
value, disruption of gill tissues (abrasion, clogging, increased activity of mucosa), and increased
activity with a reduction of stored metabolic reserves (Profiles Research and Consulting Groups,
Inc., 1980). Othef effects of increases in turbidity include a decrease in light penetration,
mechanical abrasion of the filter feeding and respiratory structures of animals, possible
resuspension of contaminants 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 problems in borrow areas is a very real concern. Reduced
water circulation and high siltation/sedimentation of fine material can lead to anoxic conditions

lethal to organisms which may be utilizing a borrow pit. These adverse impacts have been found
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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. These species may be more sensitive to silt deposited from dredging and slower to
recolonize than less specialized and more oppoertunistic species found on high siit/clay sediment

(WCH Industries 1994).

Based on the previous sediment surveys, the silty patches in the prdposed 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 gass. 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 opportunistic and rapid growing species and could
recover rapidly from dredging. In contrast, the organisms m sandy patches méy be slower to |

recover (WCH Industries 1994).

The surf clam is of special interest because it is harvested commercially in the proposed borrow
area which 1s within one of the most productive surf clam areas on the east coast. Again, this
area is responsible for the majority of New York's surf clam harvesting, where surf clam surveys

conducted immediately west of the borrow area location along the Rockaway Beach Peninsula




have been shown to produce a harvest valued at approximately $100,000 pér 40.4 ha (100 ac) or

more (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 1994),

In 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 paﬁerﬁs (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Chesapeake Bay Field Office, pers. comm. 2004). The Minerals Management 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 un&ertaken, in certain areas of the

country, surveys to understand seabird distribution and abundance in their project areas.
Potential Impacts to Marine Riprap and Artificial Shores

The effects of beach nourishment and the burial of groins would result in a loss of rocky
intertidal habitat, However, sand placement over groins will re-establish sandy bottomed
intertidal habitat. Impacts associated with the placement of rock sugstrate into the intertidal zone
to rehabilitate existing groins could include the mortality of clams, mussels, and other
invertebrates that would be eliminated during groin construction, as well as short-term effects of
increased turbidity in the immediate 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, mvertebrates, and avifauna.
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The effects of new groin construction at the eastern end of the proposed project area include
those noted above. In addition, the proposed new groins may stabilize the nourished beach,
providing additional habitat for shorebirds and waterbirds. The effect of new groins on down
drift beaches to the west and nearshore currents needs to be assessed in order to avoid the

transference of beach eroston westward.

Cumulative Effcets

~ The cumulative effects analysis contained in the Corps’ FEIS (1998), provides an estimate of the
hectares of marine subtidal habitat within the offshore dredging areas (generally between 5.4 and
18.2 m [18 and 60 £t] below MLW) for Corps’ shoreline protection projects along the south shore
of Long Island, including the Long Beach 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 Corps cumulative impacts analysis should also include the effects of the
maintenance dredging projects, as well as the area of intertidal and maritime beach and dune
habitat that would be impacted. In addition to quantifying the area of habitat which would be -
affected, the Corps should also evaluate the cumulative 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.

LA
1a3



As discussed above, various physical and biological data collection efforts would need to be
undertaken across the south shore of Long Island in order to address the cumulative impacts of
the Corps beach nourishment program. The lack of site-specific data for the proposed project
area and other project areas currently prevents the Service from making an accurate assessment
of the cumulative impacts of this project in the context of other on-going projects. However, the
Service believes that there 1s enough mformation to strongly support that cumulative impacts are,

in many respects, likely adverse.
Effects on Federally-listed Endangered/Threatencd Species

Due to the potential for the proposed project to affect listed species, the Corps has informed the
Service that they will prepare a biological assessment pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA. In
consultation with the Service, the Corps shall utilize 1ts authority io further the purposes of the
IESA in the conservation and recovery of listed species and the ecosystems on which they depend.
Further, 50 CFR 402.02 states that the "effects of an action" 10 be considered during consultation
include "direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical habitat, together with the

effects of other activities that are interrelated or interdependent with that action...."

The piping plover 1s a Federally-listed threatened species along the Atlantic Coast which nests on
Long Island beaches. Dredging and beach disposal activities have potential to exert direct

adverse effects on the piping plover as a result of disruption of courtship, nesting, and feeding

Ln
I



activitieé 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 where they do not
successfully nest and fledge voung. In addition, dredging equipment that is operated immediately
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 and to grade the nourished beach can
greatly disturb plovers, their nests, and can endanger the lives of ChiC}('S. The placement of
dredge pipeline can form 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 maintain piping plover habitat during a beach nourishment 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 for maintenance of piping plover habitat.

The proposed project may also maintain or enhance habitat for plovers. If the project beaches are
occupied by plovers, these birds may experience indirect effects from human activity as a resuit
of the increased attractiveness of these areas for huinan recreation. One of the project purposes
of beach nourishment is to maintain and enhance recreatjonal opportunities on Long Beach

Island. Human activities that may potentially adversely affect plovers include off-road vehicle
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use, unleashing of pets, fireworks, kite-flying, and removal of wrack near plover nesting and

feeding areas.

Seabeach amaranth may alsc be adversely affected by the proposed project. Proposed activities
which may affect seabeach amaranth mclude beach nourishment, which would result in the burial
of plants and seeds, disruption of seed producticn and dispersal, and degradation of habitat by
promoting vegetative stabilization, perennial succession, and competition. Tndirect effects may
include trampling of plants and seeds by recreational activities, and removal of plants via

mechanical beach grooming.

EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF THE SELECTED PLAN AND OTHER

EVALUATED ALTERNATIVES

An evaluation and comparison of the selected plan to other plans was not requesied by the Corps.

Therefore, such an analysis was not undertaken.

DISCUSSION AND JUSTTFICATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION

MEASURES

Coastal shoreline erosion has resulted in a reduction i beach height and width along the barrier

island and accelerated deterioration of the locally constructed stone groins. Sand erosion
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calculations ndicate that the entire study area has experienced a net loss of sand, except Atlantic
Beach which continually accretes sand (U.S. Army Corps 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 storm damage. From a shoreline protection perspective,
the continued erosion of the barrier island combined with the low elevations of the protective
beach berm exposes Long Beach Island to a high risk of catastrophic damage from ocean

flooding and wave attack (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998).

The potential damages incurred as a result of storms include structural damages to re.sidential and
commercial properties, inability to cffectively evacuate the island due to flooding of major roads,
and the threat to human life. The Corps’ propesed project concentrates primarily on the benefits
obtained by reducing damages to structures from floeding occurring on the ocean beaches.
However, the Corps recognizes that the island also experiences a lesser degree of flooding 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 ptan to
address long-term erosion and provide acceptabie levels of protection from the impacts of
inundation and wave attack. In recognition that the regional economy relies heavily on
recreational beach usage, the Corps’™ study will seek to establish that a need exists for protecting

and enhancing the Long Beach Isiand shorefront.
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As established in the preceding sections of this report, the proposed project is likely 1o result in
adversé impacts 1o Federal trust species. This report has focused on the migratory birds and their
habitats, primarily maritime beach and dune communities, and marine intertidal and subtidal
habitats, which support species which are highly imperiled or of high conservation concern, as
well as priority habitats {for conservation. The use of the proposed project area and adjacent
habitats by these species and the potential impacts resulting from the proposed project are clear
justifications to include conservation 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 received special protection and status ag critical conservation areas through the
NYSDOS designaﬁion 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 RECOMMENDATIONS

Mitigation Recommendations

The views and recommendations of the Service on this project are guided by its Mitigation
Policy. This policy seeks to mitigate Josses of fish, wildlife, and their habitats, and uses thereof,
from land and water developments. 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 certain
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action or parts of an action; (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the
action and its implementation; (c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring
the affected environment; (d) reducing or eliminating impacts over time; and, {(¢) compensating
for impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or habitats. The Service has developed
mitigation measures for the proposed project impact area defined for the Recommended Plan and
the FWCA analysis area which are discussed below, Some of these measures involve the
collection of data that was identified in this report as lacking or out-dated for the proposed
project area. Further consultation with the Service 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 the 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 information is
needed on the impacts on beach resources of various existing and proposed erosion control
options, including groin fields, dune stabilization and berm elevation projects, and inlet
management. Consideration must be given to the beach resources, especially the Federally-listed
endangered seabeach amaranth and the Federally-listed threatened piping plover, and associated
bay resources before these projects proceed. For this particular project, the Service recommends

the following in each of the ecological communities impacted by the proposed project.
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Maritime Beach and Dune Conununities

The proposed project may have direct adverse effects on waterbird and shorebird species of

regional concern in the short-term 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 (1995a) and should

be incorperated inte the proposed project description. The following provide additional

strategies for aveiding, minimizing, or compensating impacts to avifauna and their habiats in the

proposed project area.

(a)

(b)

Activities associated with beach nourishment, berm and dune construction, and
groin rebabihitation should be accomiplished outside the breeding season for

Federally- and State-listed species.

Due to the lack of site-specific information on waterbirds, seabirds, shorebirds.
and land birds, the Corps should fund a survey of these species in the proposed
project area, and Service identified impact areas. A survey program wil! be
developed in coliaboration with the Service as a component of the feasibility
study for the proposed project. Under the Transfer of Funding Agreement, the
Service has the first right of refusal related to studies needed to fulfill the
requirements of the FWCA. The Corps” Wilmington District has developed

post-construction surveys for shorebirds in some of their project areas {e.g.,



{c)

(d)

CZR, Inc. 2003); however, pre-construction surveys should also be conducted to
develop pre- and post-construction data sets for statistical comparison. Until
such studies are devised and information collected and analyzed, final

mitigation measures for these species cannot be provided.

An indirect benefit of the proposed project will be the significant improvement
of opportunities for recreational beach use. As discussed in this report,
Increases in recreational use of beaches can also result in increased adverse
impacts 1o 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 educating residem’s,‘ landowners,
or beach managers of the management requirements discussed below, and, prior
to project commencement, by obtaining a written agreement from residents,
landowners, or beach managers for full cooperation with the Corps and the
Service, or mutually agreed upon designaied representatives (c.g., the

NYSDEC).

Access to the project beaches should be provided to the Service, the Corps. or
their mutually agreed upon designated representatives, to survey and monitor

waterbird and shorebird use areas. Access should be given during daylight
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(e)

(1)

M)

()

hours on any day(s} of any given year at the required frequency to accomplish

the purposes stated above.

Protection measures should be provided for that include the placement of
symbolic fencing around breeding areas to avoid or minimize the impacts

associated with recreational users.

Fireworks should be prohibited on beaches used by shorebirds or colonial

waterbirds as breeding, foraging, loafing, or roosting areas.

The Corps shouid work with the landowners to implement leash laws and
develop laws and regulations to control cats during the migratory bird use

periods.

Feeding of raccoons, gulis, or other wildiife should be prohibited to minimize

mortality of migratory birds.

The Corps should ensure that the mined beach nourishment sand 15 compatible
with the sand that 1s now on the beach with respect to grain size, clay content,

and organic matter.



@

(k)

D

(m)

If the dunes are to be planted with vegetation, American beach grass should be
planted 18 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 planting scheme in order

to increase plant diversity and heterogenetly in the proposed project area.

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 dunes.

Sand grain size distribution should be monitored at the beach nourishment site

before the project and immediately after project completion.

Benthic resources should be monitored in the maritime beach and dune habitats.

The monitoring plan should be coordinated with the Service.

Nearshore and Offshore Marine Subtidal Habitats/Marine Intertidal Habitats

All offshore dredging activitiés should be coordinated with the NYSDEC -
Region 1 in regard fo the protection of resources under theiwr jurisdiction. A
primary goal should be to avoid dredging in areas which contain significant

concentrations of the commercially important Atlantic surf clam beds.
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{b)

(c)

(d)

(€)

Exposing and impacting various sediment types during dredging should be
avolded. Maintaining the same sediment type at the borrow area will increase
the probability that the same pre-dredging benthic assemblage will re-establish

after dredging.

Producing deep, steep-sided pits with little to no water circulation that may lead
1o silt and organic matter accumulation and hypoxic or anoxic conditions,
should be avoided. Broad; shallow pits with gently sloping sides 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 country, the Corps should adopt a similar sampling program for this
Federal trust resource. These surveys will be necessary to develop appropriate
mitigation measures. Uniil these surveys are compieted, the Service is unable to

provide adequate mitigation measures to protect these species.

The Service recommends that the Corps develop a pre- and post-monitoring
program based on the guidance protocols developed by the U.S. Department of

the Interior’s Minerals Management Service (see Minerals Management Service
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(£)

2001) for finfish and benthic assemblages within the offshore dredging areas.
The justification for their approach is the observation that while benthic species
abundance has been shown to return to pre-dredging levels, in some cases from
1 to 2 years after dredging, species composition may be different and the

ability of fishes to use such altered assemblages for prey 1s uncertain.

Therefore, the purpose is centered more towards trophic transfer refationships
under modified conditions as opposed to changes in the resident fish co-mmunity

(Minerals Management Service 2001}

The Corps should consult with the NYSDEC as to whether additional
quantitative baseline surveys on the density and age distribution of surf clams
should be collected to determine the surf clam resources withm the offshore
dredging area. This information can be used to determine areas, within the
dredging zone, that should be excluded from dredging operations, and will also
enable the Corps to betler determine the value of surf clam resources that may

be impacted by dredging.
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Marine Cultural (Marine Riprap and Artificial Shores)

(a) The construction of new groins at the eastern end of the project area should
avoid adversely affecting sand accretion on down drift beaches west of the new

groin field.

(b) If the Corps determines that new groin construction is the best alternative for
alleviating sand erosion al the eastern portion of Long Beach Istand, the area
should be monitored in order to determine the effects of these structures on the

beaches west of the new groin field, especially at 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 groin {ield.

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a)2) of the ESA, requires ali Federal agencies, in consultation with the Secretary of

the Interior, to ensure that any action authornized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not

likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any Disted species. In consultation with the

Service, the Corps shall utilize its authoritv to further the purposes of the ESA in the

conservation and recovery of listed species and the ecosystems on which they depend. Further,



50 CFR 462.02 states that the "effects of an action” to be considered during consultation include
"direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical habitat, together with the effects

of other activities that are interrelated or interdependent with that action...."

Based on our review of the proposed project, beach nourishment activities along the shoreline of
Long Beach Island have the potential for direct and indirect adverse effects on piping plovers and
sezbeach amaranth. Consequently, further Section 7 consultation will be required, as noted by
the Corps in correspondence dated. The Service submitted recommendations in correspondence
dated June 15, 2004, to the Corps for censervatioﬁ, measures which should be mcorporated into

the project plans to avoid and minimize potential adverse effects to these species.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND SERVICE POSITION

Potential Impacts on Maritime Beach and Dune Communities

The Service finds that implementation of the proposed project will cause adverse impacts to the
ecological communitics of the maritime beach and dune communities. If impiemented in
accordance with the mitigation recommendations provided i this report, these impacts can be

avolded, 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 maritime beach and dune
communities, which in some cases, support species or habitats which have been identified in

J.S. Shorebird Pian (2004) as highly imperiled or a high priority concern in the region. With
periodic nourishment scheduled over the 50-year project life this may have some serious
implications for the species using the proposed project area. However, the implementation of the
avian and benthic resource moniforing programs and mitigation measﬁres provided in this report,
will assist the Corps in offsetting the potential adverse impacts presented in this report, by using

the monitoring information to guide appropriate design and construction approaches,
Potential Impacts to Marine Subtidal Communities (Offshore Dredging Area)

Dredging sand from the borrow area will result in the elimination of benthic invertebrate species
and habitats, and commercial clam beds. Dredging will result in a sedimentation plume fooiprint
that could extend up to 500 m (547 yd) from the actual dredge site, causing turbidity and
sedimentation both in and around the dredged area. A decrease in dissolved oxygen may result
from the resuspension of organically enriched sediments, as well 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 abundance may return to conditions (which are also unknown) prior to drgdging,

community changes may take place which could have implications to energy transfers up the



food chain. Major concerns include the impacts of dredging on the surf clam fishery, impacts to

seabirds, and disturbance to food chain dynamics.

Potential Impacts to Marine Riprap and Artificial Shove Communitics

The purpose of new groin construction is to stabilize the beach at the eastern end of Long Beach

Island, which may potentiaily enhance habitat for shorebird species which use rocky habitats and
wide beaches for breeding, foraging, loafing, and roosting. However, new groin construction can
also transfer beach erosion problems to the west of the proposed new groin field. The Corps

needs to assure the Service that this will not happen.

Potential Impacts to Endangered and Threatened Species

The proposed project has the potential to exert both direct and indirect adverse effects on the
piping plover and seabeach amaranth. Dredging and beack disposal activities during the plover
breeding season have the potential to exert direct adverse effects on the piping plover as a result

of disruption of courtship, nesting, and feeding activities, and aiteration of their habitat.

7

eabeach amaranth may also be adversely affected by the proposed project, which may result in
the burial of adult plants and seeds, disruption of seed production and dispersal, and degradation

of habitat by promoting vegetative stabilization, perennial succession, and competition.
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The proposed beach nourishiment may also maintain or enhance habitat for plovers. If the project
beaches arc occupied by plovers, these birds may suffer indirect effects from human activity as a
result of the increased attractiveness of these areas for human recreation. Indirect effects of the
project upon seabeach amaranth may include trampling of plants and seeds by recreational

activities.

