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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New York District (District), is the lead 
Federal agency for the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project (Project).  The Project 
area is located in Suffolk County, New York, between the Atlantic Ocean and Block Island 
Sound at the easternmost end of the south fork of Long Island.  Montauk is in the Town of East 
Hampton and is approximately 125 miles east of the City of New York.  The Project area 
includes the historic Montauk Point Lighthouse Complex that sits on a high bluff underlain with 
glacial till, approximately 70 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL).  The Montauk Point Historical 
Society (MHS) owns the land immediately surrounding the Lighthouse and related structures.  
The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) owns 
portions of the project area in which the existing stone revetment is located. 
 
The Montauk Point Lighthouse (Lighthouse), which is listed on the United States Department of 
the Interior’s National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), was commissioned by President 
Washington in 1796 and completed in 1797.  Since its construction, the Lighthouse has served as 
an important navigation aid for the first land encountered by ships headed for New York Harbor 
and Long Island Sound, as well as other eastern seaboard ports.  Despite numerous previous 
protection projects implemented at Montauk Point, the existing shoreline and bluff in the Project 
area continue to erode.  This erosion will lead to the continued loss of the Turtle Hill plateau, the 
eventual loss of the Lighthouse and its adjacent structures, as well as other historically important 
resources (e.g., archaeological features and artifacts).   
  
As a result of the need for protection of the Turtle Hill plateau and the historic Lighthouse, the 
USACE was authorized by two resolutions of the United States Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, adopted May 15, 1991, to provide long term storm damage 
protection at Montauk Point, New York.  The first of these resolutions authorizes the study of 
interim emergency protection works.  In the Reconnaissance Report (USACE 1993) it was 
determined that in view of the limited protection afforded by the recently constructed emergency 
erosion control project by the U.S. Coast Guard and the MHS in 1990, 1992 and 1993, no 
additional interim measures were warranted at that time.  The second resolution authorized a 
study to investigate the feasibility of a comprehensive project and various alternatives.  The 
District is the lead Federal agency for the Project, and the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) is the non-Federal cooperating agency. 
 
The District performed an analysis of six different Project alternatives as part of the formulation 
of long-term storm damage protection at Montauk Point.  These alternatives were developed to 
provide the most appropriate form of shoreline stabilization for the Turtle Hill plateau that would 
eliminate the threat of erosion and provide acceptable levels of protection to historic structures 
from the impacts of wave attack and storm recession.  Alternatives included the no-action 
alternative, one non-structural protection alternative, and four structural protection alternatives.  
To accomplish this analysis, the District identified the causes and rate of shoreline erosion and 
storm damage, developed general evaluation criteria (i.e., appropriateness to site conditions, 
compliance with New York State Coastal Zone Management criteria, effectiveness of protection, 
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environmental and cultural impacts, and annual erosion cost and benefits), analyzed specific 
evaluation criteria (i.e., technical, economic, environmental, regional and local interests, and 
institutional), formulated planning objectives, and considered planning constraints. 
 
The District’s selected alternative is the stone revetment alternative, which consists of the 
construction of 840 feet of stone revetment that incorporates material from the existing 
revetment, and has a heavily embedded toe to protect against breaking waves and scour at the 
base of the revetment.  The estimated construction costs for the stone revetment alternative is 
$13,690,000 or $887,3000 annualized for the 50-year evaluation period.   
 
Two public scoping meetings were held to provide the general public with an opportunity to 
comment on the Project.  The two meetings were held at the Montauk Fire House, Montauk, 
New York, at 1:00–3:00 pm and 7:00–9:00 pm on November 14, 2001.  The regulatory agencies 
and public were invited to comment during the scoping meetings and during the 60 days 
following the meetings.  In addition, the District coordinated and met with interested parties, 
including the Surfrider Foundation, Montauk Surfcasters Association, and the New York Sport 
Fishing Federation, to assist with the evaluation of short- and long-term impacts on recreational 
activities and to discuss mitigating solutions.  The District also coordinated closely and met with 
the NYSOPRHP regarding short- and long-term impacts to cultural, recreation, visual, aesthetic, 
and natural resources.  In addition, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
prepared a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Section 2(b) Report (FWCAR) which evaluated 
Project impacts on the natural environment and provided recommendations for avoidance and 
minimization of impacts.  These contacts and consultations are summarized in this Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).   
 
The USACE prepared this DEIS to fulfill the requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process.  The purpose of the DEIS is to summarize information in relevant 
background documents, public and agency comments, consultations, and recommendations, and 
evaluate changes in environmental and social conditions (i.e., the human environment) in the 
Project area as a result of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the District’s selected 
alternative.  Based on the DEIS evaluations, the District has concluded that the changes in the 
conditions of the resources in and around the Project area as a result of implementation of the 
District’s selected alternative will not cause adverse effects on the human environment.   
 
This DEIS was filed with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and in 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing 
NEPA, the public has 30 days from the date of issuance to comment on this DEIS in the form of 
written comments.  The USACE would review and take the comments into consideration in 
preparing a Final EIS (FEIS) for the Project.   
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For further information, please contact: 
 
 
Dr. Christopher Ricciardi, Project Archaeologist 
Environmental Impact Statement Coordinator 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 
Planning Division – Environmental Branch 
26 Federal Plaza – Room 2151 
New York, New York 10278-0090 
Phone: 917-790-8630 
Fax:  212-264-0961 
Email:  Christopher.g.ricciardi@usace.army.mil 
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 1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED OF ACTION 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New York District (District), is the lead 
Federal agency for the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project (Project).  The Project 
area is located at Montauk Point in the Township of East Hampton, Suffolk County, New York.  
Montauk Point is located on the extreme eastern tip of Long Island and separates the Atlantic 
Ocean to the south and Block Island Sound to the north (Figure 1).  
 
Montauk Point is located approximately 125 miles east of New York City.  The Montauk Point 
Lighthouse (Lighthouse), which is listed on the United States Department of the Interior’s 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), was commissioned by President Washington in 
1796 and completed in 1797.  Since its construction, the Lighthouse has served as an important 
navigation aid for the first land encountered by ships headed for New York Harbor and Long 
Island Sound, as well as other eastern seaboard ports.  Despite numerous previous protection 
projects implemented at Montauk Point (discussed further in Section 1.3 and are outlined in 
Table 1), the existing shoreline and bluff in the Project area are still eroding (USACE 2005).  
This erosion will lead to the continued loss of the Turtle Hill plateau, the eventual loss of the 
Lighthouse and its adjacent structures, as well as other important historical resources (e.g., 
archaeological features and artifacts).   
 
A primary mission of the USACE is to provide solutions to reduce damages caused by erosion 
and storm events.  The USACE is proposing storm damage protection measures to reduce the 
rate of erosion presently occurring at Montauk Point.  Aside from the primary mission and 
benefits of storm damage reduction, this Project will produce several secondary benefits.  The 
Project will provide protection for the various cultural resources associated with the Lighthouse 
complex and stability to the natural environment.  Finally, human beings will be able to use and 
enjoy the existing natural and cultural landscapes for years to come because of the protection that 
the recommended plan provides.   
 