Overall, the Service finds that implementation of the proposed 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 seabeach amaranth and their supporting ecosystems. In the case of non-endangered
species, these impacts can be avoided or minimized by incorporating the mitigation measures
contained in this report. The Service recog11izes the need for the proposed project and
acknowledges that beach nourishment can potentially maintain and enhance habitat for breeding

and non-brecding migratory birds.

The Service has recommended mitigation measures which will avoid and minimize adverse
environmental impacts of the proposal. Some of these measures involve physical and biological
monitoring during various stages of project planning and construction, and over the life of the
project. The Service has also recommended sand grain size monitoring of the beach nourishment
and new groin construction areas m order Lo assess the impacts of beach nourishment on fish and
wildlife habitat substrate. The monitoring plan will enable the Service and the Corps to

effectively evaluate potential impacts for similar projects which may be proposed in the same or
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similar areas in the future, and to assist in assessing long term cumulative impacts of beach

nourishment and dredging on local resources.

The Service, as stated in our June 15, 2004, letter, has presented several recommendations which
should 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 OPPORTUNTIES

The Service recommends that the Corps develop construction techniques and approaches which
will assist in creating optimal habitats for the avifauna species discussed in this report. This
should not be considered singlg species management, as the health of these species depends in
large measure on ecosystems which are functioning as closely to a natural condition as possible.
As one example, the Corps can collect information on the physical and environmental
characteristics of existing shorebird and waterbird breeding habitat in the proposed project area,
and look to replicale those conditions elsewhere in the project area in order to make the

constructed beaches and dunes more attractive to those species.

In addition, the Service recommends that the Corps participate throughout this project in the

protection and restoration of wetland habitats which support breeding and non-breeding birds, as
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well as {ish and shellfish, in the back-bay complexes. Many recommendations related to
accomplishing this task are found in the SSER Comprehensive Management Plan. The Service
is interested 1n pursuing these and other fish and wildiife enhancement opportunitics in the
proposed study area, and is willing to extend the FWCA consultation under a separate SOW to

address these ideas 1 more detail.
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Your coass, yonr future

WYSWaterfronts

George E, Patakd

Governar

Alexander E Treadwell
Secretary of State

July 17, 1998

Mz, Frank Saptomauro, P.E.
Chief, Planning Division
Euvironmental Assessment Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New Yeork Distriet

Jacob K. Javits Federal Building
New York, New York 10278-0090

Dear Mr. Santomauro:

Re: F-98-415(DA) .
U.S. Amy Coms of Engineers/NY District - Atlantic Coast of
Long Island, Jones Inlet to East Rockaway Inlet, Long Beach
Isiand, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project

The Department of State bas cowpleted its review of the Corps of Enginsers/New York Distdct’s consistency
determination with respect to the New York State Coastal Mapagement Program, together with supporticg
documeniatior, for the proposed Jones lnlet to East Rockaway Injet, Long Beach Island Storm Damage Reducticn

Project.

Based upon the project information submitted, the Department of State agrees with the Corps’ consistency
determination for this activity. This agrsement is based on an understanding between the Corps, this Department,
and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation that new modeling tools are available, that these
modeling tools will be used in monitoring studies of the area, anc thaf if thosa studies indicate additional groins are
necessary, appropriate supplemental Natiopal Environmental Policy Act documentaticn and interageacy consultation

will be conducied in order to modify the projest accordingly,

Thank you for your cooperation regarding this matter. If you or your staff have any questions regarding this decision,
please call William F. Barton at (518) 473-2469 or Steven C. Resler at {318) 473-2470.

GR5/SCR

Getrge B. Stafford;
Director

NYS DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Diwision of Coaseal Resources and Waierfront Revitalizaion
Albanmy, NY 12234-0001
Visice: (S18) 4746200 Fas: {518) 473-245
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

This Air Quality Analysis involved the limited re-evaluation of air quality emissions as part of
the Storm Damage Reduction Project for the Island of 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 methodolegy coordinated with 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 of a Feasibility Study, which was compieted in February
of 1995, Subsequent to that Feasibility Study, three design efforts were accomplished, including
(1) design of an extension for the casternmost 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 the western side of Jones Inlet, and has also constructed new

dunes in the vicinity of the western terminus of the 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 2 supplemental Environmental Assessment {(SEA), which
summarizes the results and potential environmental impacts of post-Feasibility Study design
refinements and Feasibility Study efforts, 2) perform limited NEPA requirements that reflect any
new refinements of the final pian, which 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 reduction of the height and width of the beach,

which has increased the potential for storm damage.

The project would provide storm damage protection to the highly developed communities 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
100-vear storm event for 7 of the 9 miles of public shoreline between Jones Inlet and East

Rockaway Iniet, including the communities of Point Lookout, Lido Beach, and the City of Long

Beach.

The Long Beach project construction activities associated with the project inciudes beachfill,
new groin construction, rehabilitation of existing groins and rehabilitation/extension of the
terminal groin in Point Lookout. These activities along with construction of various dune
walkovers, vehicle accesses, boardwalk extensions and dune planting/sand fence installation are

expected to be completed in either a 4-year or a 5-year construction schedule which are currently

urider consideration.

Specific construction items for each of the sub-reaches are summarized below.

Ciny of Long Beach, New York
- Groin Rehabilitation. {3 groins in Long Beach are recommended for rehabilitation. The
proposed rehabilitation censists of repositioning existing armor stone and adding
additional armor stone along the seaward 100-200 feet of each of the groins.

- Beachfill Placement. 3,741,300 cubic vards of beachfill will be placed using a hydraulic
cutterhead dredge.
LIMITED RE-EVALUATION OF AIR QUALITY EMISSIONS
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Boardwalk Extensions and Walkovers Construction. 15 boardwalk extensions/dune
crossovers and 14 dune walkovers will be constructed.

Comfort Station/Life Guard Station Construction. 5 comfort stations, 2 comfort/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, New York

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 fo 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 site. Groin work is based on
utilization 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 open
cut excavation in order to construct the design section.

Terminal Groin Rehabilitation/Extension. Groin No. 58, the easternmost terminal groin in
Pt. Lookout, will be rehabilitated and extended.

Groin 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.

Beachfill Placement. 1,379,600 cubic yards of beachfill will be placed using a hydraulic
cutterhead 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 constructicn schedule. |
Vehicle Aceess Construction. 8 vehicle accesses will be constructed,

Sand Fence Installation. 11,700 linear feet of sand fence will be installed.

Dune Grass Planting. 6.8 acres of dune grass will be planted.
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The project is expected to commence 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 U.S. 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 (NAAQS) were
established for six “criteria” pollutants: ozone (Os}, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NO»), sulfur dioxide (SOy), particulate matter, and lead (Pb). Particulate matter standards
incorporate two particulate classes: 1) particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than
or equal to 10 micrometers (PM]O), and 2) particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less

than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5). Currently, only PM10 is regulated by the NAAQS.

Arcas that meet the NAAQS standard for a criteria pollutant are designated as being in
“attainment”; areas where the criteria pollutant [evel 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 nenattainment and subsequently designated as
attainment are considered to bé “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 focated in the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA)., The New York-Northern New Jersey-Long
Island CMSA is designated as a severe nonattainment arca for ozone (03). The area was

previously designated as a nonattainment area for carbon monoxide (CO), but now is designated
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as attainment for CO and therefore, the area 15 considered to be a maintenance area for CQ. The

area is designated as attainment for nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and lead.

3.0 CLEANAIR 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 Implementation Pian (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 to.develop a SIP, which is its primary 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 of the 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 regulations that incorporate Federal air quality regulations in addition to state

poliution 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 department planning to undertake an action ts 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, which 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
Conformity regulations (40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93) described in Determining Conformity
General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans (40 CFR Part 93).

To focus general conformity requirements on those Federal actions with the potential to have
significant air quality impacts, U.S. EPA 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 minimis levels by

pollutant.
Table 1. De Minimis Levels for General Conformity.
General Conformity
' De Minimis Levels
Pollutant (tons per year)

Ozone* Serious 50

Severe 25

Extreme 10

Other ncnattainment areas outside ozone 109

transport region

Marginal and moderate non-attainment areas

inside ozone transport region 50/100
Carbon Monoxide All 100
Sulfur Dioxide All 100
Lead All 25
Nitrogen Dioxide All 100
Particulate Matter Moaderate 100

Serious 70

* Applies to volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which react in the presence of
sunlight to form ozone. Thus, these ozone precursors (VOC and NOx) are regulated to maintain the ozone

NAAQS.
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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 (NOx) 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 nonattainment/maintenance 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.

New York Metro Area 10% Regional
Pollutant SIP Emissions Significance Criteria
(IrPDY (TPD)
VvOC' 722.8 72.8
NOx' 619 61.9
co’ 2672 267.2

Note: TPD-tons per day
1} Inventories for 2007, 66 FR 42479 - 42487, Augusi 13, 2001,
2} Inventory for 2007, New York State Department of Eavironmental Conservation, August 1999.

Federal actions in which the projected direct and indirect emissions exceed either the de minimis
emission threshoid 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;

e The emissions from the action along with all other emissions in the area would not
exceed the emission budget specified in the SIP;
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e For ozone (VOC or NOx), the total emissions are fully 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

o For CO, air quality modeling demonstrates that the action will not cause or contribute to a
violation of any existing NAAQS.

4.0  AIRQUALITY ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

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 “ozone 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 guarter of
2006 and continue intermittently in six-month increments through the first quarter of 2011.
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 fand-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-highway 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 from the USEPA
Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, AP-42. Load factors for construction 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 (1bs) = Power Rating (hp) x LF x EF (g/hp-hr) x hrs/ 453.59

Where,
LF = Average Load Factor
EF = Emission Factor (gram/horsepower-hour)
hrs = hours of operation X
453.59 = conversion factor from grams to pounds (453.59 gram/pound)

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 (1bs) =
Propulsion Power Rating (hp) x LF x EF (g/kw-hr) x hrs/ 1.341/ 453.59 +
Auxiliary Power Rating (hp)x LF x EF (g/kw-hr) x hrs/ 1.341 / 453.59

Where,

LF = Average Load Facior

EF = Emission Factor (gram/horsepower-hour)

hrs = Hours of operation

1.341 = Conversion factor from horsepower to kilowatts (1.341 hp/kw)

453.59 = Conversion factor from grams to pounds (453.59 gram/pound)
Direct emissions associated with USACE vehicles identified by the TRACES construction
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 minimal and would be considered to be a separate
project to be defined when necessary in the future.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS/DEMONSTRATION OF CONFORMITY

The conformify 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.

Annual Emissions, ton/year
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
NOx 2.7 336.7 409.2 10.7 8.0
VOC 0.3 8.4 10.0 1.4 1.0
CO 1.5 67.6 81.4 3.8 4.4
Figure 1* )
Summary of Projected Annual Emission Rates for
Construction Schedule Option 1
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Protection Project
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Table 4. Construction Schedule Option 2 Maximum Annual Emissions.
Annual Emissions, ton/year
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
NOx 76.7 153.5 153.5 1535 153.5 76.7
VOC 2.1 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 2.1
CO 16.1 32.1 32.1 32.1 32.1 16.1
Figure 2
Summary of Projected Annual Emission Rates for
Construction Schedule Option 2
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Protection Project
1000 + Sy
100 -
T
2
- 1 ) . 8
0 S S i 1:.:‘ QRN L
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
O NOx, tonfyear & VOC, tonfysar QO CO, ton/year

Annual emissions for Option 1 and Option 2 are well below the Federal de minimis thresholds of
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 ]
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.

Tons per Day
Average Daily Regional Significance
Emissions Threshold
NOx 2.62 61.9
VOC 0.06 72.8
CO 0.52 267.2

Table 6. Coastruction Schedule Option 2 Average Daily Emissions.

Tons per Day
Average Daily Regional Significance
Emissions Threshold
NOx 0.98 61.9
VOC 0.03 72.8
CO 0.21 267.2

Projected emissions from either construction 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 these activities must either be
reduced to less than 25 tons per year or a formal conformity determination as outiined in 40 CFR

93.154 is required.

Emissions from the project may be reduced, for example by:
1} Reducing the scope of wark

2) Using emission control technologies (e.g. PuriNOx™

Technology),
3) Revising the methods for executing the project (e.g. using electric dredges); and/or
4) Using cleaner burning equipment (e.g. specifying equipment with engines meeting Tier 11

or Tier IIT 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. 1f NOx emissions cannot be reduced to below 25
tons per year, a conformity demoenstration would require that the USACE provide either (1) 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 NOxX 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
ENGINE HORSEPOWER Total %

Category Main | Carrier Fuel Hours LOAD
Air Compressor 350 DIESEL 543 75.0%
Crane, 50T 125 DIESEL 1943 43.0%
Crane, 857 213 DIESEL 12806 43.0%
Crawler 125 DIESEL 1082 43.0%
Grader, GD 625A 155 DIESEL 54 57.5%
Excavater 79 BIESEL 1499 58.0%
Excavater 145 200 DIESEL 320 58.0%
Loader, 1.50 CY 90 DIESEL 54 46.5%
Loader, 550 CY 300 DIESEL 14949 46.5%
Back-hoe 0.80 CY 60 DIESEL 548 48.5%
Pile hammer 0 DIESEL 543 62.0%
Roller BO DIESEL 29 57.5%
Roller 132 DIESEL 54 57.5%
Dozer 320 DIESEL a4 57.5%
Tracior 425 DIESEL b4 58.0%
Off-hwy truck 330 DIESEL 29 410%
Driler/fauger 8 DAESEL 84 62.0%

Emission Factor, gm/hp-hr

Category VOC cO i NOx PM | S0x
Air Compressor 1.13 3.03 14.06 1
Crane, 50T 1.26 4.2 10.3 1.44 0.93
Crane, 85T 1.26 4.2 10.3 1.44 0.83
Crawler 1.26 4.2 10.3 1.44 0.93
Grader, GD 625A 1.54 3.8 9.6 1 0.87
Excavater 0.7 5.2 10.75 1.44 0.83
Excavater 0.7 5.2 10.75 1.44 0.93
Loader, 1.50 CY 1.4 6.8 10.1 1.05 0.85
Loader, 550 CY 1.4 6.8 10.1 1.05 0.85
Back-hoe 0.80 CY 1.4 6.8 10.1 1.05 0.85
Pile hammer 1.41 9.2 11.01 1.44 0.03
Ralier 0.8 3.1 93 0.78 1
Raller 0.8 3.1 a3 0.78 1
Dozer 1.28 4.2 10.3 1.1 0.85
Tractor 0.6 3.2 10.3 0.8 0.83
Off-hwy truck 0.84 2.8 9.6 0.8 0.88
Driller/auger 1.41 9.2 11.01 1.44 0.83




TABLE 11
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AIR EMISSIONS
L.ONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT
USACE NEW YORK DISTRICT

Emissions {lbs )
Category VOC | CcO NOx PM | SOx
Air Compressor 355 952 4,418 314
Crane, 50T 280 967 2,371 332 214
Crane, 857 3,281 10,937 26,821 3,750 2,422
Crawler 163 543 1,333 185 120
Grader, GD 625A 16 40 102 11 9
Excavater 106 787 1,628 218 141
Excavater 89 734 1,518 203 131
l.oader, 1,50 CY 7 34 50 5 4
Loader, 5.50 CY 6,436 31,283 46,435 4,827 3,908
Back-hoe 0.80 CY 47 229 340 35 29
Pile hammer G 0 0 0 0
Roller 2 9 27 2 3
Roiler 7 28 84 7 9
Dozer 28 92 226 24 19
Tractor 18 96 307 27 28
Off-hwy fruck 7 24 83 7 8
Driller/fauger 1 8 10 1 1
Totals, tbs 10,865 46,744 85,754 9,951 7,045
Totals, tons 543 23.37 42.88 4.98 3.52




TABLE 1-2
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED MARINE AIR EMISSIONS
LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT
USACE NEW YORK DISTRICT

" Propulsion Engine

Auxilliary Engine

Description Horsepower Hours % Load Horsepower Hours % Load
Booster 5200 8000 50% 0 0 0%
Hydraulic Dredge 8000 8000 50% 3310 8000 40%
Work Tug 250 8000 70% 50 8000 A40%
Crew/Survey Boat 100 8000 50% 40 B0OO 40%
Derrick(s) 200 8000 50% 40 8000 40%

Description Emission Factors (Propuision), g/kw-hr Emission Factors [Auxilliary}, g/kw-hr

VOC CO i NOx PM vocC Co NOx PM

Booster 0.27 2.5 13 0.3 0.28 1.7 10 0.4
Hydraulic Dredge 0.27 2.5 13 0.3 0.28 1.7 10 0.4
Work Tug 0.27 2.5 13 0.3 0.28 1.7 10 0.4
Crew/Survey Boat 0.27 2.9 13 0.3 0.28 1.7 10 0.4
Derrick(s) 0.27 2.5 13 0.3 0.28 1.7 10 0.4

Description Emisslons (tons)

VGG CcO [ NOx PM

Booster 4.61 42.70 222.03 5.12
Hydrautlic Dredge 10.42 88.69 471.26 12.35
Work Tug 0.35 3.10 16.26 0.40
Crew/Survey Boat 0.12 1.00 532 0.14
Derrick{s) 0.21 1.82 9.59 0.24
Totals 15.70 137.30 L 724.46 18.25




TABLE 1-3
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED AIR EMISSIONS
LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT

U.3.A.C.E NEW YORK DISTRICT
Emissions {tons)
Category vOC | CO | NOx | PM | SOx

Marine equipment

Booster 4.61 42.70 222.03 512

Hydraulic Dredge 10.42 88.69 471.26 12.35

Work Tug $.35 3.10 16.26 0.40
Crew/Survey Boat 0.12 1.00 5.32 0.14

Derrick(s) 0.21 1.82 8.59 0.24

Marine total 15.7 137.3 7245 18.2

Land-side Construction

Air Compressor 0.18 0.48 2.21 0.16 0.00
Crane, 507 0.15 0.48 1.19 0.17 0.11
Crane, 857 1.64 547 13.41 1.87 1.21
Crawler 0.08 0.27 0.67 0.09 0.08
Grader, GD 625A 0.01 Q.02 (.05 (.01 0.00
Excavater 0.05 0.39 0.81 0.11 0.07
Excavater 0.05 0.37 0.76 0.16 0.07
Loader, 1.50 CY 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 (.00
Loader, 5.50 CY 3.22 15.63 - | 23.22 2.41 1.95
Back-hoe 0.80 CY 0.02 0.11 0.17 (.02 0.01
Pile hammer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rofler 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
Rolier 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00
Dozer 0.01 0.05 C.11 0.01 0.01
Tractor 0.01 0.05 0.15 0.01 0.01
Off-hwy fruck 0.00 .01 0.04 0.00 0.00
Driller/auger 0.00 £.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
Land-side total 543 23.37 42.88 4,98 3.52
TOTAL 211 160.7 | 767.3 23.2 3.5




TABLE 1-4
SUMMARY OF ANNUALIZED EMISSIONS
LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTICN PROJECT
U.S.A.C.E NEW YORK DISTRICT

4-year Construction Plan?

Estimated Emissions {tons)
vOC CO NOx PM | SOx
40 2006 0.3 1.5 27 0.3 0.2
1Q 2007 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.3 0.2
2Q 2007 2.7 22.1 111.3 3.0 0.2
3Q 2007 2.7 221 111.3 3.0 0.2
40 2007 2.7 221 111.3 3.0 0.2
1Q 2008 2.7 22.1 111.3 3.0 0.2
2Q 2008 2.7 221 111.3 3.0 0.2
3Q 2008 2.7 22.1 111.3 30 0.2
40} 2008 1.9 15.2 751 2.1 0.2
1Q 2009 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.3 0.2
2Q2009 0.3 15 2.7 0.3 0.2
30 2009 0.3 1.5 27 0.3 0.2
4Q 2008 0.3 15 27 0.3 0.2
1Q 2010 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.3 0.2
202010 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.3 0.2
3Q 2010 0.3 1.5 27 0.3 0.2
TOTAL 211 | 160.7 | 767.3 | 232 35
2006 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.3 0.2
2007 8.4 67.6 338.7 9.5 0.9
2008 10.0 81.4 409.2 11.3 4.9
2009 1.4 5.8 10.7 1.2 0.9
2010 1.0 44 8.0 0.9 0.7
TOTAL | 211 | 1607 | 7673 | 232 | 35

'Landside construction conducted equally over 4-year peripd
Marine activities canducted over 26-month period beginning 20 2007 through 4Q 2608.




TABLE 1-5
SUMMARY OF ANNUALIZED EMISSIONS
LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION PROJECT
U.5.A.C.E NEW YORK DISTRICT

5-year Construction Plan®

Estimated Emissions {tons)

VvOC | CO NOx PM SOx

40 2006 2.1 16.1 76.7 2.3 0.4
10} 2007 2.1 16.1 78.7 2.3 0.4
4Q 2007 2.1 6.1 76.7 2.3 0.4
10 2008 2.1 18.1 76.7 23 0.4
40y 2008 2.1 18.1 76.7 2.3 0.4
1Q 2009 2.1 16.1 76.7 2.3 04
4Q 2009 21 16.1 76.7 23 0.4
1Q 2010 2.1 16.1 78.7 2.3 0.4
40 2010 2.1 18.1 76.7 2.3 0.4
1Q 2011 2.1 16.1 76.7 23 0.4
TOTAL | 211 | 1807 | 7673 } 232 | 35
2006 2.1 18.1 76.7 23 04
2007 432 32.1 153.5 456 0.7
2008 4.2 32.1 153.5 4.6 0.7
2009 4.2 321 1535 4.8 07
2010 4.2 32.1 153.5 45 0.7
2011 2.1 18.1 76.7 2.3 0.4
JOTAL [ 211 [ 1607 | 7673 | 232 | 35

“Under 5-year plan, al! activities conducted equally in 6-month periods outside
"ozone season” {10 and 4Q).



Attachment 2

TRACES Printout of Estimated Construction Equipment
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3a. Ecindex <for Acg Yr>., 2352 4438 4438 3749 3r49 3748 25922 0
3b. Ec index <for 2004>.... 8161 ----+ I . T . PR g oo EUREN
43, Mos Available/Year..... e D T e e L e AT R T R L LT L >
5a. Useful Life {in Yrs)... 30 1 8 20 20 20 3ac O
sh. Physical Life (in Hrs). 135,000 18,000 16,000 50,000 50,000 80,000 135,000 a
5g¢, SLV Facler.......... 0.1C 010 0.10 0.10 G.05 0.05 0.10 0.00
5d. Pr Eng Fuel Factor..... D.045 0.045 0.045 0.011 8.011 0.011 0.045 0
5e. 2nd Eng Fuel Factor.... 4,038 0.03% £.039 8.011 0.011 0.011 6.038 0
5f. WLS Facidli. e .22 0.28 0.38 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.24 0.00
5g. RPR Factor............ 1.30 0.80 0.80 0.70 0.60 0.60 1.20 0.00
6a. Depreciation: 3.00% 11.25% 11.25% 4.50% 4.75% 4.75% 3.00% 0.00%
8h, FCCM: 1.81% 1.84% 1.84% 1.83% 1.76% 1.76% 1.81% 0.00%
&c. Total Ownership/Year: 4.81% 13.19% 13.19% 6.33% 6.51% 6.51% 4.81% 0.00%
7a. Yearly Ownershin: $238,336 $43,131 $6,331 $15445 §7.042 $5,273 $103.807 50
7b. Monthly Ownership: 326,482 $4.792 $703 51,716 882 3585 $11,512 50
Ba. (1) Rrly Pr Eng Fuel: 5445.50 $12.38 5485 52.42 $0.00 $0.00 $257.40 $0.00
8a. (2) Hrly 2nd Eng Fuel: $142.00 $2.15 51.72 30.48 $0.12 $0.00 $8.58 $0.0D
8b. {1} Hrly Pr Eng WLS: $88.014 $4.70 $1.88 5048 $0.00 30.00 3681.78 30.00
8h. (2} Hrly 2nd Eng WLS: 531.24 50.82 $0.85 30.10 §0.02 50.00 $2.08 $0.00
Be. (1) EAF: 2.619 1.388 1.388 1.643 1.543 1.843 2.108 0.000
8c. {2) Hrly Repair: $143.71% $26.10 $3.83 53.59 $1.54 $1.02 548.42 $0.00
8d. Total Hrly Operating: $850.48 $46.15 $13.03 37.07 5168 $1.02 $376.24 $0.00
8e. Monthly Operating: $345,805 $18,552 85,238 32,842 3875 5410 $151,248 S0
11. MONTHLY RATE; $372,387 $23,344 $5,941 54,558 $1,557 $995 5162,760 30
12a. HRLY STANDBY ALLOW: §$36.28 35.58 $0.96 $2.35 3121 $0.80 31577 $0.00
12b. Gener Fual Allowance: £35.81 - - - - - — -
12c. DREDGE HRLY STANDBY: $71.89 - - - - - - -

PIPELINE DREDGE ESTIMATE For Official Lise Only
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Thu €% Jun 2005 Tri-Service Automated Cost Engineering System (TRACES) TIME 15:55:07
EfE. Pate 11/05/04 PROJECT LNGBMIL: LOIIG BEACH ISLAND, NEW YORK - Atlanti¢ Coast of Long Island
LRR Phage - »**alternate Congtruction Plant : BACKUR PAGE 1
*+ EQUIPMENT BACKUP ww

SRC  IB.HO. BQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION DEEPR FCCM FUEL FoG TR WR TR REP EQ REP TOTAL RATE HOURS
GEN A15Z0180 AIR COMPRESBOR, 1, 200CFM, 100 PSI g.68 2,59 11.74 4.05 &.15 .03 11.27 39.50 HR 5413
GEM AZ0QZ04720 AIR HOSE,3.0"% 100'L {(76MMX 31M} 0.38 0.03 0.73 1.13 HR 543
BP  CBSAMOG7 CR,ME, CHLR, LIFTING, SOT/ 65 BOOM 15.56 8.14 2,326 .59 27.64 54.14 HR 1943
EEF CBSAMGLD CR, ME, CWLR, LIFTING, B5T/160'800OM 331.490 12.83 3.8s 1.02 40.94 51 .84 HR 12896
GEN CB%Z2395 DRAGLIVE/CLAMSHELL, CRWHLE, 2.0CY 27,44 8.19 3,81 1.25 33.63 73.5) HR 1092
EP G15¥M003 CRADER,MOTOR, ARTIC, @D &25A-1 14.94 5.49 4.13 1.71 0.53 .09 17.25 44.16 HR 54
MAP H25HS5005 HYD EXCAV BKT, 21.25CY, W/TIPS 1.-34 0.20 1,63 3.17 HR 1495
MAP H25CAD20 HYD EXCAV, CHWLR, 24,640 LBS, T.46 1.98 2.24 1.03 8.53 21.24 HR 149%
MAP H3GGAODG HYD EXCAV,TRK MTD, 0.750CY,TB,6X4 23.92 4.78 5.31 2.32 0.64 0.11 18.39 55.47 HR 329
Ep  LAsJp0ol LDR,FE, CRWLR, 1.50 CY 9.85 1.2a 2.7 1.28 20.18 J36.83 HR 54
MAP L40CA007 L, FE, WH, 5.5¢ Y, ARTIC, 980G 22.41 §.52 5.51 3.13 4.88 0.84 Z2.38 £68.68 HR 14849
GEN LEOZ4640 LOADER/BCK-HOE,WH, 0.BOCY(0.&6M3) 3.7 1.06 1.7¢0 .87 0.72 0.12 4.93 12.98 HR 548
GEN P10%4840 PILE LEADS, SWING, 26"W X g8up 2.25 0.46 3.37 .08 BR 1092
GEN P20Z4880 PILE HAMMER,DBL, 18,100FT-LBS 5,484 2.00 1.90 20,25 33.99 HR 543
GEN R3IOZS545 ROLLER, STATIC, § TIRES, BP,147 6.01 1.21 2.27 Q.65 ¢.34 0.08 6.35 16.85 HR 29
EP R45Cn010 ROLLER,VIB, B4 X 51%,DD, 15.08 2.96 5.23 2.04 24.8Y 30.20 HR g4
GEN T1SZ26570 PGEER, CRAWLER, 3¢9-340HP 15.25 a.03 9.9 3.42 295.2% #3.8% HR 549
EP T2EJD0O13 TRACTOR, WH. FARM, 351-450HP, 4X4 15.10 2.94 12.08 4.16 3.03 0.52 15.14 $2.9¢ HR 54
EP T40RS003 WATER TANK, 4,000 GAL 2.18 0.43 1.9% 4.59 HR 54
GEN T40Zg950 TRK PLATBED, 858X 121{2.4MX 3.7M)} 0.35 0.07 0.32 Q.73 HR ize
GEN T40pz700¢ TRK FLATBED, 8'X 20" (2.4MX 6.1M) 0.50 0.10 0.5 1.95 HR B4
GEN 'T4027015 TRK FLATBED, a'X 24'{2.4MX 7,3M) 0.58 0.13% f.53 1.22 IR 1381
GEN T40Z7050 REAR DUME BODY, L2CY (9.2M3) 0.73 0.14 a.78 1.6% HR 168
ERP  TSOFCO0Y THE, WY, 4, B0DGVW, 4AX2, 1/2T-PRUR 1.58 0.31 2.1t 0.73 a.14 4.02 1.64 €.50 HR 320
GEN TSCEZ7400 TRUCK, HWY 25,000 (11, 340KG)GVH 3.4% 0.80 4.54 1-46 6.70 G.12 3.42 14.53 HR 1927
GEM T&0ZT320 TRUCK, OFF-HWY, WATER, 6000GAL 18.43 5.58 9.37 3.66 3,45 Q.59 20.09 61.12 HR 29
GEN XMEZF300 DRILL, AUSER, FENCE POST, TOWED Q.53 0.13 .67 0.25 0.12 0.02 1.72 HR B4

LABOR ID: LNGEH1 EQUIP ID: LNGBH1 Currency in DOLLARS CREW T11): LINGRH1 upl In: LNGRHL




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 PM10 and

PM2.5 were determined for informational purposes.

Construction equipment particulate emissions inciuded both PM10 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 Aftachment 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 PM10 emission factors (Midwest Research Institute, 1996} were used for these
operations. Emissions were determined by applying the emission factor of 0.11 ton/acre-month
for each month of construction activity. PM2.5 emissions were calculated by multiplying the

PM10 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 1 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 Figure 3-1 for Construction Schedule Option | 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.

Emissions, tons
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 | TOTAL

Construction

PM10 0.31 9.46 11.28 1.24 0.93 2322

PM2.5 0.31 9.46 {1.28 i.24 (.93 23.22
Fugitive

PM10 0.66 2.64 2.64 2 .64 2.64 11.22

PM2.5 0.13 0.53 0.53 0.33 0.33 2.24
Total

PMI10 0.97 12.10 13.92 3.88 3.57 34.44

PM2.5 0.44 9.98 11.81 1.77 1.46 2547

| Figure 341

Summary of Maximum Annual Particulate Emissions for
Construction Schedule Option 1
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project

15.00

10.00

5.00
0.00 s RS
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

B PM10, ton/year B PM2.5, tonfyear
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Table 3-2.

Total Particulate Emissions for Construction Schedule Option 2
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project.

Emissions, tons
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 TOTAL
Caonstruction
PMI0 2.32 4.64 4.64 4.64 464 | 232 23.22
PM2.5 2.32 4.64 4.64 4.64 4.64 2.32 23.22
Fugitive
PM10 0.66 1.32 1.32 1.32 {.32 0.66 6.60
PM2.5 0.13 (.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.13 1.32
Total
PM10 2.98 5.96 5.96 5.96 5.96 2.98 29.82
PM2.5 2.45 4.91 4.91 4.91 491 2.45 24.54
Figure 3-2
Summary of Maximum Annual Particulate Emissions for !
Construction Schedule Option 2
Long Beach, New York Storm Damage Reduction Project
8.00
6.00
4.00
2.00 ‘
| 0.00 AN

2008

2007

2008 2009
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ESTIMATE OF FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FOR
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE OPTION 1
LONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT

[ 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total
Acres 2 2 2 2 2
Duration {months) 3 12 12 12 12
PM10 (tons) 0.66 2.64 2.64 2.64 2.64 11.22
PM2.5 (tons) 0.13 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 2.24

PM,, Emission Facior' = 0.11 fon/acre-month

Assumes that a total 2 acres with grading/construction activities at any time.

"Midwest Research Institute, “improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. 1},
MRI Project No. 3855, 1996.



ESTIMATE OF FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FOR
CONSTRUCTICN SCHEDULE OPTION 2
L ONG BEACH, NEW YORK STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT

2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 Total
Acres 2 2 2 2 2 2
Duration {months) 3 1) 6 6 6 3
PM10 {tons) (.66 1.32 1.32 1.32 1.32 0.66 6.60
PMZ.5 (tons) 0.13 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.28 0.13 1.32

PM,o Emission Factor! = 0.11 ton/acre-monih

Assumes that a total 2 acres with grading/construction activities at any time.

‘Midwest Research Institute, "Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BAGM Project No. 1),
MR Project No. 3855, 1996.
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{ !
‘ DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOEB K, JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y, 102780050

REFLY TO .
ATTENTION OF 22 Decarnber 2004

Environmental Analysis Branch

Ruth Pierpont, Director

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Service Burean

Peebleg Isiand, P.O. Box 189

Waterford, New York 12188-018%

RE: CORPS
Long Beach Island Eresion Control
Long Beach, Nassau County
92PR2416

Dear Ms. Pierpont:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps), is pleased to furnish you with a
copy of the draft report, Phase II Underwater Inspection Of Seven Targets In The Eastern Portion Of The
Long Beach Project, Nassau County, New York. This report is a continuation of the ongoing Long Beach
Island Erosion Control Study that the Corps is currently undertaking (see project reference number

above).

The report investigated and identified seven targets in the revised project area. The current
proposed project is the rehabilitation and construction of four groins and the extension of the Jones Inlet
jetty. Work undertaken for the report 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 coneiirs 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 ITl Archaeological Mitigation. If
your office concerns with the findings in the draft report, coordination will occur with regard to the Phase
III Archaeological Mitigation.

In keeping with Section 106 compliance, the Corps requests a review of the enclosed interim
report and your comumnents by 28 January 2005, If you have any questions, please contact the Project
Archaeologist, Chris Riceiardi, at {212) 264-0204.