This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) presents the results of the District’s 
evaluation of various alternatives that comprise a comprehensive study for the preservation and 
protection of Montauk Point and its associated facilities from coastal erosion and storm damage.  
The District evaluated an array of structural and non-structural alternatives.  Structural 
alternatives included structures such as revetments, breakwaters, T-groins, and beach 
nourishment, either individually or in various combinations.  Non-structural measures included 
relocation and/or reconstruction of affected historic structures.   
 
This DEIS for this Project has been prepared by the staff of the USACE to fulfill the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and in accordance with 
the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Rules and Regulations for 
implementing NEPA (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Sections 1500-1508), 
USACE’s principals and guidelines (Engineering Resolution [ER] 1105-2-100), and other 
applicable federal and state environmental laws.  A Notice of Intent was filed on May 24, 2002 
for this Project. 
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1.2 PROJECT AUTHORIZATION 
 
This Project Feasibility Study and Report was authorized by two resolutions of the United States 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, adopted beginning in May 1991, to 
provide storm damage protection at Montauk Point, New York.  The first of these resolutions 
authorizes the study of interim emergency protection works.  In the Reconnaissance Report 
(USACE 1993) it was determined that in view of the limited protection afforded by the recently 
constructed emergency erosion control project by the U.S. Coast Guard and the MHS in 1990, 
1992 and 1993, no additional interim measures were warranted at that time.  The second 
resolution authorized a study to investigate the feasibility of a comprehensive project and various 
alternatives.  The District is the lead Federal agency for the Project, and the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) is the non-Federal cooperating agency. 
 
This DEIS was prepared pursuant to recommendations from: 
 
a) An investigation of erosion processes in the vicinity of the Lighthouse on Long Island, New 

York, conducted by the USACE, New York District, with results of this investigation 
published in July 1944 (USACE 1944 and USACE 1993). 

 
b) A study of improvements for the dual-purpose of beach erosion control and hurricane 

protection project for five reaches of the Atlantic Coast of Long Island from Fire Island Inlet 
to Montauk Point, conducted by the District, with results of this study published in July 1958 
(USACE 1958). 

 
c) Authorization of a review of the report to the Chief of Engineers on the beach erosion control 

and hurricane protection for five reaches of the Atlantic Coast of Long Island, from Fire 
Island Inlet to Montauk Point, subsequently published as House Document Number 86-425 
of the 86th Congress, 2nd Session, dated June 21, 1960. 

 
d) Authorization of the existing Federal project for beach erosion control and hurricane 

protection for five reaches of the Atlantic Coast of Long Island, from Fire Island Inlet to 
Montauk Point, under the Rivers and Harbors Act of July 14, 1960. 

 
e) Modification of the beach erosion control and hurricane protection project for five reaches of 

the Atlantic Coast of Long Island, from Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, consisting of an 
increase in the extent of Federal participation in the first cost of the project, as authorized by 
modifications to Section 31 of the Water Resources Development Act of March 6, 1974. 

 
f) A presentation of plans and specifications for emergency repairs at the Lighthouse, prepared 

by the United States Coast Guard (USCG) in 1992 (USCG 1992). This included a review of 
the existing revetment wall project. 
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1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM 
 
Hurricanes, northeasters, and extratropical storms have historically threatened the Lighthouse 
since its construction in 1797.  Three of the most recent severe storms in the Project area include 
Hurricane Bob in August 1991, the Northeaster of October 1991 (also known as the Perfect 
Storm), and the Northeaster of December 1992 (USACE 2005).  These types of storms generate 
surges and waves that are characterized by excessive wave height and concurrent strength of 
wave impact, which contribute to acute episodes of shoreline erosion and storm damage.  These 
and other storms also have permanently eroded large portions of the steep coastal bluffs that 
surround Montauk Point on three sides.  Such erosion and damage have significantly altered the 
appearance and composition of the Montauk Point shoreline, such that significant erosion has 
removed much of the natural beachfront and all of the dune complexes that would normally 
provide a degree of natural coastal protection to Montauk Point.  In addition, unlike most beach 
habitats, erosion of bluffs represents a permanent loss of shoreline because bluffs will never 
rebuild as a result of accretion. 
 
Erosion has been particularly significant at Montauk Point, where the historical long-term 
average rate of erosion of the shoreline within the Project area has been estimated at 2 feet per 
year, and the historical long-term average rate of erosion of the bluff face has been estimated at 1 
foot per year (USACE 1993).  These average rates mask the effect of episodic rates of erosion, 
which are much greater as a result of storm events (USACE 1993).  A historical review of 
records for the Project area has indicated that approximately 200 feet of bluff face has eroded 
since the construction of the Lighthouse, such that the Lighthouse’s location is currently less 
than 100 feet from the bluff face.  In addition, the eroding bluff face threatens two structures that 
are even closer to the bluff’s edge than the Lighthouse.  The World War Two ear constructed 
Fire Control Tower, built seaward of the Lighthouse, is less than 50 feet from the edge of the 
bluff, and the concrete walkway for visitor access is less than 20 feet from the edge of the bluff 
(USACE 1993). 
 
Since construction of the Lighthouse, numerous projects have been implemented to control the 
erosion problems at Montauk Point (Table 1).  Of these activities, two are currently providing 
protection, terracing of the 1970s and 1980s and the 1990 and 1992 revetments.  The remainder 
of these erosion control projects have been rendered ineffective in providing storm damage 
protection, which has led to the recession of the bluff toe and shoreline.  Details of these projects 
are outlined within the Montauk Point, New York – Reconnaissance Report (USACE 1993) and 
the Feasibility Report (USACE 2005).  Despite these numerous protection projects, the existing 
shoreline and bluff in the Project area will continue to erode.  Further progression of erosion is 
expected as repeated storm damage and storms that exceed the current level of protection cause 
failure of the present revetment.  As a result, the revetment would no longer hold the base of the 
bluff and bluff erosion would accelerate.  This accelerated erosion would lead to the continued 
loss of the Turtle Hill plateau, and the irrecoverable loss of the Lighthouse, its adjacent 
structures, and other historically important resources (e.g., archaeological features and artifacts).   
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1.4 PROJECT AREA DESCRIPTION 
 
The study area is located in Suffolk County, New York, between the Atlantic Ocean and Block 
Island Sound at the easternmost end of the south fork of Long Island (Figure 1).  Montauk is in 
the Town of East Hampton and is approximately 125 miles east of the City of New York.  The 
study area includes the historic Montauk Point Lighthouse complex that sits on a high bluff 
underlain with glacial till, approximately 70 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL).  The Montauk 
Point Historical Society (MHS) owns the land immediately surrounding the Lighthouse and 
related structures.  The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP) owns portions of the project area in which the existing stone revetment is located. 
 
 

Table 1. History of Erosion Control Activities at Montauk Point. 
Year Project 
1796 Lighthouse construction begins; Lighthouse was built more than 300 feet from 

the edge of the bluff, presumably due to an awareness that the bluff would 
erode. 
 

1946 USACE builds 700-foot-long stone seawall along the toe of the bluff. 
 

1960s United States Department of Transportation placed concrete rubble over the 
edge of the bluff just south of the Lighthouse. 
 