Sincerely,
‘Q V/)t},—ﬂ)%///é;r

Leenard Houston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Enclosure
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Berniadetie Castro

January 20, 2005

Christopher Ricciardi

U.S. Army corps of Engineers - Planning Division
Jacoh K. Javits Federal building

26 Federal Plaza- Room 2131

New York, NY 10278-0090

Dear Mr. Ricciardi,

Re: CORPS
+ Long Beach Istand Erosion Control
Long Beach, Nassau County, NY
05PRO01206 (formerly 92PR2416)

Thank your for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) with regard to the potential for this project to affect significant historical/cuitural
resources. SHPO has reviewed your agencies correspondence of December 22, 2004 and the
report “Phase JI Underwater Inspection of Seven Targets in the Eastern Portion of the Long
Beach Project, Nassau County, New York - - Draft Report” prepared by Panamerican Consultants
in December 2004. SHPO con curs with the findings and recommendations of that report. We
have assigned Unique Site Number A03901.000450 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.

Qur review in included a review of the Mitigation Plan included as Appendix C of the
report. We concur with the Data Recovery Plan presented, however we would like fo 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 Lhe adverse effzcts
of your project. Please contact me to discuss preparation of the MOA.

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.

Douglas P ackey
Historic Praservatmn Program Analyst
Archzeology

An Equal Oppertunity/Affirmalive Action Agency

CP prnied en racycled papar

Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0183 518-237-8543



1 DEPARTMENT\ OFTHE ARMY
| NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOR K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 16278-0030

REFLYTO

ATTENTION OF 3 March 2005

Environmental Analysis Branch

Ruth Pierpont, Director

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau

Peebles Island, P.0O. Box 189

Waterford, New York 12188-G189

RE: CORPS
Long Beach Istand Erosion Control
Long Beach, Nassau County
0SPR0O0126 (formerly 92PR2416)

Dear Ms, Pierpont:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps), is pleased to furnish you with a.
copy of the final repot, Phase [I Underwater Inspection Of Seven Targets In The Eastern Portion Of The
Long Beach Project, Nassau County, New York. This report details the Phase II Underwater Inspection of
targets covered in the Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) that the Corps is currently undertaking. This
report serves as an update to the original Environmental Impact Statement that was completed in 1998.

At this time, the.Corps 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 formal
consultation for the creation of the Memorandum of Apgreement, as recommended, with regard to the
Phase [T Mitigation work.

The current proposed project 1s the rehabilitation and construction of four groms and the
extension of the Jones Inlet jetty, Work undertaken for the report included: sonar and physical
investigation by divers of the targets uncovered and a determination for the potential of National Register
eligibility. The report investigated and idennfied seven targets in the revised project area, with one Target
(number 50) being identified as potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register for Historic
Places/Shipwrecks and recommended Phase IIf Archaeological Mitigation for it.

The Corps is pleased that your office concurred with the recommendation in the report as well as
offerad insightful comments to the future of the project. Once again, we wﬂl work with your office if the
project 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 Archasologist, Dr. Christopher Ricciardi, at (917) 790-8630.

Smcen

Leon drd ﬂousmn
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

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

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Environmental Analysis Branch

September 12, 2005

Ms. Diane Rusanowsky

National Marine Fisheries Service
Miiford 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

Astachments



LONG BEACH ISLAND
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Introdu ctioﬁ

In compliance with Section 305(b)(2) of the Magnuson-Sievens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (1996 amendments), the New York District, U.S Army Corps of Engineers, 1s
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 1s 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, feeding, 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 NMFS 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
ared;

» 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

=== ATLANTIC COAST OF NEW YORK, JONES INLET TO EAST ROCKAWAY INLET,
1.ONG BEACH ISLAND, NEW YORK,
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1

assessment considers the effects that sand mining and placement could have on EFH within the
Long Beach Island borrow area and project.

*
PROJELCT] OCAD%ect Hocation anehy:
~ 3 3 3
s g = 3
FIGURE 1

Project History and Authorization

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 barrter island located between Jones Inlet and East
Rockaway Iniet, 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 6.4 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 (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 Contro} and Interim Hurricane Study for the Atlantic Coast of

oo =

=R = ATLANTIC COAST OF NEW YORK, JONES INLET TO EAST ROCKAWAY INLET,
a2z i LONG BEACH ISLAND, NEW YORK,
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Long Island, New York: J ones 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
Hurricane 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 altematives 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 mcorporation 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 n the 2005 Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR)
and subsequent plan modifications for the Project (USACE 2005a). The proposed Project
modification is intended to provide a long-term, cost-effective solution 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 1n 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 i the City
of Long Beach, extension and rechabilitation 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 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 matertal 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 31 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 matenial needed for 5-yr 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 modifications provide specific details regarding proposed Project modification components
(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 dune/upper 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 biomass. 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
species of special concern in the Project Area, post-construction surveys to monitor affects of
groins on coastal processes and species, and avoidance of key breeding/nesting 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
surrounding communities, 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 possibie; and,

5) Preserve or mitigate for the loss of historical, archacological, and cultural resources in the
Project area, if present.

Modifications to the Proposed Action

The recommended plan for this Project includes the preferred plan (identified in the 1995
Feasibility Report and subsequent 1998 FEIS filing) with post-Feasibility modifications as
detailed in the LRR [USACE 2005a]. The recommended plan provides the most comprehensive,
effective, and cost-effective solution to provide storm 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 walkovers, eight extensions of existing dune walkovers, 8
gravel surface vehicle access 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 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.
Supplemental NEPA documentation would be prepared fo address construction of the three

deferred groins as approprate.

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 nesting/foraging 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 comfiort
stations, two comfort/lifeguard stations and one lifeguard headquarters, the rehabilitation of two
groins, and the extension of the terminal groin. A comparison of components of the onginal
selected plan and the proposed Project modification are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary Comparison of the Original Proposed Project and the Currently
Proposed Project Modifications.

Component Original Project Project Change

Moedification

Beach fill material (for creation : 41,000 If, some within | 29,000 If, none i -12,000 If

of beach berm, sand barrier and  shorebird nesting area ~ within shorebird 5

a dune) .. ... nestngarea -

Borrow arca sand removal {i. e f 8,642,000 cy - 6,600, 000 cy -2,042,000 cy

total sandfill quantity, excludmo
S-year renourishments)

Dune plantings 29ac ..‘;12 ac R ‘17 ac
Sand fence . 900001f 470001 -485001f
Boardwalk extensions B L R » =
Dune walkovers (tlmber and/or 29 24 4 -5
Walkover extensions B & I
Vehicle access ramps (timber 12 11 -1
‘and/or gravel surface} [ o - |
Repair of existing boardwalk 0 - 11,000 If 411,000 If
Reconstruction of hfeauard 0 1 +1
‘headquarters - . -
Construction of timber retalnmcr : 8 8 0

wall around: existing comfort
stations, comfort/lifeguard
stations, and lifeguard

headquarters T S USRI
5-yr renourishment 2111,000cy/yr 1,746,000 cylyr ' -385,000 cy/yr
Rehab and 100 ft Extension of 1 (rehab) - 2 (rehab and +1 '
groin58 .. ... . cxtension) ,
New groins 6 - 4(7 proposed, but -2
3 have been f

e ... . defered)
Rehablhtatlon of ex1stmg groms‘ 15 7 L2 2
Impacts to shorebird S 136ac . Oac - No impacts

nesting/foraging area
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Beachfill

This component of the Project includes the following: 1) a dune with a top elevation of +15 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 +15 ft above NGVD, a top width of 25 fi, a landward slope of
1V:3H and a seward slope of 1V:5H, 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 onginal 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 20052). The groins
were evaluated for structural condition, sand trapping effectiveness, and planform 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 (Figure 2).

Rehabilitation will consist of repositioning existing armor stone 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 groins are on average 144 ft long and 33 ft wide. A primary armor weight of 5
tons was selected for the new armor in order to match the exasting armor (USACE 2005a).

= ATLANTIC COAST OF NEW YORK, JONES INLET TO EAST ROCKAWAY INLET,
X '}_;f"ff’ﬁ'}‘ilg ' LONG BEACH ISLAND, NEW YORK,
e STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT

Seprember 2005 -7~ Draft Environmental Assessnient



f 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 2005a). 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 115 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 Lockout 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 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 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
iransport 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 2005a).

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). Counstruction 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 accessibie and 4 zig-zag),
12 gravel surface pedestrian walkovers, 8 exlensions to existing walkovers, 11,000 If of
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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 1698). 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 tern/piping plover nesting area located in Point Lookout,
near the Jones Inlet ebb shoal attachment point (USACE 2003a). 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
nesting/foraging 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 tern/piping plover
nesting arca. 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 be removed
from this area. The original plan selected in 1995 proposed 8,642,000 cy of sand removal
(USACE 1998).
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Figure 2
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Habitat Characteristics — Borrow Area

The borrow site, where beach fill 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 1s found in the proposed borrow area sediments. Polychaetes worms and blue
mussels are the most numerous macrobenthic organisms. The most import invertebrate is
the commercially valuable surf clam (Spisula solidissima). Additionally, gastropods,
amphipods, iscpods, sand doliars, 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 scomblirus), black sea bass (Centropristes striatus), winter flounder
(Psuedopleuronectes americanus), summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus) and scup
(Stemnotumus 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 Jow 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., Polychaetes),
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 of
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 community structure is disrupted by dredging,
but can reach a new equilibrium Within 12 months (Conover ef 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. Asa
result of dredging operations, the side slopes are expected to generally slope between
1V:3H and 1V:5H. 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 33-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 irn 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 the
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 stemn 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 dredger to advance forward as far as possible without having
to stop dredging.

Effects on Designated EFH Species in LBI

Summary of Essential Fish Habitat {EFH) Desienation

Two 10° x 10° Square Coordinates:

Boundary North : East South | West

| Coordinate L 400400°N | BU30CW | 400300°N | 73040.0°W
Boundary ] North | East South T West
Coordinate J00400°N | 7304000 W 400300°N | 305000 W

Sguare Description (e, habitat, landmarks, coastline markers): Atlantic Ocean waters within the
square within Great Scuth Bay affecting the following: south of Jones Beach State Park, East Bay, Great 1,
Deep Creek Meadow, Sleop Channel, Cuba L, Big Crow L, Jones Inlet, Garrett I, Meadow L, High
Meadow, Sea Dog [., Baldwin Bay, Merrick Bay, Middle Bay, [sland Park, NY., eastern Long Beach, NY
Point Lookout, NY., Wantaugh Bellinoe, 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., Hewlett, 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, J. F.
K. International Airport, Springfield, NY,, and Rosedale, NY., along with many smaller islands.

Species Eggs Larvae 1 Juveniles Adults ;
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) T X T
: A;t'laglti”c‘{‘:;);i (Gaa’zzs morfiua) T
| badock (Melanogramms aeglefims)
| pollock (Pollachivsvirens) L x
\bitng (Merhuccius biineari) X |x|x
offshore hake (Meriuccius albidus) o o
! .1.'ed.hake.' (ﬁi'oplr}’cis cl’.mss)u | 1 X X X
M WItch ﬂom.'i.(.ie.r..(.G&é“tocephalns cvnoglossus) Rl .
ém\‘!‘ﬁ‘rin‘;ex; .f.'].c;u.s“]der (Plleuro-);ec;'_c;" &.me};'c;amrs) o X 1 X Ix 1x o
| selowsal founder Plewronectes forugia) || |
windowpane (Scopthalmus ;zé;z;)sus) | i X X X X
WAme;‘icaﬁ pi;i-ce (Hippog]ossor'de;,.t;};;ssoides) -
| ocean pout (Macrozoarces americanus) I
Atlantic sea scallop (Placopecten magellanicus)
| Atlantic seé hemng(Clupea iv.a;-c;;?g‘rla;,). | X _f X
1 monkfish (Lophius ame,.*’.icamts) ) | X f{ X . X
bluefish (P.omatomus saifa!rb;:.) ------- | : X T ‘{
fong finned squid (Loligo pealei) B n/a f nfa X
short ﬁnﬁed s.éu.i.c.i (]llc,x; iiiecebr.os.z:s) n/aﬂ n/a
. Atl;mtic Ibutterﬁs“h (Peprilus rriacanz_hus.)” | x . X i X ; X
Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scombrus) X X | X R Er;(
summer flounder (Paralicthys demtatus) _ #‘ X X
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| scup (Stenotomus chrysops) e Twe  Ix X
ublaCk seau.bas.sx (Cemmprmm Smam) s B/a i s X X y
surf clam (Spisuda solidissima) [wve  we
ocean quahos (Artica isandice le e
| spiny dogﬁsﬁV(Squlalus‘ac‘c.m.t/.’?-iag) n/a in/a

1 tilefish (Lopholatifus chamaeleonticeps)

. king mackerel (Scomberomorus cavalla) : X X X X

| Sparish mackersl Scomberomorss maculan) X 1X |x |x

| cobia (Rachycentron canadum) 7 X X X X

Saﬂd“ge”hark(Odommpw ;&:ur#g). s i X I R, W

.biue shark (};}ionm;’; él?xuca) ‘ ' X :

duskyl shark (Charcharinus ébsczzrzzs) X | T
sondva stk (Charcharims phmbens) | XX | %

— (Galeocerdo Cuwem) s T N X . .

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).
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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
commercial 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 fo 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 LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS
Atlantic Salmon {Salmo salar) Habitat: Pelagic in Mid-
(Bigelow, 1963) Atlantic

Prey: herring, alewives, smelis,
capelin, small mackerel, sand
lace, and small codshellfish.
Whiting (Merluccius bilinearis) Habitat: Habitat: Habitat:
{Morse ct al. 1998) Pelagic Pelagic Bottom (siit-
continental shelf | continental shelf | sand) nearshore
waters in waters in walers in
preferred depths | preferred depths | preferred depths
from 50-130 m. | from 30-130 m. | from 150-270 m
(Morse et al, in spring and
1998) 23-75 min fail.
Prey: {ish,
crustaceans
{euphasids,
shrimp), and
squids (Morse et
al. [998)
Red hake (Urophyveis chuss) Habitat: Habitat: Habitat:
{Steimle ef al. 1998) Surface waters, Surface waters, Pelagic at 23-30
May — Nov. May -Dec. m and bottom at
Abundant in 35-40 m. Young

mid-and outer
continental shelf

inhabit
depressions on

of Mid-Atl. open seabed.
Bight. Older juveniles
Prey: copepods | inhabit shelter
and other provided by
microcrustaceas | shells and shell
under floating fragments.
eelgrass or Prey: small
algze. benthic and
pelagic
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MANAGED SPECIES

EGGS

LARVAE

JUVENILES

ADULTS

crustaceans
{decapod
shrimp, crabs,
mysids,
euphasids, and
amphipods) and
polychaetes).

Poliock (Pollachius virens)
{Fahay, 1998)

Habitat: Boftom
(rocks, pebbles, or
gravel) winter for
Mid-Atlantic
Prey: shellfish,
crabs, and other
crustaceans
(amphipods) and
polychaetes, squid
and fish {capelin
redfish, herring,
plaice, haddock

Winter Flounder
(Pseudopleurcnectes americanus)
(Pereira et. al,, 199§)

Habitat:

Been reported
ag sand,
muddy sand,
mud and
gravel,
although sand
seems to be
the most

Habitat:
arvae are
found inshore
Prey:Nauplii,
invertebrate
cggs,
protozoans,
poiychaetes

Habitat: Young
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 JUVY —
Sand dollar,
Bivatve siphons,
Annelids,
Amphipeds

Habitat: Demersal offshore (in
spring) except when spawning
where they are in shallow
inshore waters (fall).

Prey: Amphipods, Palychaetes,
Bivalves or siphens, Capelin
eggs, Crustaceans

Windowpane (Scopthalmus
aquosus)
(Chang, 1998)

Habitat:
Surface waters
<70 m, Feb-
July; Sept-Nov.

Habitat:
Initially in
pelagic waters,
then bottom
<70m,. May-
Suly and Oct-
Nov.

Prey: copepods
and other
zooplankton

Habitat:
Bottom (fine
sands} 5-125m
in depth, in
nearshore bays
and estuaries
less than 75
Prey: smali
crustaceans
(miysids and
decapod shrimp)
polychaetes and
various fish
larvae

Habitat: Bottom (fine sands),
peak spawning in May, in
nearshore bays and estuaries
less than 75 m

Prey: small crustaceans
{mysids and decapod shrimp)
polychactes and various fish
larvae

Atlantic mackerel (Sconiber
scombus)

Habitat: Eggs
pelagic, distributed
at

depths ranging from
10- 3235 m, majority
from 30- 70 m;

Habitat: Most
distributed a1 depths
from 10-130 m,
usually at

< 50 m. Depth
varies diumally,

Habitat: Depth
varies seasonally.
Offshore in fall,
most abundant at ~
20-40 m, range
from 0-320 m. [n

Habitat: Depthchanges
seasonaily,

perhaps influenced by prey
availability. Fall: 10-340
m, > 50% at 60-80 m.
Winter: ~ 50% at 20-30 m.
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MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS
depth varies with also with age winter, 50-76 m. Spring: down to 380 m, ~
season, egg and with Spring, although 25% at 60170 m.
diameter, thermocline; ie., dispersed through Summer: > 60% at 50-70
thermoctine. newly hatched water column, m. Larger fish deeper than

larvae found concentrated 30-20 | smaller ones. Distribution
between 5-10m m, Move higher in may also be comrelated
during the day, summer to 20-30 m, | with downwelling evenis
however, as they range from 0-210m. | and onshere advection of
grow they're at wanm surface water.
depths closer to the

surface.