1971 Ms. Georgina Reid constructed the first terracing project along the bluff slope; 
construction was on the USCG’s property just north of the Lighthouse. 
 

1972 The USCG placed a series of gabions above the 1946 seawall project along the 
toe of the bluff. 
 

1970s and 
1980s 

Terracing projects continued in various locations around the Lighthouse.  
Repairs were made to existing terraces, due to slippage. 
 

1987 Mr. Greg Donohue of the Montauk Historical Society initiated the planting of 
American beach grass (Ammophila breviligulata) on the terraces to help 
maintain slope stability.  Beach grass plantings were also initiated in areas to the 
north and south of the Lighthouse in places which had not been previously 
terraced. 
 

1990 The Montauk Historical Society and the NYSOPRHP constructed a 225-foot-
long revetment along Turtle Cove, south of the Lighthouse. 
 

1992 The USCG and Montauk Historical Society constructed a revetment on their 
property.  The USCG built approximately 300 linear feet of revetment using a 
range of 5- to 10-ton stone.  The Montauk Historical Society constructed the 
approximately 150-foot-long structure to the south of the USCG property. 
 

Source: USACE 2005. 
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The Project area (Figure 1) encompasses the area of anticipated potential direct and indirect 
environmental impacts from the proposed Project and alternatives.  Direct impacts to land, water, 
and benthic communities could occur from the potential alterations such as the replacement of 
sand substrate with rock revetment or breakwaters structures.  Indirect impacts could occur from 
potential alternatives such as the influence of breakwater structures on the movement of sand.  
Specifically, the Project area includes the historic Lighthouse and associated facilities, Turtle 
Hill plateau, 2,300 linear feet of shoreline, and a 200-foot-wide buffer zone of subtidal waters 
surrounding Montauk Point (Figure 2).   
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Topographically, the Project area is characterized by a high bluff composed of glacial till, which 
is approximately 70 feet above MSL, with steep slopes and abbreviated rocky shorelines 
surrounding the bluff.  Ecologically, the Project area consists of a complex of valuable interdunal 
fresh and brackish water pond plant communities located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain 
Province of New York (USACE 2005).  The Project area is relatively undeveloped, and 
primarily supports recreational and tourism-related activities (i.e., sightseers, hikers, fishermen 
and surfers) provided by the resources of Montauk Point State Park. 
 
The Lighthouse, which is listed on the United States Department of the Interior’s NRHP, was 
commissioned by President Washington in 1796 and was completed in 1797.  Since its 
construction, the Lighthouse has served as an important navigation aid for the first land 
encountered by ships headed for New York Harbor and Long Island Sound, as well as other 
eastern seaboard ports.   
 
By the mid twentieth century, ownership and control of the Lighthouse complex was under the 
authority of the USCG.  When the function of the Lighthouse shifted from navigation to a living 
museum, ownership was transferred to the MHS.  Under the agreement, the Montauk Historical 
Society (MHS) would adhere to all Federal regulations with regard to current and future potential 
National Register issues (USACE 2005).  Continued ownership of the property is subject to the 
condition that the Montauk Historical Society maintains the Montauk Light Station in 
accordance with the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, 
amended (16 United States Code [USC] 470 et seq.) and other applicable laws.  All rights, title, 
and interest would revert to the United States if the Montauk Light station ceases to be 
maintained in accordance with the NHPA as a nonprofit center for public benefit for 
interpretation and preservation of the material culture of the USCG, maritime history of 
Montauk, and Native American and colonial history.           
 
The bluff and beach along this entire area are considered to be critical elements of the stability of 
the Lighthouse.  Erosion control structures are required to protect the bluff faces from the forces 
of oncoming waves and for shoreline protection.  The area of concern consists of 2,300 linear feet 
of shoreline, extending from the pivotal point of the adjacent bluff to the south to a beach area to 
the north.   
 
1.5 PLANNING OBJECTIVES 
 
Planning objectives are identified based on the needs and opportunities, as well as the existing 
physical and environmental conditions present in the Project area.  In general, the prime Federal 
objective is to contribute to the National Economic Development (NED) account consistent with 
protecting the nation's environment, pursuant to national environmental statutes, applicable 
executive orders and other Federal planning requirements, such as environmental sustainability.  
 
1.6 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 
 
On May 24, 2002, the District issued a Notice to Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Montauk Point Damage Reduction Project.  The NOI was sent to 
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individuals, organizations, and interested parties, including Federal, state, county, and local 
agencies, and elected officials.  The NOI was also published in the Federal Register.   
 
Two public scoping meetings were held to provide the general public with an opportunity to 
comment on environmental issues to be addressed in this DEIS.  The two meetings were held at 
the Montauk Fire House, Montauk, New York, at 1:00–3:00 pm and 7:00–9:00 pm on November 
14, 2001.  The regulatory agencies and public were invited to comment during the scoping 
meetings and during the 60 days following the meetings.  The public scoping document (USACE 
2002a) and the response to comments document (USACE 2002b) prepared as a result of these 
sessions are part of the public record, and the NOI lists the locations of their availability for 
review.  Table 2 summarizes the issues and concerns of commentors and identifies the DEIS 
section in which these issues are addressed.   
 
 
Table 2. Issues Identified During Public Scoping and Public Review. 

Topic Issue 

DEIS Section 
Addressing 

Issue 
Alternatives No-action, opposition against offshore breakwaters 2.0 
Ecological Communities Habitat loss, indirect impacts, erosion 4.3 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat loss, recreational fishing 4.4 
Endangered and Threatened 
Species 

Impacts to endangered and threatened species 4.5 

Socioeconomics Impacts related to reduced visitation as a result of 
potential negative impacts to surfing and fishing 
resources 

4.6 

Cultural Resources Protection of the Lighthouse, relocation of the 
Lighthouse 

4.7 

Aesthetic and Visual 
Resources 

Loss of land use, aesthetic and visual impacts 4.12 

Recreation Negative impact to recreational users, including surfing 
and fishing resources 

4.13 

 
This DEIS was filed with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  A 
formal notice indicating that the DEIS is available was published in the Federal Register, and the 
document has been mailed to individuals and organizations on the mailing list prepared during 
the scoping process (Appendix A).  The public has 30 days from the date of issuance to comment 
on this DEIS in the form of written comments.  The District would review and take the 
comments into consideration in preparing a Final EIS (FEIS) for the Project.   
 
1.7 PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
 
As the lead Federal agency for the Project, the District has certain obligations under Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA); Section 106 of the NHPA; Sections 401, 402, and 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (CWA); and the Clean Air Act (CAA).  The requirements of these regulations 
are described below. 
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Section 7 of the ESA, as amended, states that any project authorized, funded, or conducted by 
any Federal agency (i.e., the USACE) should not “…jeopardize the continued existence of any 
endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
habitat of such species which is determined… to be critical…” (16 USC 1536[a] [2] 1988).  The 
USACE is required to consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to determine whether any species that is Federally-
listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered, or its designated critical habitat, occurs 
in the vicinity of the proposed Project.  See Section 4.5 for further discussion.   
 
Section 106 of the NHPA requires the USACE to consider the effects of its undertakings on 
properties listed in, or eligible for listing in, the NRHP, including prehistoric and historic sites, 
districts, buildings, structures, objects, and properties of traditional religious or cultural 
importance.  The USACE must afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an 
opportunity to comment on the undertaking.  See Section 4.7 for further discussion.   
 
Several meetings were held between the District and NYSOPRHP and representatives have been 
in contact through letters and electronic mail since 1992.  NYSOPRHP was given the 
opportunity to review preliminary versions of this DEIS and other documentation (including 
internal District documents such as the P-7 Report).  Many of their comments regarding impacts 
and mitigation measures were incorporated into this current draft.  NYSOPRHP raised concerns 
regarding Project communication, access, timing, and short and long term impacts.  Most of 
these concerns have been addressed in Section 4.0.  Communication with NYSOPRHP will 
continue throughout all phases of the Project. 
 
At the Federal level, required permits and approval authority outside the USACE’s jurisdiction 
include compliance with the CWA, the Rivers and Harbors Act, and the CAA.  All permits, 
approvals, and consultations required for the Project will be met (see listing in Table 3).  
Pertinent correspondence with Federal, state, and local agencies are provided in Appendix B of 
this report. 
 
 
Table 3. Federal and State Agency Permits, Approvals, and Consultation Requirements. 

Permits and Approvals Status Agency1 Action 
 
Federal 

   

Clean Water Act of 1977, as 
amended 
 

Completed USACE, 
NYSDEC, 

USEPA 

Conforms to Section 404 

Coastal Zone Management Act 
of 1972, as amended 

 Completed NOAA, 
NYSDOS 

Provide a Coastal Consistency 
Certification for the Project. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as amended 

 Completed USFWS, 
NMFS 

Consult on Federal listed threatened and 
endangered species. 

Marine Mammal Protection Act 
of 1972, as amended 

 Completed USFWS, 
NMFS 

Review of, and comments on, the Project 
to determine impacts to marine 
mammals. 
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Table 3. Federal and State Agency Permits, Approvals, and Consultation Requirements. 

Permits and Approvals Status Agency1 Action 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act, as amended 

Completed USFWS, 
NMFS, 
USACE 

Consult on wildlife resources and 
conservation practices. 

National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended 
 

 Completed ACHP, 
NYSOPRH

P 

Per Section 106, review of, and comment 
on, the Project to determine effects on 
cultural resources that are listed on, or 
eligible for listing on, the NRHP. 

Executive Order 11988, 
Floodplain Management 

Completed USACE Evaluate the potential effects of the 
Project with regard to floodplains. 

Executive Order 11990, 
Protection of Wetlands 

 Completed USACE Evaluate the potential effects of the 
Project with regard to wetlands. 

Farmland Protection Policy Act 
of 1981, as amended 

N/A NRCS Analysis of impacts of the Project on 
prime and unique farmland. 

Water Resources Planning Act of 
1965, as amended 

Completed USACE Assessment of impacts by the Project on 
water resources, and related land 
resources. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as 
amended 
 

N/A USDI-
NPS, 

USDA-
USFS 

Analysis to determine impacts by the 
Project on specific river reaches or areas 
that are classified as “wild, scenic, or 
recreational.” 

National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, as amended 
 

Completed USACE 
(Lead 

Agency) 

Evaluation of the impacts of the Project 
on a broad range of environmental 
resources. 

Archeological and Historic 
Preservation Act of 1974, as 
amended 

Completed ACHP, 
NYSOPRH

P 

Evaluation of the impacts of the Project 
on archaeological and historical 
resources. 

Estuary Protection Act, as 
amended 

Completed USEPA, 
NMFS 

Evaluate the impacts of the Project on 
estuarine areas. 

Rivers and Harbors 
Appropriation Act of 1899, as 
amended 

 
Completed 

 
USACE 

Evaluate the impacts of the Project on 
navigable waters. 

Hazardous, Toxic and 
Radioactive Waste Guidance 

Completed USACE Guidelines for managing hazardous 
wastes associated with the Project. 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management 
Act of 1990 

Completed NMFS Evaluate the impacts of the Project on 
anadromous fish species or fishery 
resources. 

Safe Drinking Water Act Completed USEPA Evaluate compliance of the Project on 
public drinking water supplies, including 
surface waters and groundwater. 

State and Local 
 

   

New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 
Rules and Regulations, Title 6 
part 182 of the New York State 
Environmental Conservation 
Law (NYSECL) 

Completed NYSDEC Consult on state and Federal listed 
threatened and endangered species. 
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Table 3. Federal and State Agency Permits, Approvals, and Consultation Requirements. 

Permits and Approvals Status Agency1 Action 
New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic 
Preservation  

Completed NYSOPRH
P 

Temporary work easement for actions 
affecting state parkland 

Review under State Historic 
Preservation Act (SHPA) 

Completed NYSOPRH
P 

Review to determine effects on 
properties listed on, or eligible for listing 
on, the NRHP. 

Review of State Protected 
Species 

Completed NYSDEC Evaluation of the effects of the Project on 
state-protected species. 

Permit under the State Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
(SPDES) 

Completed NYSDEC Evaluation of the effects of the Project on 
discharges to water bodies. 

Permit for Coastal Erosion 
Hazard Areas, under Article 34 
of the NYSECL 

Completed NYSDEC Evaluation of the effects of the Project on 
coastal erosion hazard areas. 

Permit under Freshwater 
Wetlands Act, Article 24 of the 
NYSECL 

Completed NYSDEC Evaluation of the effects of the Project on 
freshwater wetlands. 

New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

Pending2 NYS DEC Evaluation of the effects of the Project on 
Air Conformity Emissions. 

Water Quality Certification 
 

Pending2 NYSDEC Evaluation of the effects of the Project on 
water quality. 

New York State Office of 
General Services (NYSOGS) 
 

Pending2 NYSOGS Application for permission to use New 
York State lands underwater. 

1 See list of abbreviations and acronyms on page viii. 
2 Review of the Project’s DEIS and FEIS is required before the issuance of permits. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
The Project Delivery Team performed an analysis of six different Project alternatives as part of 
the formulation of long-term storm damage protection at Montauk Point.  These alternatives 
were developed to provide the most appropriate form of shoreline stabilization for the Turtle Hill 
plateau that would eliminate the threat of erosion and provide acceptable levels of protection to 
historic structures from the impacts of wave attack and storm recession.  Alternatives included 
the no-action alternative (discussed in Section 2.1), one non-structural protection alternative 
(discussed in Section 2.2), and four structural protection alternatives (discussed in Section 2.3).  
To accomplish this analysis, the Project Delivery Team identified the causes and rate of 
shoreline erosion and storm damage, developed general evaluation criteria (i.e., appropriateness 
to site conditions, compliance with New York State Coastal Zone Management criteria, 
effectiveness of protection, environmental and cultural impacts, and annual cost), analyzed 
specific evaluation criteria (i.e., technical, economic, environmental, regional and local interests, 
and institutional), formulated planning objectives, and considered planning constraints (USACE 
2005).  Table 4 provides a preliminary evaluation of the impacts and costs associated with the 
alternatives discussed in more detail in the following sections.     
 
Table 4. Alternative Impact Evaluation Summary and Costs. 