Atiantic sca herring (Clupea Habitat: Habitat: Pelagic waters and

harengus) Pelagic waters bottom habitats;

(Reid et al,, 1958) and bottom, < Prey: chactognath,

16 Cand 15-130 | euphausiids, pleropods and
m depths copepads.
Prey:
zoaplankton
(copepods,
decapod larvae,
cirriped larvae,
cladocerans, and
pelecypod
larvae)
Monkfish (Lophius americanus) Habitat: Habitat:
(Steimie et al., 1998) Surface waters, Pelagic waters
Mar. — Sept. indepths of 15 -
peak in June in 1000 m along
upper water mid-shelf also
column of inner | found in surf
to mid zone
continental shelf | Prey:
zoaplankton
(copepods,
crustacean .
farvae,
chactognaths)

Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix) Habitat: Habitat: Pelagic waters; found
Pelagic waters in Mid Atlantic estuaries April
of continental —Oct.
shelf and in Mid
Atlantic
estuaries from
May-Oct.

Long finned squid 7/Loligo pealei) nla n/a Habitat: Inhabit

upper 10 mat
denths

of 50-100 mon
continental

shelf. Found in
coastal

inshare waters in
spring/fall,
offshore in winter.
Migrate to
surface at night.
Ontogenetic
descent: at 43
mm,
chromatophores
are

concentrated on
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MANAGED SFPECIES

EGGS

LARVAE

JUVENILES

ADULTS

dorsal rather

than ventral
surface, indicating
a change from
inhabiting surface
waters 1o demersal
lifestyle.

Prey: Primary
prey varies with
size; < 4,0 em;
plankton,
copepods;

4.1-6.0 cm:
euphausiids,

arrow worms;
65.1-10.0 em:
crabs, polychaetes,
shrimp.
Cannibalism
observed in
specimens larger
than 5 em ML
(small Hiex
illecebrosus

were found in 49
of 322

Loligo stomachs).

Short finned squid (filex
ilecebrosus)

n/a

na

Atlantic butterfish (Peprilus
tricanthuts)

Habitat:

Surface waters
from continental
shelf into estuaries
and bays,
collected to about
60 m deep in sheif
waters, Common
in high salimty
zone of estuaries
and bays from MA
through VA,
MARMAP
Survey: collected
in surface waters
in 10- 123G m of
waier.

Habitat:
Surface waters
from continentat
shelf into estuaries
and bays;
cotlected to about
60 m deep in shelf
walers, Comimon
in high salinity
zone of estuaries
and bays; may
spend day deeper
in the water
cotumn and
migrate to the
surface at night,
MARMAP
Survey: collected
in surface waters
in water 10-1750
m deep.

Habitat:
Pelagic waters
in10-360m
Prey: Feed mainly
on

placktonic prey,
inctuding
thaliaceans,
squids. copepods.
amphipods,
decapods,
coelenterates,
potychaetes, small
fishes, and
ctenophores.

Habitat: From surface waters 1o
depths of 270-420 m on continental
shelf; into coastal bays and
estuaries; common in inshore arcas,
including the surf zone, and in high
salinity and mixed salinity zones of
hays and estuaries, NEFSC Trawi
Survey: coliected on continental
shelfin 10-36C m of water; most
collected in < |80 m.

Prey: Feed mainly on

planktonic prey, including
thaliaceans, squids, copepods,
amphipods, decapods,

coclenterates, polychaetes, small
fishes, and ctenophores.

Summer flounder (Paralicilys
dentatis)

Habitat:
Demersal waters
{mud and sandy

Habitat: Demersal waters
{mud and sandy substrales).
Shallow coastai areas in warm

substrates) months, effshore in cold
months
Scup (Stenotomus chrysops) n/a n/a Habitat: Habitat: Demersal waters
Demersal waters | offshere from Nev — April
Black sea bass [Centropristus n/a Habitat: Habitat: Demersal waters over
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MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS

striata} Demersal waters | structured habitats (naturaf and
over rough man-made), and sand and shell
bottom, shellfish | areas and winters off shore at
and eelgrass depths of 25-50 m in shell beds
beds, man-made | and shell patches.
structures in
sandy-shelly
areas and
wintere off
shore at depths
of 1-38 min
shell beds and
shell patches

Sand tiger shark (Odontaspis Habitat:

Tawrus) Shallow coastal

waters, botiem
or demersal

Ocean quahog (4riica islandica) ala n/a

Spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias) | n/a n/a

King mackerel (Scomberomorus Habitat: Habitat: Habitat: Habitat: Pelagic waters with

cavalla} Pelagic waters Pelagic waters Pelagic waters sandy shoals of capes and

with sandy with sandy with sandy offshore bars, high profile

shoals of capes
and offshore
bars, high
profile rocky
battom and
barrier island
ocean-side
waters from the
surf to the shelf

shoals of capes
and offshore
bars, high
profile racky
bottom and
barrier island
ocean-side
waters from the
surf to the sheif

shoals of capes
and offshore
bars, high
prafile rocky
bottom and
barrier isiand
ocean-gide
waters from the
surf to the shelf

rocky bottom and barrier isiand
ocean-side waters from the surf
to the shelf break zone

break zone. break zone break zone
Spanish mackerel (Scomberomorus | Habitat: Habitat: Habitat: Habitat; Pelagic waters with
maculates) Pelagic waters Pelagic waters Pelagic waters sandy shoals of capes and
with sandy with sandy with sandy offshere bars, high profile

shoals of capes
and offshore
bars, high
profile rocky
bottom and
barrier island
ocean-side
waters from the
surf to the shelf

shoals of capes
and offshore
bars, high
prefile rocky
bottom and
barrier istand
ocean-side
waters from the
surf to the shelf

shoals of capes
and offshore
bars, high
profile rocky
botiom and
barier island
ocean-side
waters from the
surf to the sheif

rocky bottom and barrier island
ocean-side waters from the surfl
to the shelf break zone.
Migratory

break zone. break zone. break zone.
Migratory Migratory Migratory

Cobia fRachycentron canadum) Habitat: Habitat: Habitat: Habitat: Pelagic waters with
Pelagic waters Pelagic waters Pelagic waters sandy shoals of capes and
with sandy with sandy with sandy offshore bars, high profle
shoals of capes shoais of capes shaals of capes rocky bottem and barrier island
and offshore and offshore and offshore ocean-side waters from the surf
bars, high bars, high bars, high 1o the shelf break zone.
profile rocky profile rocky profile rocky Migratory
bottom and botiom and bottorn and
barrier island barrier island barrier island
ocean-side occan-side ocean-side

waters from the
surf 1o the shelf
break zone.

waters from the
surf to the shelf
break zone.

waters from the
surfto the shelf
break zone.
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MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS
Migrafory Migratory Migratory
Dusky shark (Charcharinus Habitat:
obscurus) Shallow coastal
waters
Sandbar shark (Charcharinus Habitat: Habitat: Habitat: Shallow coastal
plumbeus) Shallow coastal | Coastal and waters
waters pelagic waters
Habitat: Habitat: Habitat: This sharks inhabits

Tiger shark (Galeocerdo cuvieri)

Shaliow coasta}
waters

Shaliow coastai
waters

coastal waters close to shore to
outer continental shelf and
offshore including oceanic
island proups.

Little skate {L.eucoraja erinacea}
{(NEFMC2004)

Habitat: bottom
habitats with a
sandy or i
gravelly
substrate or
mud, generally
found from the
shore 10 137
meters, with the
highest
abendance from
73-51 meters,
Most juveniles
are found
between 4-
150C

Habitat: bottom habitats with a
sandy or gravelly substrate or
mud within the same range as
the juveniles

Winter skate (Leucoraja oceilata)
(NEFMC 2004)

sand and gravel
or mud,
shoreling to
about 400
meters and are
most abundant
at depths less
than 111 meters.
The temperature
range for these
skates is from -
1.20C to around
215G, with
mast found from
4-16 0JC,
depending on
the season.

Habitat: sand and gravel or
mud substrate.found shoreline
to 371 metcrs, but are most
abundant at less than 111
meters. The temperature range
is also very similar, with &
range from —1.2 OC to around
20 OC, with most found from
315 0C.

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 1dentified 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

EGGS

LARVAE

JUVENILES

ADULTS

I. Atlantic Salmon (Saimo salar)

Direct Impacts: Aduits
are pelagic and highly
migratory, therefore no
adverse impacts are
anticipated.

Indirect Impacts:
Minor indirect adverse
effects on food chain
throwgh disruption of
benthic community,
however, salmon arg
highly migratory

2. Whiting (Merluceius bilinearis)

Egps are
pelagic and are
concentrated in
depth of 50 -
150 meters,
therefore no
direct or
indirect effects
are expected.

Larvae are pelagic and
are concentrated in
depth of 30 150
meters, therefore no
direct or indirect effects
are expeeted.

Direct: Ocour near
bottom. Physical
habitat in borrow site
should remain basically
similar to pre-dredge
conditions. However,
some mortality of
Juventles could be
expected from
entramment into the
dredge.

indirect: Temporary
dismption of benthic
food prey organisms.

3. Red hake (Urophycis chuss)

Eggs oceur in
surface waters;
therefore, no
direct or
indirect effects
are expected.

Larvae oceur in surface
walers; therefore, no
direct or indirect cffects
are expected.

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site shonld
remain basically similar
o pre-dredge
conditions, However,
some mortality of
juveniles could be
expected from
entrainment iito the
dredge.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

4. Pollock {Pollachius virens)

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. However,
some mortality of
juveniles could be
expected from
entrainment into the
dredge.

Indirect: Temporary

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS ~ NEW YORK DISTRICT
Long Beach Island EFH

-22-




MANAGED SPECIES

EGGS
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disruption of benthic
food prey organisms

5. Winter flounder
{Pseudoplenronectes americants)

Eggs are
demersal in
very shallow
waters of coves
and inlets in
Spring.
Dredging may
have some
effect on eggs if
construction
oeeurs during
Spring.

Larvae are initiaily
planktonic, but become
more botiom-cricnied as
they develop. Potentiat
for same to become
entrained during
dredging in borrow
areas.

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. However,
some mortality of
juveniles could be
expected from
entrainment into the
dredge.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms

Direct: Physical habiat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions.

indirect: Temporary
disfuplion of benthic
food prey organisms.

6. Windowpane flounder (Scopthalmus
aguosus)

Eggs occur in
surface waters;
therefore, no
direet or
indirect effects
are expected.

Larvae occur in pelagic
waters; therefore, no
direct or indirect effects
are expecied.

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. However,
some mortality of
juveniles could be
expected from
entrainment into the
dredge.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms,

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site shouid
ematn bastcally similar
10 pre-dredge
conditions.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

7. Atlantic Mackere (Scomber
scombrus

Direct
Impacts: Eggs
are pelagic,
therefore no
adverse impacts
are anticipated.
Indirect
[mpacts: None
anticipated

Direct impacts: Larvae
are pelagic, therefore no
adverse impacts are
anticipated,

Indirect Impacts: None
anticipated.

Direct: Juvenile
mackere! are pefagic
species. No significant
direct effects
anticipated.

Indirect: Temporary
disnrption of benthic
foad prey organisms

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site shoufd
remain bastcally similar
to pre-dredge
cenditions

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms

8, Aftlantic sea herring (Chipea
harengus)

Direct: Gceur in pelagic
and near hottom,
Phystcal habitat in
barrow site shouid
remain basicaliy similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. However,
some mortality of
juveniles counid be
expected from
entrainment into the
dredae.

Indirect: None, prey
items are planktonic

Direct: Occur in pelagic
and near bottom.
Physical habitat in
borrow site shouid
remain hasically similar
fo pre-dredge
conditiens.

Indirect: None, prey
itemns are primarily
planktonic

9. Monkfish (Lophius americanus)

Eggs oceur in
surface waters
with depths
greater than 73
fi; therefore, no
direct or
indirect effects
are expected.

Larvae occur in pelagic
waters with depths
greater than 75 fi;
therefore, ne direct or
indirect effects are
expected,

10. Bluefish (Pomaromus saltarix)

Direct: Juvenile
biuefish are pelagic
species, No significant
direct effects

Direct: Adult bluefish
are pelagic species. No
significant direct effects
anticipated.
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EGGS
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anticipated.

Indircct: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

Indirect: Temparary
disruption of benthic
foad prey organisms.

11. Long finned squid fLeligo pealei}

n/a

nfa

Direct: squid tend to be
demersal during the day
and pelagic at pight
(Hammer, 2000), There
i a potential for
entrainment.

12. Short finned squid (Tllex
lecebrosus)

n/a

n/a

13. Atlantic butterfish fPeprifus
tricanthus)

Direct
Impacts: Eges
are pelagiz,
therefore no
adverse impacts
are anticipated.
Indirect
fmpacts: None
anticipated.

Direct Impacts: Larvae
are pelagic, therefore no
adverse impacts are
anticipated.

Indirect Iimpacts: None
anticipated.

Direct: Juvenile
butterfish are pelagic
species, No significant
direct effects
anticipated.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. Adulis
should be capable of
relocating during
impact,

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms,

14. Summer flounder fParalicthys
dentatus}

Birect: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basicatly similar
ta pre-dredge
conditions. However,
sore mortality of
Juveniles could be
expected from
entrainment into the
dredge.

Indireet: Temporary
distuption of benthic
food prey organisms.

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

5. Scup {Stenotomus chrysops)

Nia

n/a

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. However,
some mortality of
juveniles could be
expected from
eatrainment into the
dredge.

Indireet: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. Adults
should be capable of
relocating during
impact.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.,

16. Black sea bass (Cenfroprisins
striata)

N/a

Birect: Physical habitat
in borrow sites should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. Offshore
sites are mainty sandy
soft-bottoms, however,
some pockets of
gravelly or sheliy
botom may be
impacted. Some
manality of juveniles
could be expected from
entrainment tnto the
dredge. Some intertidal
and subtidal rocky
habitat may be impacted
due to sand partially

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow sites should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. Offshore
sites are mainly sandy
sofi-bottoms, however,
some pockets of
gravelly or shelly
bottom may be
impacied. Some
intertidal and subtidal
rocky habitat may be
impacted due 1o sand
partially covering groing
and potential
shipwrecks along the
shoreline,
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covering groins and
potential shipwrecks
along the shoreline.
Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

Indircct: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

17. Sand tiger shatk (Odontaspis
tourus)

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to predredge conditions.
Mortality from dredpe
unlikely because
embryos are reported up
te 39 inches in length (.
‘Therefore, the newbomn
may be mobile enough
to avoid a dredge or
piacement areas.
indirect: Temparary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms
and food chain within
borrow and placement
sites,

18. Ocean quahog (Artica islandica)

n/a

n/a

19. Spiny doelish (Squafus acanthias)

n/a

n/a

20. King mackerel (Scomberomorus
cavalla)

Direct
Impacts: Eggs
are pelagie,
therefore no
adverse impacts
are anticipated.
Indirect
Impacts: None
anticipated.

Direct Impacts: Larvag
are pelagic, therefore no
adverse impacis are
anticipated.

Indirect Impacts: Nonz
anticipated.

Direct Impacts:
Juveniles are pelagic,
therefore no adverse

impacts are anticipated,

Indirect Impacts:
Minor indirect adverse
effects on food chain
through disruption of
benthic community,
however, mackerel are
highly migratory.

Direct Impacts: Aduits
are pelagic and highly
ayigratory, therefore no
adverse impacts are
anticipated,

Indirect Impacts:
Minor indirect adverse
effects on food chain
threugh disruption of
benthic community,
however, mackerel arg
highly migratory.

21, Spanish mackerel (Scomberomorus
meaculans)

Direct
Empacts: Eggs
are pelagic,
therefore no
adverse impacts
are anticipated.
Indirect
Impacts: None
enticipated.

Direct Impacts; Larvas
are pelagic, therefore no
adverse tmpacts are
aaticipated.

Indirect Impacts: None
anticipated,

Direct Impacts:
Juvemiies are pelagic,
therefore no adverse

impacts are anticipated.

Indirect Impacts:
Minor indirect adverse
effects on food chain
through disruption of
benthic community,
however, mackerel are
highly migratory.

Direct Impacts: Aduits
are pelagic and highly
migratory, therefore no
adverse impacts are
anticipated,

Endirect Impacis:
Minor indirect adverse
effects on food chain
through disruption of
benthic community,
however, mackerel are
highly migratory.

22, Cobia (Rachycentron canadum)

Birect
Impaets: Eggs
are pelagic,
therefore no
adverse impacts
are anticipated.

Direct Impacts: Larvae
are pelagic, therefore no
adverse impacts are
anticipated.

Indirect Impacts: None
anticipated.

Direct: Cobia are
pelagic and migraiory
species. No significant
direct effects
anticipated.

Indireet: Temporary

Direet: Cobia are
pelagic and migratory
species. No significant
direct effects
anticipated.

Indirect: Temporary

Indirect disruption of benthic disruption of benthic
Impacts: None faod prey organisms. food prey organisms.
anticipated.