Selected 
Evaluation 
Criteria 

No-
Action* 

Lighthouse 
Relocation 

Stone 
Revetment 

Offshore 
Segmented 
Breakwater 
with Beach 

Nourishment 

T-Groins with 
Beach 

Nourishment 
Beach 

Nourishment**
Fish and 
Wildlife No-effect Negative Negligible Negative Negative Negative 

Socioeconomics Negative Negative Beneficial Negative Negative Negative 
Cultural 
Resources Negative Negative Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial 

Aesthetic and 
Visual 
Resources 

Negative Negative Beneficial Negative Negative Negative 

Recreation Negative Negative No-effect Negative Negative Negative 

Total Initial 
Investment Cost  

 
n/a 

 
$27 million 

 
$13,690.000 

 
$14,481,000 

 
$12,094.000 

 
Not Feasible 

 
Notes: 
        * = Does not achieve project objectives. 
        ** = Does not achieve project objectives. Significant adverse effects to the environment, surfing and fishing  
        experiences. 
 Beneficial = Effects of the given alternative on the evaluation criterion are considered to be positive or 

beneficial overall. 
 Negative = Effects of the given alternative on the evaluation criterion are considered to be negative or adverse 

overall. 
 Negligible = Effects of the given alternative on the evaluation criterion are considered to be minor and 

temporary. 
 No-effect = The given alternative would not affect, either negatively or beneficially, the evaluation criterion. 
 This table is presented as a summary of points discussed in the text, and is not intended to quantify impacts or 

otherwise delineate the overall decision making criteria.   
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2.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
The no-action alternative consists of a continuation of the without-Project condition.  It is 
estimated that the present revetment structure is susceptible to damage from a 10-year or greater 
storm event (USACE 2005), but that periodic damage would also occur during lesser events.  As 
a result of the no-action alternative, progressive erosion of the bluff and bluff toe area would 
result in the irrecoverable loss of the Turtle Hill plateau, the Lighthouse and its associated 
structures, along with historic and cultural resources.   
 
The no-action alternative assumes that the MHS would continue to conduct routine repairs to the 
bluff, bluff toe, and the Lighthouse, as they would be needed to keep the structure intact.  
Although efforts by the MHS to control the erosion are expected to continue, in the absence of a 
comprehensive shore protection project, their efforts would not solve the problem of significant 
damage to the Lighthouse associated with threats from large storm events over an extended 
period of time (e.g., 50 years).  It is estimated that repair costs would continue to be required.  
However, the repair costs over an extended period of time are not anticipated to provide adequate 
protection to the Lighthouse and adjacent structures.  Eventually, additional bluff failure would 
occur with the slope slumping thereby covering the existing revetment wall rendering its 
functionality as useless.  In addition, there would be costs to investigate and curate historical and 
culturally significant resources in threatened bluff areas as mandated by the NHPA of 1966, as 
amended, and the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, as amended.  Pursuant to 
these acts, the no-action alternative would involve the obligatory performance of studies of all 
structures at Montauk Point, including Historic American Building Survey/Historic American 
Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) drawings and photo-documentation, and performance of 
archaeological investigations at the Lighthouse and other structures.  Also, if the Lighthouse is 
lost as a result of the no-action alternative, a replacement navigational aid would need to be 
constructed resulting in additional costs.  The loss of the Lighthouse would have a negative 
impact on the socioeconomic, cultural, aesthetic and visual, and recreational resources in the 
Project area.   
 
The no-action alternative fails to provide a protection to the Turtle Hill plateau, the Lighthouse 
and its adjacent structures, and other historically important resources.  
 
2.2 NON-STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVE 
 
The non-structural alternative of relocating the Lighthouse and its associated structures is the 
only non-structural storm protection measure/alternative identified by the Project Delivery Team.  
The following subsection provides a brief description of this non-structural protection 
alternative.   
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2.2.1 Relocation of the Lighthouse 
 
Relocation of the Lighthouse, a NRHP-listed property, and its associated structures inland from 
their current location was given consideration as a non-structural alternative. The purpose of the 
relocation of the Lighthouse and its associated structures, features, and archaeological deposits, 
would be to preserve the existing structures, while simultaneously allowing the natural forces of 
erosion to continue to reshape the Point. 
 
The relocation alternative would first consist of performing studies of all structures at Montauk 
Point, including HABS/HAER drawings and photo-documentation, and performing 
archaeological investigations, removal of any buried archaeological artifacts and ecofacts, at 
both the present Lighthouse site and at the new location for the Lighthouse and other structures.  
This alternative also would involve constructing a new land surface, and moving the Lighthouse 
and its associated structures to this new location.   
 
The preliminary estimated cost for the relocation alternative for the Lighthouse would be 
approximately $20,000,000. The estimated cost for creation of new land surface and completion 
of HABS/HAER and archaeological investigation associated with this alternative is $7,000.000, 
for a total cost of $27,000,000 (USACE 2005). 
 
The relocation alternative would not be feasible for a number of reasons, in addition to the high 
cost.  Relocating the Lighthouse would be difficult because of the unique configuration of 
Montauk Point, which is located on an elevated plateau that is at about 70 feet above the ocean 
and approximately 20 to 30 feet higher than land to the immediate west.  A new land surface 
approximately 20 to 30 feet high would have to be constructed inland to the west, as well as 
immediately east of the current Lighthouse location.  This would elevate the adjacent land up to 
the level of the bluff on which the Lighthouse is presently located, to ensure a stable move across 
a level surface.  A source of fill for this new land surface would have to be identified, and would 
potentially be subject to a separate environmental review.  Relocating the Lighthouse would 
exclude one of its uses as a navigational aid at Montauk Point and the construction of a tower 
with a replacement beacon would be required.  This would be a permanent effect, as the 
repositioning of the Lighthouse west of its current position would result in reduced visibility 
from ocean vessels.  Since relocating the Lighthouse would involve the construction of a new 
platform onto which the Lighthouse would stand and a large track or bridge that the Lighthouse 
would move upon, impacts to vegetation and terrestrial wildlife habitat would be higher than the 
other proposed alternatives.  Finally, the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation (see Letter Number 01), the Regulatory Agency that would have to approve 
any move of a National Register structure has already stated, and has done so throughout the 
entire process, that they would not approve the moving of the Lighthouse, which would lead to 
the destruction of the Lighthouse complex area. 
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2.3 STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES 
 
The Project Delivery Team analyzed a total of four different structural storm protection 
alternatives.  This analysis focused on the evaluation and selection of the alternative that best 
maximized economic benefits and avoided and/or minimized potential impacts to the existing 
environment.  These four approaches included improvements to the existing revetment, two 
types of offshore breakwaters, and beach nourishment without structures.  
 
2.3.1 Stone Revetment  
 
The stone revetment alternative is a structural alternative that was developed for long-term 
erosion control (Figure 3).  This alternative would consist of 840 linear feet of stone revetment 
protection and would primarily involve reinforcement of the existing revetment structure.  The 
reinforced stone revetment would protect the most vulnerable portion of the bluff area from 
failure, offering comprehensive protection to the plateau, the Lighthouse and its adjacent 
structures, and other historically important resources. 
 