23, Dusky shark (Charcharinus
abserrus)

Direct: Physical habitat
in berrow site should
remain basically similar
10 predredge conditions.
Mortality from dredge
unlikely because
embryos are reported up
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MANAGED SPECIES

EGGS

LARVAE

JUVENILES

ADULTS

t0 3 feet in length
{McClane, 1578).
Therefore, the newborn
may be mebile enough
to avoid a dredge or
ptacement areas.
Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
foed prey organisms
and food chain within
borrow and piacement
sites.

24, Sandbar shark (Charcharinus
phombens)

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
rematn basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. However,
some mortality of larvae
may be possible from
entrainment into the
dredze or burial in
nearshore, but not likely
since newborns are
approx. 1.5 ftin length
(pers. conv. between I.
Brady-USACE and
H.W. Pratt-NMFS) and
are considered o be
mobiie.

Indireet: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms
and food chain within
borrow and placement
sifes.

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. Juveniles
are mobile and are
capable of avoiding
impact areas.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organismis
and food chain within
botrow and placement
sites,

Direct: Physical habitat
in borrow site should
remain basically similar
to pre-dredge
conditions. Adults are
highly mobile and are
capable of avoiding
impact areas.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms
and food chain within
borrow and placement
sites.

25, Tiger shark (Galeocerdo cuvieri)

Physical habitat in
borrow site should
remain basically simitar
to pre-dredge
conditions. Mortality
from dredge or fill
placement untikeiy
because newbormn are
reported up to 1.5 feet in
iength (McClane, 1978).
Therefore, the newbomn
may be mobile envugh
to avoid a dredge or
placement areas.
indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms
and food thain within
borrow and placement
sites.

26, Little Skate

Direct: juvenile skate
are pelagic species. No
significant direct effects
anticipated.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

Direct: Physical habitat

| in borrow site should

remain basically simitar
1o pre-dredge
conditions. Adults
should be capable of
relocating during
impact.

Indirect: Temporary
disruption of benthic
food prey organisms.

27. Winter Skate

Direct: Juvenile

Direct: Physical habitat
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abundant in offshore waters of Raritan Bay (Wilk ef 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 obscurus)y. King mackerel
(Scomberomorus 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
only occur in the warmer months., but are not common in estuarine embayments like
RBSHB (Reid et al. 1999). Reproducing dusky sharks tend to avoid estuaries (Compagno
1984).

DIETS AND PREY FOR EFH-DESIGNATED SPECIES
Long Beach Island

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 (Appendix). The tube-dwelling polychate
Asabellides oculata 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 (dnchoa mitchilli), atiantic menhaden (Brevoortia
tyrammus), silversides (Menidia menidia), and alewives (dlosa pseudoharengus) 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 Life Principal Prey Source
Stage

Bottom Feeders

Winter Flounder LA Polychagtes, amphipods, (4mpelisca Percira et al. (1999)
abdita) and small crustaceans

(Crangon), sand dollars, and bivaives

Windowpane LA Small crustacean, (mysids, decapod Chang et al. (1999)
shrimp) and fish larvae
Pollock LA Benthic invertebrates: decapod Fahay et al. (1999)

crustaceans pofychaetes, amphipods,
pandalid shrimp

Sandbar shark LA Small bottom fishes, smail Compagno (1984)
mollusks and crustacean
Winter skate J Polychaetes and amphipods are Packer et al. (2003)

the most important prey items,
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followed by decapods, isopods,
bivalves and fish

Winter skate

Polychaetes and amphipods are
the most important prey items,
followed by decapods, isopods,
bivalves and fish.

Packer et al. (2003)

Little skate

Invertebrates: decapod crustaceans and
amphipods are the most imporiant prey
items, followed by polychaetes.
Isopods, bivalves, and fishes are of
minor importance

Packer et al. (2003 )

Little skate

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

Packer et al. (2003)

Bottom and Pelagic
Feeders

Summer flounder

YOY (<100mm} polychaetes, smail
crustaceans. Older juveniles same plus
small fish

Packer et al. {1999)

Summer flounder

Crustaceans, bivalves, marine worms,
sand dollars, hydroids & variety of fish

Packer et al. (1999)

Scup

Polychaetes, amphipods, small
crustaceans, small moilusks, fish eggs
and larvae

Steimle et al. (1999)

Scup

Small crustacean, polychaetes,
molusks, smail squid, hydroids, sand
dollars, and small fish

Steimle et al. (1999)

Black sea bass

Small crustacean {isopods, amphipods,
small crab sand shrimp, copepods,
mysids) and small fish

Steimle et al. (1999)

Black sea bass

Crabs, mysids, polychaetes, caridean
shrimp, and small bait fish

Steimle et al. (1999)

Red hake

Polychaetes and small benthic & pelagic
crustaceans (decapods, shrimp, crabs,
mysids, euphavsids, and amphipods

Steimle et al. (1999)

Atlantic salmon

Variety of fish, including some that are
bioluminescent. smolts eat zooplankton
{euphasids, amphipods, decapods, ete.};
at sea the diet consisting primarily of

sand lance, herring, capelin and shrimp.

Atlantic salmon
unlimited

Pelagic Feeders

Whiting

Crustaceans, other small fish (mackerel,
menhaden and squid)

Morse et al. {1999)

Bluefish

Polychaetes and crustaceans but mainly
a variety of fish species

Fahay (1999)
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Bluefish A Variety of fish species Fahay (1999)
Butterfish LA Zooplankton Cross et al. (1999)
Atlantic hemring LA Zooplankton Reid et al. (1999)
Atlantic mackerel I Small crustaceans (copepods, Studholme et al.
amphipods, mysids shrimp, and decapod (1999)
larvae.
Atlantic mackerel A Small erustaceans (copepods, Studholme et al.
arnphipods, my;ids shrimp,_ and decapod (1 999)
larvae, also squid and a variety of fish
species.
King mackerel LA A variety of pelagic fish species Godcharles and
Murphy (1983)
Spanish mackerel JA A variety of pelagic fish species Godcharles and
Murphy {1983)
Cobia LA Variety of fish, squid, and crustaceans National Audubon
Society (1983)
Longﬁn Squid J Crustaceans, small fish, and even Cargnelh ef al. 190G
smaller members of it's
own species.
A — Adult J - Juvenile

Potential Direct/Indirect 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 couid result from dredging and makes recommendations for minimizing

these impacts.

Direct Impacts

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 <50 millimeters (mm) 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 er
al. 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.
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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 ft on mud, sand, and gravel substrates
along the Atlantic coast of New York during the winter (peak spawning in February and
March) (Pereira ef 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 Impacts

As a resuit 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 (i.e., 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 strength 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. Cerrato 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 ef 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 ef 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.
(1983) 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
between sites.

Bottom currents along the LBI shore are strong, thus it is likely that DO levels near the
bottom 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 and/or 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 2-3 ppm.
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Cumulative 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 spawning.

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 weuld result in a loss of food source in the
affected areas with each periodic nourishment. 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 (w/ 3 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
eroin 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 accumulation 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 cuitural 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 possibie.

Monitoring

The District plans to conduct a biological monitoring program (BMP) to evaluate the
effects of dredging clean sand for flood control/shoreline 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 analysts. 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.

L.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS — NEW YORK DISTRICT
tong Beach Island EFH

234 -




Appendix
Plan Sheets

8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS ~ NEW YORK DISTRICT
Long Beach Isiand EFH

.25 -







APPENDIX H
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
STATEMENT






Environmental Compliance

Federal Policies Compliance
Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 Full
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1979, as amended Full
Clean Air Act OF 1977, as amended Full
Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended Full
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended Full
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended Fult
Estuary Protection Act (PL 90-454) N/A
Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended N/A
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Of 1958, as amended Full
Floodplain Management (E.O.11988) N/A
Gateway National Recreation Area 1972 Legislation N/A
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended Full
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuary Act of 1969, as amended N/A
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended Full
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended Full
Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899, as amended N/A
Toxic Substances Control Act (PL-94-469), as amended N/A
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended N/A
Wild and Scenic River Act, as amended N/A

Executive Orders, Memoranda

Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990) Full
Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions (E.Q. 12114) N/A
Impacts Upon Prime and Unique Farmlands (CEQ Memo 8-30-76) N/A

Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (E.O. 11593) N/A
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L.ong Beach Island, NY Berrow Area Survey
Surf Clam (Spisula solidissima) 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 Army Corps of
Engineers-New York District is currently conducting a Limited Reevaluation Report
(LRR) to finalize plans. In support of the LRR, field investigations and data analyses
were conducted to identity a suitable borrow area, or offshore location from which to
take suitable beach fill material. This report presents the results of a surf clam stock
assessment {the survey) that was conducted fo characterize the existing relative
abundances of surf clams in the proposed offshore borrow area.

The survey was conducted on August 22, 2003 along the south shore of Long Beach
Island, New York in coastal waters approximately 1 mile southwest of Jones Inlet. A map
of the overall survey area is presented in Figure 1.

Random sampling stations were selected within the potential borrow area (Figure 2) to
estimate the density of surf clams. The methods used to conduct the survey are discussed
below. Photographs were faken at sea to document field methods emploved in the survey

(Appendix A).

The objectives of the surf clam survey are to: (1) quantify the number of surf clams
occurring within the delineated borrow area off the south shore of Long Beach Island,
New York; and (2) compare the results of this survey to surf clam stock assessments
conducted by the New York State Department of Envirommental Conservation
(NYSDEC) in 1992, 1993, 1996, 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 borrow area. In addition to quantifying the numbers of surf clams, size

distribution data was also collected.

2.0 Methodology

The following methods were also used by the NYSDEC in conducting prior surf clam
stocks assessments. Furthermore, the protocol used in this survey follows the same
methodology of the clam survey conducted between Fire Island and Montauk Point for
the US Army Corps of Engineers-New York District (USACE, 2002). Using the same
survey methoeds increases data comparability and compatibility.

Sampling of surf clam populations was undertzken in one (1) delineated borrow area. The
locations of the sampling stations within the potential borrow area were randomly
selected from a grid system using a random number generator. The grid was placed over
the borrow area on a nautical chart. The interval of the grid was approximately 8 seconds
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of latitude by 4 seconds of longitude. Each corner of the boxes formed by the grid was
numbered, and the numbers were entered mnto a random number generator program.
Thirty primary sampling stations and two alternate samipling stations were randomly

selected.

A local commercial clamiming vessel (F/V Ocean Girly was subcontracted to conduct the
survey, The F/V Ocean Girl is an 80-foot stern-rigged commercial surf clam and ocean
guahog fishing vessel owned and operated by Winter Harbor Brands. Inc. The elamming
vessel's dredge was cullitted with modilied gear to retain sub-legal clams. The modified
gear consisted of lining the vessel’s 90-inch clam dredge with 1-inch by 3-inch wire
mesh. The small mesh size enabled the dredge to retain sub-legal clams, Culling rollers
were also kept close together to facilitate the sorting of the sub-legal clams. A surf clam
must be at least four inches (102 mm) in length to be retained for sale. A sub-legal clam
is any clam shorter than four inches. The blade of the dredge was set at a depth of 4.5
inches. Hose length and tow warp was 140 feet and 130 feet, respectively.  Water
pressure was set at 80 psi. Documentation of each tow position was recorded using the
vessel's on-board navigation system (LORAN C).

The vessel located each sampling station within the borrow areas using its on-board
navigation system. Ouce the vessel reached a station. the captain dropped the dredge for
a threc-minute tow at a speed of 1.5 knots. At the end of the three minutes. the dredge
was hauled back. The contents of the dredge were dumped into a hopper (Photograph 1).

Two on-board biologists, assisted by a two-man deck crew, sorted the contents of the
dredge (Photographs 2-5). Hyvdraulically driven belts conveyed the contents of the
dredge. Trash and non-targe! animals were removed {rom the catch. Catches that were
less than 10 bushels, as estimated by eye, were measured in US bushels. Those catches
that were greater than 10 bushels were conveyed to a calibrated hopper with a maximum
capacity of 25 US bushels {(Photographs 6 and 7). A one-half bushel of clams was
retained and measured for overall length. Measurements were recorded to the nearest
miilimeter (Photographs 8 — 10).  Note that when the catch was less than one halt bushel
{(the required amount to represent a sub-sample), the entire catch was measured.

3.0 Results

3.1 Surf Clam Density

The survey data have been analvzed for surf clam population densities at each of the
sampling stations. The catch was standardized for each trawl for varying speed and
distance. A standard trawl by NYSDEC is 3,418 square feet. The catch was divided by
the ratio of actual trawl area to standard trawl arca (Table 1).

Standardized data indicate that the offshore borrow area delineated by the New York
District has very small. to no lfocalized surf clam populations (Figure 2} Twelve of the 32
stations sampled had less than one US Bushel taken. The maximum number of IS
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Bushels taken in one tow was 15.5. Table 2 presents the number of bushels taken from
the sample stations within the potential borrow area.

Stations that contained limited numbers of clams were located in the deepest water and
the stations containing the most clams were those closest 1o shore in the shaliowest water
(Figure 3). The stations that yielded 0.5 bushel of clams or less were all in water with
depths greater than 30 feet, whereas the stations contain greater than 10 bushels were at
depths less than 30 feet. These data are consistent with the known vertical distribution of
adult surf clam beds that have an average depth of 50 fect (Fay et al, 1983).

3.2 Size Distribution Analysis

The clamming gear employed for the survey enabled the dredge to retain sub-legal clams
(<102 mm). Only two of the stations sampled within the potential borrow area. contained
sub-legal clams (Stations 258 and 267). Furthermore, out of 104 clams taken at these two

stations, only 3 were of sub-legal length.

Legal-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 216) had clams with a mean length of less than 120 mm. Figure 4
presents the representative size distributions of those clams retained and measured from

sub-samples.

The density and size distribution of surf clams found in this study is consistent with other
mvestigations,  Surf clams can inhabit waters from the surf zone to a depth of 400 feet;
however, Ropes (1978) reported that the highest populations off Long Island are found at
depths of less than 60 feet. It has also been reported that clams offshore grow faster and
attain a larger maximum size than clams inshore (Wagner, 1984; Ambrose et al, 1980).
Cerrato and Keith (1992} report an inverse relationship between density and growth rate
with high clam density negatively affecting growth rates. Thus, sparsely populated areas
will tend to have larger clams.

33 Comparison t¢ NYSDEC Sarf Clam Survevs

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (the Department)
conducted annual surf clam surveys in 1992, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1999, and 2002. Since
1996, the Department has conducted surveys every three vears to determine an annual
harvest quota that allows for sustainabie population levels. The Department contracted
the F/T" Ocean Girl to conduct the surveys, and the methodologies employed in this
survey are the same as those employed by the Department.

The Department established sampling locations in the certified shelifishing waters of
New York from approximately two miles east of Rockaway Inlet east to Montauk Point.
Mstance from shore was from the beach out to three miles offshore (Fox, 1992, 1993,
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1994} Note that the surf zone was excluded from the survey due to vessel draft
restrictions. The stratification of the survey location was based on historical landings of
commercial surf clamming operations. Those waters west of Fire [sland Inlet were
sampled more extensively because they were thought to contain the greatest
concentrations of clams as well as the highest variability in populations due to “patchy’
distributions (Fox. 1992). Accordingly, this stratunm was allocated the highest number of
stations.  Conversely. those waters east of Fire Island Inlet approximately three miles
from shore were allocated the fewest number of stations because this stratum historically
contained fower concentrations of ¢lams and the least amount of population variability.
Three regions were established in both the west and east strata (i.e., W1, W2, W3, etc.)
Each region was named according to the distance from shore. For example. W1 contained
sampling locations to the west of Fire Island Inlet one mile offshore. Figure 5 presents
the sampling locations surveved by the Department in 1992, 1993, and 1994.

From 1996 to 2002, the NYSDIEEC survey area extended from the sheflfish closure line
west of Rockaway [nlet to Montauk Point (Davidson and Linehan, 2002). The survey
area was divided into four regions: Rockaway Inlet to Jones Inlet (RJ), Jones Inlet to Fire
Island Inlet (JF), Fire Island Inlet to Moriches Inlet (FM), and Moriches Inlet to Montauk
Point (MM). Each region contained strata defined by the distance from shore as in the
surveys conducted from 1992-1994. Figure 6 presents the sampling locations surveyed by

the Department in 2002.

Note that although the Department did not extensively survey the proposed borrow areas
described above. the apparent irends in catch data are complimentary to those from this
study. Concentrations of surf clams are greater in sampling locations that are closer to
shore in shallower water (Figure 5). In 2002, the greatest number of surf clams was taken
in strata close 1o shore. and stratum JF-2 (two miles offshore) had the greatest average
catch, 50.1 bushels (Figure 6). Similarly, in this survey the greatest numbers of surf
clams were taken at stations 193, 238, 225, and 267 in the proposed borrow area {Figure
2). These stations are located close to shore in water depths of less than 30 feet.

Offshore populations grow faster and attain a larger maximum size than clums inshore
{(Wagner, 1984, Ambrose et al. 1980). In 2002, the frequencies for the smaller size
classes decreased with increasing distance from the shore. Stratum RJ-3 had the
maximum fength frequency of clams at 130-139 mm size class. O the 32 stations
sampled in this survey, only two (Stations 267 and 216) had clams with a mean length of
less than 120 mm. The absence of smail clams in the proposed borrow pit may indicate
an absence of surf clam sced as found in the 2002 survey for this region.