The reinforced stone revetment followed Engineering Manual (EM) 1110-2-1614 “Design of 
Coastal Revetments, Seawalls and Bulkheads.”  A heavily embedded toe would be employed to 
stand against breaking waves at the base of the revetment structure.  The stone revetment 
features a 40-foot-wide crest at +25 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD), a 1V:2H 
side slope, and 12.6-ton quarrystone armor units extending from the crest of the revetment down 
to the embedded toe (Figure 3).  Three layers of 4- to 5-ton armor units would be used to 
construct the splash apron.  Filter cloth and sublayers would be specified in accordance with 
standard USACE design procedures.  The estimated construction cost, including interest, for the 
this alternative is $13,690,000 (Table 4). 
 
This stone revetment alternative will utilize much of the stone already on site as part of the 
existing revetment structure, thus making good use of existing resources.  The proposed 
revetment would extend in length 200 feet to the south and would be 7 feet higher than the 
existing revetment.  The proposed revetment would also extent 20-feet seaward from the existing 
revetment.  It is not expected that the reinforced revetment would change present surfing 
conditions in any way (USACE 2005) and access for fishing would be only temporarily 
restricted.  See Section 4.13 for further discussion of the impacts of the revetment on recreational 
fishing and surfing.  The revetment plan would have the least impact on intertidal, subtidal 
waters, and benthic substrate, therefore impacts to fish and other aquatic wildlife would be the 
least of the alternatives considered.  Because the bluff face and Lighthouse are offered protection 
without having a negative effect on surfing, fishing, and tourism, this alternative is expected to 
have a beneficial effect on cultural resources and socioeconomics of the Project area. 
 
The construction of the revetment might impact potential cultural resources that could be located 
within the bluff and below the ocean floor where the toe would be excavated.  However, survey 
of the areas impacted by the stone revetment alternative would be easier to implement compared 
to the other structural alternatives because a smaller total area would be impacted and the 
impacted area would be closer to the shoreline.  Although no further cultural resource studies are 
planned at Montauk Point, cultural resource monitoring will occur during construction.  
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2.3.2 Offshore Segmented Breakwater with Beach Nourishment  
 
The offshore segmented breakwater with beach nourishment alternative is a structural alternative 
that was developed for long-term erosion control (Figure 4).  This alternative would consist of 
approximately 1,100 feet of breakwater protection, constructed parallel to, and approximately 
200 feet offshore of, the existing shoreline.  The purpose of this alternative would be to reduce 
the storm wave height offshore of the existing revetment toe, thus reducing the wave impact 
force and runup elevation on the bluff.  Shoreline recession would be reduced with the 
construction of the offshore segmented breakwater.  The existing revetment and the terracing of 
the upper bluff would provide a reasonable additional level of protection with the offshore 
segmented breakwater in place. 
 
The offshore segmented breakwater design is based on present USACE guidelines, and would 
consist of three separate segments, two being 300 feet in length and one 500 feet in length, with 
the longest facing the southeasterly direction, from which the more severe wave effects are 
experienced.  The breakwater would be a rubble mound structure located about 200 feet offshore 
at about the –8 feet NGVD contour (Figure 4).  The crest would be placed at +7.75 feet NGVD, 
which is the 73-year water level without wave setup.  The armor size would be 17.5 tons, placed 
in two layers on a single layer of 1.75-ton quarrystone underlayer and 2 layers of 100-pound 
filter stone.  The entire structure would be built on filter cloth. 
 
Following construction of the offshore segmented breakwater, approximately 200,000 cubic 
yards of beach fill would be placed from about the mean high water level (MHWL) out to the 
breakwaters to provide additional toe scour protection to the existing revetment.  The sand for 
the beach fill would be placed using a 4,000 cubic yard hopper dredge.  The sand would be 
obtained from Borrow Area IV, seaward of Shinnecock Inlet, a site identified during the Fire 
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study.  The estimated construction cost for the offshore 
segmented breakwater with beach nourishment alternative is $14,481.000 (Table 4). 
 
Offshore breakwaters would be difficult to construct due to difficult site access and in-water 
construction.  Tidal currents in this area are significant and breaking waves arrive from almost all 
onshore directions.  The offshore breakwater would require very large stone and a substantial 
width and elevation to be effective.  The offshore segmented breakwater would not prevent 
damage to the existing revetment during tidal or storm surges with waves that submerge the +11-
foot NGVD berm of the existing revetment.  The gaps between the segments of the offshore 
breakwater could induce significant currents that would continue to scour the bottom, potentially 
compromising the foundation of the breakwaters sometime in the future (USACE 2005).  These 
strong currents could cause a safety hazard to surfers, fishermen, and other park users.  The 
protective beach fill for the breakwater system would require renourishment at a rate that is 
difficult to predict until it is constructed and monitored.  The rate of renourishment would be 
further affected by embayments in the beach fill that are expected to form quickly as waves and 
tides re mold the fill material.   
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The surfing activity in the area may be affected by changed wave characteristics as a result of the 
offshore segmented breakwater (USACE 2005).  Breakwaters by design are structures intended 
to reduce wave energy.  Although submerged breakwaters may enhance surfing, the existing 
reefs and their influence on the waves off of Montauk Point are currently providing high quality 
surfing conditions.  A reduction in wave energy off of Montauk Point would have a negative 
impact on the quality of surfing.  As waves propagate shoreward, their breaking shape and 
geometry are related to the shallow water bathymetry (Galvin 1972, Nelsen 1996), thus beach 
nourishment would alter the current shallow water bathymetry and affect the current wave 
conditions off of Montauk Point.  It is expected that the surfing conditions in the area would be 
negatively influenced by implementation of the segmented offshore breakwater with beach 
nourishment alternative.   
 
Recreational fisherman often use the existing revetment to access deeper subtidal waters.  
Placement of sand around Montauk Point would create an artificial beach that would hinder 
fishermen access to deeper waters.  In addition, the visual and aesthetic appeal of the area would 
be negatively influenced by the placement of sand around Montauk Point.  The abrupt transition 
of the bluffs face into the ocean is unique to the area and would be replaced with a transition 
from bluff face to sloping beachfront.    
 
The construction of the segmented breakwater with beach renourishment may impact potential 
cultural resources that are located within the bluff, and the intertidal, subtidal, and deep waters 
where construction of the breakwaters and beach nourishment would occur.  Additional cultural 
resource studies would be necessary to locate and evaluate potential resources in the area. 
 
2.3.3 T-Groins with Beach Nourishment 
 
The T-groins with beach nourishment alternative is a structural alternative that was developed 
for long-term erosion control (Figure 5).  T-groins, similar to a nearer-to-shore segmented 
breakwater system with shore-attached groins, were considered as a second breakwater 
alternative.  Similar to the breakwater alternative presented in Section 2.3.2, the purpose of T-
groins is to reduce the storm wave height, thus reducing the wave impact force and runup 
elevation on the bluff.  The consistent beach and shoreline recession would be reduced with the 
construction of T-groins and beach nourishment. The existing revetment and terracing of the 
upper bluff would provide a reasonable level of protection with the T-groins in place. 
 