34 Commercial Implications

Note that commercial industry depends on a healthy and viable stock of surf clams to
thrive. As a result of the most recent data collected by the NYSDEC (not including the
data presented in this report), individual heensed commercial clamming vessels arce
allowed to take up to 672 Industry Bushels per week. An Industry Bushel is 1.5 times
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larger than a standard US Bushel. The NYSDEC has calculated that the actual stock size
15 twice that which vessels are allowed to keep. The NYSDEC muintains this “bulfier” to
protect both resource and dustry.

Because a vessel’s harvest of clams s imited by permit, decisions on where o clam are
based on obtaining the maximum allowable harvest at the lowest cost per bushel. This
decision considers the density and proximity of ciam beds. Because the permit hmits
maintain a healthy stock of clams available for harvest, clammers generally mcet the
permid quotas. Decisions on how much to harvest are thercfore controtied by the permit
levets, not by the availability clams for harvest,

The clam population in the proposed borrow area 15 small. The proposed borrow area is

deep water where populations densities are lower. [t 1s unlikely the commercial
clammers currently exploit the borrow area because of the combination of lower clam
densitics and greater distunce from port. Thus, the loss of ¢lams in the proposed borrow
area would have a negligible effect on the surfl ¢iam industry,
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Table 1. Standardization of surf clam raw catch within the potential Long Beach borrow area in August 2003,

Station 1D Speed  Knots Covered Lengthof  Traw) Area Ratic (Trawlito Raw Caich  Standardized

{knots) per trawl traw! (ft) {sq. f.) Standard) Catch

193 1.4 0.07 425.32 3190 93% 4.5 15.5
267 1.2 0.06 364.56 2734 80% 10.5 13.1
225 1.3 0.065 394.94 2962 87% 10 1.5
238 1.5 0.075 455.7 3418 100% 11 11.0
138 1.5 0.075 455.7 3418 100% 10.5 10.5
241 1.7 0.085 516.46 3873 113% 10.5 9.3
121 1.4 0.07 425.32 3190 93% 7.5 8.0
287 1.5 0.075 455.7 3418 100% 8 8.0
258 1.7 0.085 516.46 3873 113% 9 7.9
277 1.3 0.065 394.94 2962 87% 8.5 7.5
138 1.7 0.085 516.46 3873 113% 8 7
149 1.4 0.07 425.32 3190 93% 6.5 7.0
216 1.5 0.075 4557 3418 100% 7 7.0
222 1.4 0.07 425.32 3190 93% 6.5 7.0
76 1.5 0.075 4557 3418 100% 6.5 8.5
24 1.5 0.075 455.7 3418 100% 5 5.0
211 1.5 0.075 455.7 3418 100% 5 5.0
169 1.3 0.065 394.94 2062 87% 3.5 4.0
73 1.2 0.06 364.56 2734 80% 2.5 3.1
112 1.4 0.07 425,32 3190 a3% 2.5 2.7
167 1.3 0.065 394.94 2962 87% 0.5 0.6
33 1.5 0.075 455.7 3418 100% 0.5 0.5
213 1.6 0.08 486.08 3646 107% 0.5 a.5
5 1.7 0.085 516.48 3873 113% 0.5 G.4
18 1.7 0.085 516.46 . 3873 113% 0.5 0.4

" Catch is standardized to an area of 3,418 square feet.



Table 1. (Continued.)

Station 1D Speed  Knots Covered Lengthof  Trawi Area Hatio (Trawl to Haw Catch  Standardized
(knots) per trawt trawl (ft) {sq. ft.) Standard) Catch

g 1.3 0.065 394.94 2962 87% 0.25 0.3

88 1.6 0.08 486.08 3646 107% 0.25 0.2
130 1.9 0.095 577.22 4329 127% 0.25 0.2

21 1.2 0.06 364.56 2734 80% 0 0.0

27 1.2 0.06 364.56 2734 80% 0 0.0

67 1.5 0.075 4557 3418 100% 0 0.0

79 1.5 0.075 455.7 3418 100% 0 0.¢




Table 2. Number of US bushels of surf clams taken trom sample stations within the

potential Long Beach borrow area in August 2003,

Ciam Width (mm}

Standardized
Station 1D Latitude Longitude Catch Water depth Max Min Mean

163 403405 733542 15.5 23.0 157.48 119.38 139.7
267 403425 733610 13.1 242 137.16 101.6 119.38
225 403416 733718 11.5 2h.4 147.32 116.84 132.08
23 403418 733605 1.0 23.0 14886 $19.38 137.16
138 403401 733600 10.5 28.0 177.8 124.46 137.16
241 40 3416 733595 9.3 21.0 154.84 119.38 142.24
121 403400 733727 8 28.8 1562.4 114.3 124.48
287 403425 733621 8.0 235 154.94 116.84 137.16
258 403423 73 38 61 7.9 29.5 149.86 4572 123.54
277 403425 733714 7.5 259 154.94 119.38 134.62
136 403400 733610 7.1 29.0 167.64 121.92 137.16
149 403398 733505 7 33.5 167.64 104.14 134.62
216 403418 733814 7 29.5 144,78 104.14 119.38
222 403416 7337 3% 7 25.0 142.24 116.84 129.54
76 403350 733702 8.5 37.0 157.48 120,54 142.24
24 403345 733700 5.0 35.8 154.94 132.08 142.24
211 403412 733839 5 327 154.94 116.84 132.08
169 403408 733754 4 273 139.7 106.68 124.46
73 403351 733716 3.1 355 160.02 124.46 137.16
112 403301 733828 2.7 317 170.18 138.7 152.4
157 403408 733852 6 31.6 160.02 121.92 137.16
33 403342 733612 0.5 38.2 165.1 121.92 139.7
213 403416 733823 0.5 30.0 157.48 114.3 137.16
5 40 33456 733844 0.4 33.3 170.18 111.76 137.16
18 403346 7337 34 0.4 381 165.1 119.38 142.24

9 403348 733827 0.3 33.3 157.48 111.78 137.16
88 403352 733594 0.2 39.0 144.78 119.38 134.62
130 403406 733646 a2 30.4 160.02 134.62 144.78
21 403343 733720 0 38.3 0 0 C
27 403346 733654 0 30.5 0 0 0
687 403348 733752 0 37.7 0 0 0
79 403354 733645 0 35.0 0 0 0

" The number of US bushels was standardized for varying traw! speed and distance. Legal clam size is 102

mrm. Stations are Histed from highest te lowest number of bushels taken.
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Senator Hillary Rodham Chinton
United States Senale

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Senator Hillary Rodham Chinton
135 Pinelawn Road

Suite 230 North

Melville, NY 11747

Senator Charles Schumer
United States Senate

313 Hart Senate Building
Washington, DC 20510

Senator Charles Schumer
145 Pine Lawn Road #300
Melvilte, NY 11747

Congressman Peter King
436 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Congressman Peter King
1003 Park Boulevard
Massapequa Park, NY 11762

Governor George E. Pataki
State Capstol
Albany, NY 12224

Senator Dean G. Skelos
New York State Scnate
Room 503

State Capito)

Albany, NY 12247

Senator Dean G. Skelos
New York State Scnate

35 Front Street

Rockville Centre, NY 11570

Assembivman Harvey Weisenberg
New York State Assembly

1.0B 731

Albany. NY 12248

Assemblyman Harvey Weisenberg
20 West Park Avenue
Long Beach, NY 113561

Mr. Roman Rakoczy
NYSDEC

Bureau of Flood Protection
625 Broadway

Albany, NY 12233-3507

Mr. John J. Laffey

City of Long Beach: City Manager
Kennedy Plaza

Long Beach, NY 11361

Mr. Leonard G. Remo
City of Long Beach: Council President
Kennedy Plaza

Long Beach, NY 11561

Mr. Rob Raab

City of Long Beach
Kennedy Plaza

Long Beach, NY 11561

Mr. Ron Masters

Town of Hempstead
Department of Conservation and
Waterways

Lido Boulevard

Point Lookout, NY 11369

Mr. Thomas Mahr

Director of Environmental Coordination
Office of the Nassau County Executive
1 West Street

Mineola, NY 11501

Ms. Denise Ford

Nassau County Legislature
1 West Street

Mineola. NY 113501



Mr. John Pavacic

NYSDEC

Building 40 SUNY

Stony Brook, NY 11790-2356

Mr. George Stafford

NYS Department of State
Division of Coastal Resources
and Water Front Revitalization
41 State Streel

Albany, NY 12231

Mr. Steve Resler

NYS Department of State
Division of Coastal Resources
and Water Front Revitalization
41 State Street

Albany, NY 12231

Mr. Fred Anders

New York State Dept of State
Division of Coastal Resources
and Water Front Revitalization
41 State Street

Albany, NY 12231

Ms. Diane Rusanowsky
NOAA - Fisheries
Milford Lab

212 Rogers Ave.
Milford, CT 06460

Mr. David Stilwell

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3817 Luker Road

Cortland, NY 13045

Ms. Rosemarie Gnam

Field Supervisor

1J.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 608

Iship, NY 11751

Ms. Grace Musumeci
USEPA-Region Il

290 Broadway

25" Floor

New York, NY 10007-3809

Ms. Ruth L. Pierpont

New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation & Historic Preservation
Historic Preserve Field Service Bureau
Peebles Istand, PO Box 189
Waterford, NY 12188-01589

Mr. Mark Peckman

New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation & Historic Preservation
Historic Preservation Field Service
Bureau Peebles 1sland

P.0O. Box 189

Waterford, NY 12188-0189

Mr. Barry S. Drucker

USGS — Marine Minerals Program
381 Elden Street

Mail Stop 4030

Herndon, VA 20170-4817

Mr. Joel Banslaben
Surfrider Foundation
NYC Chapter

P.O. Box 257

New York, NY 10014

Mr. Chris Manthey
Surfrider Foundation
19 Marguette Road
Montelair NJ §7043

Mr. Joe Moses

Surfrider Foundation

Central Long Island Chapter
P.O. Box 2817

North Babyion, NY 11703



Ms. Ericka ID’avanzo
Surfrider Foundation
PO Box 683

Jensen Beach, FL 34958

US Coast Guard
USCG Station Jones Beach
Freeport, NY 11520

Long Beach Public Library
111 W Park Avenue
Long Beach. NY 11561-3322

Long Beach Public Library
“West End Branch

868 W Beech Street

Long Beach, NY 11361-1518

Long Beach Public Library
Point Lookout Branch

20B Lido Boulevard

Lido Beach, NY 11561-4837
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APPENDIX M
BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT AND
OPINION







APPENDIX N

WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATE
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
(NYSDEC)







DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY \
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 102780090
June 1G, 2003

AEPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Environmental Analysis Branch

Mr. John Pavacic

Regional Permit Administrator

N.Y.S. Department of Environmental Conscrvation
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. Army Corps of Engineers received NYSDEC
Permit No. 1-2899-00008/00001 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, 2003.
Due to a delayed project start date, this office is requesting a five-year extension to the

DEC permit.

The Long Beach project scope has changed since permit issuance (please see
Enclosure). Additionally, this office will be intiating consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to minimize potential impacts to threatened and endangered species now
present in the vicinity of the project action area. This office anticipates the need for a
permit modification and will request one in the near future,

Enclosure Smcero}y

¢ Ok

Leonard Houston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

CF: Roman Rakoczy, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

september 30, 2004

Mr. John Pavacic, Regional Permit Administrator
NYSDEC, Region |

Building 40 -- SUNY Campus

Stony Brook, NY 11790-2356

RE: MODIFICATION REQUEST

Water Quality Certification # [-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 Certification Permit for our Long Beach Island project
permit # 1-2899-00008/60002.

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 of 8,642,000 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, Storm Damage Reduction project
prepared by the USACE dated March 1998, The initial placement volume has been reduced
from 8,642,000 cubic vards to 7,120,900 cubic yards. NYD requests a time that the
authorized activities reflect the attached modified proposed project plan.

1f you need any further documentation and/or assistance to process this request,
please feel free to contact: Mr. Robert . Smith, Project Biologist, at (212) 264-0189.

Sincerely,

Nt

Leonard Houston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

Cc: NYSDEC, Region 2 Marine Resource
NYSDEC Region 1 Division of Law Enforcement
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New York State Department of Environmental Canservatmn

Division of Environmental Perrmits, Region One
Building 40 - SUNY, Stony Brook, New York 11790-2355
Fhone: (631 444-0365 FAXC (631) 444-0360

PERMIT REMEWAL

August 8, 2003

LLS. Army Go'rps of Engineers
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building
New Yark, New York 10278-0080

Attri: Mr. Leonard Hauston L
Chief Environmental Analysis Branch

H

Re: NYSDEC #1-2899-00008/00001
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Rockaway Inlet to Jones Inlet
Atlantic Coast of Lang Island

Dear Permities:;

Your recent request to exiend the above permit has been reviewed pursuant to SNYCRR
Part 621 (Uniform Procedures Regulations) and found fo be approvable. Therefore, the
permit is hereby extended o June 30, 2008,

This lztter is a modification to the criginal permit and, as such, shall be available at the
perrmitted site whenaver authorized work is in progress.

All other terms and conditions remain as written in the original permit.

Permit Administrator

cc BMHP/mep
File

20 1207 S0z 1 des OEOFFFTSY: »B 5 S1TWATA MOAIAND 23050



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division af Environmental Permits, Region One

Building 40 - SUNY, Stony Brook, NY 11790-2356

Phone: {516) 444-0365 Fax : {516} 444-0360

Y
el
A

John . Cahill
Commissicner

July 17, 1998

U.S. hrmy Corps of Engineers
Jacok K. Javits Fsderal Building
New York, NY 10278-0050

FE: 1-28%99-00008/00001

Dear Permittes:

In confcocrmance with the requirements of the State Uniform
Procedures Act (Article 70, ECL} and its implemsnfing regulations
(6NYCRR, Part 621) we are enclosing your permit. Plesase read all
conditions carefully. If you are unable to comply with any
conditions, rlease contact us at the above address. -

Also enclosed is a permit sicn which is to be conspicuously
posted at the project sits and protected from the weather.

Very truly yours,

r7&&4&£%?m..ﬁgaizf
Ma*?7ynJ Peterson
Environmental Analyst

I~

MEP:cg
enclosure




EFFECTIVE DATE

DEC PERMIT NUMEER '
uly 17, 1998

1-2099-00808/00001
FACILITY/FROGRAM NUMEER(S) F}EzFabql T‘ EXFIRATION DATE(S)
1

Under the fnvironmental July 31, 2063
Conservation Law

TYPE CF PERMIT M Kew [ Renswsl U Modification O Permit to Comstruct O Permit to Operate -

3 Article 13, Title 5: Protection B GNYIRR G0B: Water Quality [J Article 27, Title 7; &NYCRR
of Waters Cervification 380: Solid Waste Management
3 Article 13, Title 15: Water O aArcicle 17, Titles 7, 8: SPDES O Arricle 27, Title 9; ENYCRR
Supply ’ 373: Hazardous Waste Management
0O Arvicle 19: Alr Pollution
O article 15, Title 15: Warer Contrsl [0  Articte 34: Coas:al Eresien
Transport Marsgement
O  Article 23, Title 27: Mined
(3 Article 15, Title 15: long - Land - Reclamation - - - - - O Article 38: Floedplain
[eland Hells : Management
0  Article 24: Freshwater Wetlands ° "
0 Article 15, Title 27: Wild, £ Articies 1, 3, 17, 19, 27, 37:
Scenic and Recreational Rivers 0O Article 25; Tidal Wetlands GHYCRR 3B0: Radiation Control
O cther: -
PZRKIT ISSUED 10 TELEPHONE NUMBER
U.S. Army Corps of Enginesrs (212) 264-44863

ADDRESS 0OF PERMITTEE
Jacoh K. ldavits Federal Building
Hew York, NY 10278-00990

CONTACT PERSON FOR PERMITTED WORK TELEPEONE NUMBER

Peter Wepnler

HAME AND ADDRESS OF PROJECT/SFACILITY
US Army Corps of Engineers
Atlantic Coast of Long lsland

LCCATION OF PROJECT/FACILITY _

rockaway Inlet te Jopes Inlet
COUNTY TOWH WATEBCOURS

HYTM CGORDINATES

(53]

Hassau Hempos tead Attantic Ocean

DESCRIPTION OF RUTHORIZED ACTIVITY

Establish a protective dune system for Long Beach Barrier Island by placement of 8,642,000 cubic yards ‘of sand from
offshore borrow site, Rencurish with 2,006,000 cuubic yards of sand every 5 years. Rehabilitate 16 existing groins,
construct & new groins, dune walkover, vehicle sccess ramps and establish grass plantings. ALl work shall be in

accordance with Final Feasibilivy Report with FEIS, Storm Damage Reduction Project prepared by USACE dated March 1998.