The T-groin system design is based on present USACE guidelines, and would consist of five 
separate shore-parallel structures, each being 150 feet in length.  A groin would be extended 
from the center of each shore-parallel breakwater segment back to shore, creating individual 
littoral cells.  The T-groin system would be a rubble mound structure located about 100 feet 
offshore at about the –5-feet NGVD contour (Figure 5).  The shore-parallel structure crest would 
be placed at +11 feet NGVD and the groin section crest would be placed at +8 feet NGVD.  The 
armor size would be 17.5 tons in the shore-parallel structures, placed in two layers on a single 
layer of 1.75-ton quarrystone underlayer and two layers of 100-pound filter stone.  The armor 
size would be 4.5 tons in the groins, placed in two layers on 900-pound quarrystone underlayer. 
The entire structure would be built on filter cloth. 
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Following construction of the T-groin system, a total of approximately 125,000 cubic yards of 
beach fill would be placed from shore out to the centerline of the shore-parallel breakwaters to 
provide erosion protection to the bluff toe.  The sand would be trucked in from an upland borrow 
source, which is the more economical borrow source for required quantities of less then 200,000 
cubic yards, due to the high mobilization and demobilization costs for offshore borrow 
implementation.  The estimated construction cost for the T-groins with beach nourishment 
alternative is $12,094,000 (Table 4). 
 
As discussed for the offshore-segmented breakwater with beach nourishment alternative in 
Section 2.3.2, T-groins would be difficult to construct due to difficult site access and in-water 
construction.  Tidal currents are significant and breaking waves arrive from almost all onshore 
directions.  The shore-parallel structures would require very large stone and a substantial width 
and elevation to be effective.  The T-groin system would not prevent damage to the existing 
revetment during tidal or storm surges with waves that submerge the +11-foot berm of the shore-
parallel structures.  The gaps between the shore-parallel structures would allow some tidal 
circulation but may also induce significant currents that would be concentrated in the gaps 
between the shore-parallel structures, and that would scour the bottom behind these structures, 
potentially compromising the foundation of the T-groin system sometime in the future (USACE 
2005).  The high currents could also cause a safety hazard to surfers, fishermen, and other park 
users.  
 
The protective beach fill for the T-groin system would require renourishment at a rate that is 
difficult to predict until it is constructed and monitored.  The rate of renourishment would be 
further affected by embayments in the beach fill that are expected to form quickly as waves and 
tides remold the fill material.  The surfing activity in the area might be affected by changed 
reflected wave characteristics (USACE 2005).  Sand accumulated at the end of a groin can 
sometimes create sandbars that may produce quality surfing waves (Nelson 1996).  However, in 
the case of the El Segundo groin in California, a negative effect on surfing was observed as a 
result of construction of a 900-foot semi-permeable groin supplemented with a sand 
renourishment program (Nelson 1996).  As waves propagate shoreward their breaking shape and 
geometry are related to the shallow water bathymetry (Galvin 1972, Nelsen 1996), thus beach 
nourishment would alter the current shallow water bathymetry and affect the current wave 
conditions off of Montauk Point.  It is expected that the surfing conditions in the area would be 
negatively influenced by implementation of the T-groins with beach nourishment alternative.   
 
Recreational fisherman often use the existing revetment to access deeper subtidal waters.  
Placement of sand around Montauk Point would create an artificial beach that would hinder 
fishermen access to deeper waters.  In addition, the visual and aesthetic appeal of the area would 
be negatively influenced by the placement of sand around Montauk Point.  The abrupt transition 
of the bluffs face into the ocean is unique to the area and would be replaced with a transition 
from bluff face to sloping beachfront.    
 
The construction of the T-groins with beach nourishment may impact potential cultural resources 
that may be located within the bluff, and the intertidal, subtidal, and deep waters where 
construction of the T-groins and beach nourishment would occur.  Additional cultural resource 
studies would be necessary to identify and evaluate potential resources in the area. 
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2.3.4 Beach Nourishment  
 
The beach nourishment alternative, without additional containment structures, is considered a 
structural alternative that was developed for ongoing erosion control (Figure 6).  The purpose of 
this alternative would be to provide additional shoreline runup area for incoming waves and tidal 
surges without the expense of construction of more robust or permanent shore protection 
structures.  The existing revetment and terracing of the upper bluff would continue to provide 
existing levels of protection with the beach nourishment alternative in place. 
 
The beach nourishment design is based on present USACE guidelines and would consist of the 
construction of a 150-foot-wide sand berm along the existing shoreline, with an elevation of +11 
feet NGVD, and a steep slope down to the existing bottom.  Beach nourishment, including the 
sand berm, would require approximately 200,000 cubic yards of beach fill.  The sand for this 
alternative would be placed using a 4,000 cubic yard hopper dredge.  The sand would be 
obtained from Borrow Area IV, seaward of Shinnecock Inlet, a site identified during the Fire 
Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study.   
 
The beach nourishment alternative is considered to be not feasible for a number of reasons.  High 
longshore transport rates are expected to remove the beach fill rapidly and at an unpredictable 
rate, and thus would require constant renourishment.  To address renourishment issues, seasonal 
(or even monthly) beach surveys would be necessary during the first two to three years after 
construction to refine the design of the beach fill cross section and to estimate the renourishment 
requirements.  As currently designed, the +11-foot sand berm would provide some short-term 
reduction in the recession of the toe of the bluff, but would not prevent impacts to the bluff face 
during tidal or storm surges with waves that submerge the +11-foot sand berm, and therefore 
would not provide adequate storm damage protection.   
 
As waves propagate shoreward their breaking shape and geometry are related to the shallow 
water bathymetry (Galvin 1972, Nelsen 1996), thus beach nourishment would alter the current 
shallow water bathymetry and affect the current wave conditions off of Montauk Point.  It is 
expected that the surfing conditions in the area would be negatively influenced by 
implementation of the beach nourishment alternative.   
 
Recreational fisherman often use the existing revetment to access deeper subtidal waters.  
Placement of sand around Montauk Point would create an artificial beach that would hinder 
fishermen access to deeper waters.  In addition, the visual and aesthetic appeal of the area would 
be negatively influenced by the placement of sand around Montauk Point.  The abrupt transition 
of the bluffs face into the ocean is unique to the area and would be replaced with a transition 
from bluff face to sloping beachfront.    
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The construction of the beach nourishment alternative could impact potential cultural resources 
that may be located within the bluff, and the intertidal, subtidal, and deep waters where 
placement of the sand would occur.  Additional cultural resource studies would be necessary to 
locate and evaluate potential resources in the area. 
 
2.4 SELECTED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
As summarized in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, the Project Delivery Team performed an evaluation of 
each of the six non-structural and structural alternatives by examining each alternative plan’s 
method of shore protection, acceptance by state and local sponsors, estimated first cost, and 
estimated annualized cost.  In addition, the Project Delivery Team selected the most practicable 
overall alternative plan that maximized socio-cultural benefits, and avoided or minimized 
environmental impacts (Table 4).  The stone revetment alternative was selected as the plan that 
best met these planning objectives.   
 