By acceptance of this permit, the permittes egrees that the permit is concingent upon strict complianca with the ECL,
all applicable regularions, the Ceneral Canditions specified (see page 2) and zny Special Conditiens included as part of this
permit. )

CEPUTY REGIONAL PERMIT ADMINISTRA- ADDREES
TCR: :
Dagsr Evans MED gldg. 48, SUNY, Racm 121, Stony Brook, WY 11790-2356

AUTHORIZED SIGHATURE ££;7 DATE

% w Juty 17, 1998 Page 1 of 7




NOTIFICATION OF OTHER PERMITTEE CBLIGATIONS

ltern A: Permitiee Accepis Legal Respons;btlry and Agrees to Indemnification

The permittee has accepted exprassly, by the execution of the agplication, thelfull {egaI responsibility for all
damages and costs, direct or indirect, of whatevar nature and by whomaver suffered, for ligbiiity it incurs resuiting from
zctivity conducted pursuant to this permit or in noncompliance with this permit and has agread to indemnify and save
hamnless the State from suits, actions, damages and costs of every name and description resuliing from such activity.

ltem B: Permitiee to Require it's Contractors to Comply with Permit

The permittzs shall require its independent centraciors, employees, agents and assigns to read, understand and
comply with this permit, including all special condtions, and such persons shall te subjest to the same sanctions for
violztions of this permit as those prescribed for the permittes.
[tem €: Permitiee Responsible for Obtaining Other Reguired Permits

The permitiee is respensible for onta nmg any other permits, approvels, fands, easements and rights-of-way that
may be reguired for this project. ™
ltemD: No nght to Trespass or Interfere with Riparian Rights -

This parmit dees not convey to the permities any fight to trespass upen the lands or inferfere with the dparian rights
of others in order to perdform the permited work nor does it autharze the impaiment of any rights, tiie, or interest in real

or parscnal propaerty held or vested in a parsan not a party to the permit.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

General Condition 1t Facility Inspection by the Department

The permitied site or facility, including relevant records, is subject to inspection at reasonable hours and intervals
by an autherized representative of the Depariment of Environmental Conservation (the Deparment} ‘o determine
whether the pemittes is comnplying with this permit and the ECL. Such represeniative may order the work suspended
pursuant tc ECL 71-0301 and SAPA 4G1{3}.

The permitiee shall provide a person to accompany the Depariment’s representative during an ingpection to the
permit area when writtan or verbal netification is provided by the Depariment at lezast 24 hours prior to such inspection,

A copy of this permit, including all referenced maps, drawings and special conditions, must be available for
inspection by the Department at all imes at the project site. Failure {o produce a copy of the permit upon request by a
Departrnent rgpresentative is a violation of this permit. -

General Condition 2:  Refatianship of this Permit to Other Department Orders and Determinations
Uniess expressly provided for by the Depariment, issuance of this permit does not modily, supersede ar rescind
any order or defermination previously issued by the Department or any of the terms, conditions or reguirements

contained in such order or determination.

General Conditicn 3:  Applications for Permit Rerewals or Modifications :

The parmittee must submit a separate written application 1o the Department for renewal, madification or transfer
of this permit. Such application must include any forms or supplemental information the Deaanment réquires. Any
renswai, modification or transfer granted by the Depariment must be in writing.

The permittes must submit a renewal application at least:

a) 180 days bsfore expiration of permits for State Potlutant Discharge Eiimination System (
Hzzardous Waste Management Faciliies (HWMF), majer Air Pollution Control (APC) and Solid
Management Facilities (SWMF); and _

b) 30 days before expiration of all other permit types.

Submission of applications for permit renewal or modification are fo be submitted (o

NYSDEC Regional Fermit Administrator, Region 1

Bidg #4C SUNY, Stany 8rook, NY 11730-22355

General Conditicn 4:  Permit Modifications, Suspensions and Revocations by the Department

The Department resarves the right to modify, suspand or revoke this permu when
z) the scope of ths permiitad activily is exceaded or a viclation of any condition of the permit or provisions

of the ECL and pertinant requiations is found;

b} the permit was obizined by misreprasentation or failure to disclose reievant facts;

¢} new material information is discovered; ar

d) environmental conditions, relevant technology. or applicable law or raguiation have matenally
changed since the permit was issued.

-
S

I

id

DEC PERMIT NUMEER PAGE 2 OF7
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AUDITIONAL GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ARTICLES 15 (TITLE.S), 24,25, 34 AND GNYCRR PART 603

\‘ ENYCRR 608: Water Quality Ceriification

If future operations by the State of New York require an zlteration in the position of the siructure or work herain
authorized, or if, in the opinion of the Department of Envircnmeantal Conservation it shall cause unreascnable
obstruction to the free navigation of said walers or flood flows or endanger the health, safely orwaifare of the people
of the Stats, or cause loss or dastruction of the natural resources of the State, the owner may be ordered by the
Department to remove or alier the structural work, obstructions, or hazards caused thereby without expense to the
State, and if, upen the expiration or revocation of this permit, the structure, fill, excavation, or other modification of
the watercourse hereby authorized shall not be complated, the owners, shall, without expensea o the State, and to
such extent 2nd in such ime and manner as the Department of Env:mnmcntai Consarvation may reguirg, remove
all or any poriion of the uncompleted structure or fill and resiore to its former condition the navigable and flood
capacity of the watercourse. MNa claim shall be made against the State of New York on account of any such removal
or alteration.

Thz State of Mew York shall in no case be liabie for any damage or injury to the struciure or work herain autharized
which meay be caused by or result from fuiure operations underigken by the Siaie for the conservation or
improvernent of navigation, or for cther purposes, and no claim or right o compensation shall zceruzs from any such
damage.

Granting of this permit doas not refigve the applicant of the responsibiity of oblaining any other permission, consent
or approval from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard, New Yurk State Office of General Services
or local government which may be required.

All necessary pre¢autions shall be taken to preciudz contamination of any weiland or waterway by suspended soiids,
sediments, fuels, sclvents, lubricants, epoxy coatings, paints, concrete, leachate or any other environmentally
deleterious maierizls associated with the project.

Any material dredged in the Hrcsecut’or; of the work herein permitted shall be removed evenly, without leaving larce
refuse piles, ndges scross the bad of a walerway or floodpiain or desp holas that may have a tendency to causs
damage o navigable channels or to the banks of a waterway.

There shali be no vnreasaonabis interference with navigation by the work herein authorized.

If upon the expiration or revocation of this perrmt the project hereby authorized has not bean compiated, the
applicant shall, without expense to the Siate, and fo such extent and in such time and manner as the Department
of Environmenta! Conservation may require, remeve all or any porticn of the uncompleted struciure or fiff and restors
the site to its former condition. Nao claim shall be made against the State of New York on account of any such

removal or alieration.

If granted under BNYCRR Part 608, the NYS Depzariment of Environmentai Conservation hereby cartifies that the
subject project will not contravene effiuent limitations or other limitations or standards under Szctions 301, 302, 303,
306 and 307 of the Clean Watsr Act of 1877 (PL 95-217) provided that ali of the conditions listed herein are met.

apphcant ar hES ager‘t as par cf the zermit ap plxcailon.

Such zpproved plans werz _ Stamped NYSDEC Approved

on 5/28/88

o
1.
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS

Prior to commencement of dredging activities, the exact borrow area must be defined basad upon the abundance
of surf clams within the overall arez. In order to define the speciiic borrow area the following survey shall ba

conducted before every phase of dredging:

Within & months of propesed commencament of dredging actvities, the borrow area shall be surveyed for surf clam
populations and distribution. A total of 20 Statiors shali be randomly selected within the borrow area. Each station
shall be sampled with modified commercial gear which has been lined with 2" x 3" rectangular mesh (turkey wire)
for retention of sub-leqal clams. Each low will be standardized as per NYSDEC Shell fisheries Protocol. Tow

duration shall be 5 minutes at a speed { 1.5 knots.

Surf clam abundance shall be poﬁﬁd for each station. Specxric borrow areas will thnm be dstermined for each
drcdgmg event based upon use of the fowest sbundance areas only. Proposed specific borrow arez along with
survey caia shal be submitted to Lou Chiarela, Regional Manager, Burezu of Marine Habitat Protection, NYSDEC
Building #40, SUNY Stony Brook, NY 11780-2356 within 30 days of survey for approval,

If the mreas are found to bs of high suri ¢lam use, NYSDEC and ACCE will implement mitigation measures to
minimize impacts to this resourca. Possible alternatives identified in the &S include:

Depending on the magnituds and distribution of the resource, dredge in areas of lower surf clam use when such
action can be accomplished without creating isolated holes.

Harvesting the resources before dredging is initiated.

Developing & menitoring program to determine the actual impacts and the possibility of modifying future
nourishments far them.

As part of the mi‘n‘gaﬁon for long-tam cumulative impact concerns, the applicant shall no later than_8 months prior
to the commencement ofany dredaing or other construction acnwty within the borrow areas or on the beach, submit

to the Department, inciuding its Region [ office, for its review and approval a detailed cogstal processes monitering
plan for both pre-construction and post-construction periods which contains and adeguaiely addresses all the
elements fisted on page FEIS-45 of the FEIS and in the "Monitering Plan” in Appendix H of the Long Beach Island,

New York Final Feasibility Reoort Volume 1 Technical Apoendices.

In implementing the plan the applicant shall do the foliowing:

Conduct and submit the results of pre-construction data coliection and monitaring efforts to the Department,
including its Regicn | office, prior to any construction activity.

Within_3 months foliowing the completion of the iniiia! construction, commence post-cor*strur“txon da ta coi!ecnon and
monitoring effort, which dupiicates the pre-constiuction coasial precesses menitoring effert Szid past-construction
monitaring shall also be conducted in accordance with the foliowing criteria:

ii. Results from each daia collection interval will be submitted to the Depariment, including its Regicn | office,
within 2 months of the completion of each data collection effort.

li. Lab and data analysis will be conducted and wili be summarized in reports which shall be preparsd and
submitted {o the Department, including its Ragion | office, within 4 menths of the completion of each interval

‘of data collection.

DEC PERMIT NUMBER PAGE 4 OF 7
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS

|
!

If tha results of the re-analysis of the groins being conductsd wilh new modeling tools, as described in paragraph
2 on page FEISHi of the FEIS, indicate that 2 significant design change is required in the NED Plan that was not
adequately addressad at &l in the DEIS (including a change in ths size, shape or configuration of the greins or an
incraase in the number of groins, especizlly in the 7 000 foot gap between Long Beach and Lido Beach) then the
appicant shall prepars anc circulate adaitional NEPA documeaniation to address the potantal environmental impacis
of these changes a5 necessary, which may include a supplem ntal EIS. In iis consideration of which form of
additionzal NEPA documeniation {c prepare, the applicant shall cocrdinatz with both the Region | and Albany officas
of the New York State Departmant of Env:z‘onmenta! Conservation (the Depattment). Furthenmere, the NEFA
doctumentation prepared shall consider the relationship of the proposed changes to the averall project, segmentation
and cumulative impacts in order {o ensure the review is ccmipatible with and safisfies the required elements of the
New York State Environmental Quality Review Act. Itis understocd that tre Region | office of the Department shall
not issus state permits required for the project nor shall the Department sign  construction agresment for the enfire
project with the Army Corps unill the aforementioned design re-analysis has been conduzted and dccompuny ng
NEPA documaniation prepared, both ihe Region | and Albany offices of ths Department have actwely pasticipated
in the preparstion of both the design re-znalvsis and NEPA documeantaton prepared in conjunction wiih the re-
analysis safisfias the reguirements of the New York State Environmenial Quality Review Act

For each manth following commeancement of dredaing activities, a writien report shall be prepared which indicstes
the exact jocation of dredging activities which occurred during that menth and which summarizes the work which
nas bzan completed durng that month. Said repen shal be submitted, by the 15th of the following month, to Louiz
Chiarella, Regional Managsr of the Bureau of Manne Habitat Protection, NYSDEC, Building 40 SUNY, Stony Brask,

NY 11790-2358.

Due 1o the oczurrence of Mew York State listad endangered/inreatened spacies a! this site, no work which involves
the pperation of machinery, redistribution of sand, or other physical disturbance is authorized during the period from

March 15 to August 31, inclusive.

Notification QOhligation ltem A and Addilioral General Candition #2 ars included by the Stziz o f New Yark as the
permit issuing authority under the Clean Water Act Such General conditions do not, nor are they intanded t2, apply
to, abrogsate, or annul any cbligaton, responsihility or liabiity or the pard of the State of New York, including
indemnification by the Stste of New York to the Federal Gavarnment under the Project Cooperalion Agreement
(FCA; for the Fire lsland Breach Contingency Plan. Any otligations by tha Federal Government under this Water
Queiity Certification are fimitzd 1o avaiable funds authorized for and appropriated to the Fire Island Greach Project
Pursuant to the PCA, the Stale of New York remains legally responsible to hold and sava tha Federal Gavernment
free from all damages ansing from the construction, cperaticn, mainiznance, repair replacament, and rehabiliiation,
of the Froject and any Project related betierments, inciuding liabilities arising from Notificatior ltem A and Additicpal
General Cordition #2 except for damages due lo the fzult or negligence of the Federal Government or ¥'s
contractors.

The barrow area(s) shall be dredged so as to creste 2 gracual (1:5 maximum) slopz down to final project depth.

All dredging shall be conducted so 2s lo leave a uniform bottom elevaton, frez of mounds or hoies, st the
complafion of each dredging cycle.

. Any debris or excess materia from consirucion of ins projact shali te compleigly removzd irom the adjaceant zrea
{upland) and removed to an approved upland area for discosal. No debrie is permitted in tidal wetiznds and/cr
protected bufier areas.

There shzll be no disturbance to vegstated fidal wetlands or protestad tuffer areas as a rasull of the permitied

s

Dm’n d to withi the oroject werk site and/or upland

The storage of construction eguipment and materials shallbe ¢
s grezster than 50 linear fest from the tidal wetiand bourd

SC PEAMIT HUMBZR | PAGE 5 OQF 7
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS

Within 80 days of compiletion of the initial project and each nourishment cycle, tow {2) copiss each of a post-
dredging contoured bathymetric survey of the borrow area(s) , and an “as buil" topographic survey of the beach,
dune, new and modified groins and all other project fill and work areas will be provided to the DEC.

In order to develep a comprehensive bormow area management plan and detect long-term adverse impacts craated
by the dredging of the borrowed argsa(s), the following parameters shall be manitored for each borrow ares;

Cne set of Conductivity, Temperature and Dapth (CTD) profiles (including Dissclved Oxygen, Temperature, Salinity)
shall be taken once betwean Audgust § and August 15 for 2 period of five years after the cornpletion of the initial
excavation. Two stations shall be monitored which include the center of the despest section of the borrow area and

100M north of the borrow area,

A survey of benthic recolenization (benthic grab sample) shall be conductad in the borrow area one and three years
(twice) after inifial project completion. Three locations shall be sampled cansisting of three replicates. Locations
shall include the center of the deepest area, mid-way cn the side slope, and at the northern limit of the excavation.
Surveys shall be conducied between August 1 and August 15 and shall be accompanied by CTD profiles.

All datz and results shall be submitiad to the Regional Manager of the Bureau of Marine Habitat Protaction, Regian
One, within 80 days of completion. Submission shall include datz, sample analysis, and staficn locations.

The dune shall be planizd with Capa American Beach grass cn a minimum of 18" centers and the permittes shall
replant the beach grass during each subsegquent nourishment cycle, as necessary, to ensure a minimum of 85%

supvival rate.

Supplementary Speciéﬁ Conditions (A} throuch (F) Attached

8k
i
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SUPPLEMENTARY SPECIAT CONDITIONS \

The following conditicns apply to all Tidal Wetlands; Freshwater
Wetlands; Ccastal Ercsion Management; and Wild, Scenic, and
Recreational Rivers Permits:

A A copy of this permit, including all conditions and approved
plans, shall be available zt the project site whensver authorized
work 1g in progress. The permit sign enclosed with the permit
skall be protescted from the weather and post=d in a conspicucus
locatiopn at the work site until all authorized work has been
completad.

B. The permittes shall require that any contractor, project engineér,
or other perscn rasponsible for the overall supervision of this
project reads, understands, and compliss with this permit and all
its general, special, and supolementary speciéi conditions. Any
failure to comply precisely with all of the terms and conditiens
©f this permic, unless authorized in writing, shall be trzated as
a viclation of the Envirommental Conservation Law. If any of the
permit conditicns are unclear, the permittes shall contact the
Division cf Regulatcry Affairs at the address on pages ons or
telephone {516) 444-0365.

C. If project design medifications become necessary aiter permit
izsuance, the permittes shall submit the appropriate plan changes
for approval by the Regional Permit Bdministrator prior to
undertaking any such modifications. The permittes is advisad that
substantial modification may require submission of a new
gpplication for permit.

D. At least 48 hours prior to commancement ¢f the project, the
permittes and contracter shall sign and returnm the top portion cf
the enclosed notificaticn form gertifving that they are fully
aware of and understand all terms and conditfions of this permit.
Within 20 days of completicn of the permitted work, the bottom . |, .
porcion of that form shall also be gigned and rsturned, along with
photegraphs of the completed work and, if reguired, a survey.

E. For projects involving activities to be undertaksn in phases over
& periocd of more than onsz year, the permittes = :
Regional Permit Administrator in writing at least
to recommencing work in subseguent yesars,

2 The granting of this permit doss noet relieve the psrmittess of the
responsicility of obtaining & grant, sassment, or other necessary
approval from the Division of Land Utilization, Office of General
Services, Towszr Building, Empirs State Plaza, 2lbany, NY 12242
{516) 474-219%5, which may be required for any encroachment upon
State owned lands underwater.

DEC Permit Neo. 1-2885-00008/00001 Page 7 of 7
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