The stone revetment alternative is described in detail in Section 2.3.1 and the  location and 
design of the storm protection structure is depicted in Figure 3.  Access roads and staging areas 
that will be used for construction of the selected Project alternative are depicted in Figure 7.  
However, as recommended by the USFWS, Access Road 2 (Figure 7) would not be used to 
minimize impacts to wildlife resources and adjacent coastal habitats  (i.e., beach and dune 
habitat) (USFWS 2003; Appendix B).  Access Road 1 and Alternate Access Road 2 would be 
used for access under the selected alternative.   
 
2.4.1 Impact Avoidance and Minimization 
 
Throughout the Project planning process, the Project Delivery Team formulated alternative 
design plans to meet Project planning objectives, including avoidance and minimization of 
environmental impacts, while considering the preferences of various interested parties with 
regard to Project design.  The Project Delivery Team has consulted and coordinated its Project 
planning efforts with the non-Federal cooperating agency (the NYSDEC), NYSOPRHP, 
USFWS, and the NMFS to solicit recommendations for further avoidance and minimization of 
potential impacts caused by the selected alternative.   
 
During the initial stages of the Project feasibility phase in February 2002, the Project Delivery 
Team identified two of four alternatives that would provide long-term shore protection measures 
for the bluff and Turtle Hill plateau at Montauk Point.  The revetment and the offshore 
segmented breakwater with beach nourishment alternatives were found to reduce the rate of 
erosion in the Project area due to storm events and continual wave action.  However, the 
revetment was the most cost effective long-term storm protection structure, based on lower 
annual cost over the project evaluation period (50 years) (USACE 2005).  The revetment project 
scale was economically optimized and the revetment that would protect against the effects of a 
73 years design storm maximized the net economic benefits and was designated as the National 
Economic Development (NED) Plan and selected as the tentatively recommended project.  In 
addition, it was determined that the segmented offshore breakwater with beach nourishment 
alternative would have an unacceptable level of negative impact on surfing, recreational fishing, 
and aesthetic and visual resources. 
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On May 8, 2003, the District held a meeting with local representatives of various agencies and 
interested parties including the Surfrider Foundation, Montauk Surfcasters Association, and New 
York Sport Fishing Federation.  The selected Project alternative was presented to the attendees 
of this meeting.  Representatives from the Surfrider Foundation were pleased to see that no 
offshore hard structures such as breakwaters or groins were part of the District’s preferred 
alternative.  Additionally, they stated that the proposed alternative should have little to no effect 
on surfing areas in the vicinity of Montauk Point.  The Montauk Surfcasters Association and the 
New York Sport Fishing Federation were primarily concerned about the final height and slope of 
the revetment and access during construction.  The District informed these parties that the new 
revetment would be built to be as similar to the existing revetment as possible considering 
Project goals and engineering constraints.  The District also informed these parties that 
concessions would be considered to allow limited access by fisherman to Project area during 
construction, however access would need to be determined at the time of construction and would 
depend primarily on safety. 
 
Following selection of the most practicable alternative plan for the Project, the Project Delivery 
Team continued its systematic and iterative engineering design approach to further maximize 
socio-cultural benefits, and to avoid and minimize environmental impacts.  Measures and plans 
to avoid and minimize short-term negative impacts to the environment caused by implementation 
of the selected alternative are presented in Section 4.0 where applicable.   
 
2.4.2 Project Mitigation 
 
The selected alternative was designed and further refined to avoid and minimize potential direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts to various environmental resources.  The environmental 
analysis presented in Section 4.0, Environmental Consequences, indicates that implementation of 
the selected alternative would not lead to substantial negative direct or indirect, short-term or 
long-term impacts on the environment.  Therefore, mitigation measures to off-set significant 
losses would not be necessary under implementation of the selected alterative. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
3.1 TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 
 
Topographically, the Project area is characterized by a high bluff composed of glacial till, which 
is approximately 70 feet above MSL, with steep slopes and abbreviated rocky shorelines 
surrounding the bluff.  The Project area is located in the Atlantic coastal plain province, which 
extends along the eastern United States and consists of loose, unconsolidated Cretaceous to 
recent sediments resting on a deeply buried crystalline rock floor. 
 
The South Fork of Long Island, including the Montauk Peninsula, was formed by the deposition 
of the Ronkonkoma terminal moraine of the most recent (Wisconsin) glaciations.  Montauk Point 
is mostly composed of glacial till with a wide range of particle sizes.  The underlayer, also 
known as Montauk till, contains boulders of considerable size.  On top of this layer is a stratified 
layer called the Hempstead Gravel, which is made of distinct sublayers of sands, silts, and clays 
(USACE 2005). 
 
The soil series present at Montauk Point are part of the Montauk Series Sandy Variants.  These 
soils are composed of well-drained, coarse-textured soils with a fragipan or compact layer over 
glacial till.  The surface layer is usually very dark grayish-brown loamy sand.  The subsoil is 
primarily a yellowish-brown to dark yellowish-brown loamy sand and the till substratum is a 
compact, dark yellowish-brown loamy sand. 
 
The topography of the Project area has undergone significant change over the last century.  In the 
past 125 years of record, the seaward bluff at Montauk Point has retreated approximately 150 
feet and the beach area has seen approximately 305 feet of erosion (USACE 2005).  This erosion 
of the bluff is a result of the combined effect of storm waves, ground water flow and seepage, 
wind, and rain.  Despite numerous protection projects, the existing shoreline and bluff in the 
Project area continue to erode (USACE 2005).  
 
3.2 WATER RESOURCES 
 
3.2.1 Regional Hydrology and Groundwater Resources 
 
Long Island’s groundwater reservoir consists of a sequence of unconsolidated glacial, lacustrine, 
deltaic, and marine deposits of clay, silt, sand, and gravel that range in age from Upper 
Cretaceous to Pleistocene (United States Geological Survey [USGS] 2002).  Three principal 
aquifers underlie Long Island.  They are unconsolidated deposits of Pleistocene age, referred to 
as the upper glacial aquifer, and unconsolidated deposits of Cretaceous age, that include the 
Magothy aquifer above and the Lloyd aquifer below (USGS 1995).  The three aquifers are 
bounded above by the water table and below by the crystalline bedrock surface.  Laterally, 
usable freshwater in the aquifers is bounded by a freshwater-saltwater transition zone that 
surrounds the island (USGS 1995). 
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3.2.2 Surface Water 
 
The principal waterbodies in the Project area are the Atlantic Ocean to the south and the Block 
Island Sound to the north.  In general, water quality improves eastward along the southern coast 
of Long Island away from New York City.  The NYSDEC has assigned a “Class SA” water 
quality classification to the waters surrounding the Project area.  Class SA surface waters are 
defined within the New York State Codes, Rules, and Regulations (NYSCRR), Title 6, Chapter 
X Parts 700-705, Section 701.10, as saline surface waters best used for shellfishing for market 
purposes, and primary and secondary contact recreation and fishing, and are considered suitable 
for fish propagation and survival.  The waters around the Project area are part of the extreme 
eastern extent of the Peconic Bay Estuary, which is part of the USEPA’s national environmental 
estuary program.  Overall the estuary generally has “excellent” water quality with respect to 
nutrients and dissolved oxygen, with less than three percent of the estuary exceeding the 
recommended total nitrogen guideline for dissolved oxygen attainment (Association of National 
Estuary Program [ANEP] 2002). 
 
3.2.3 Tidal Influences  
 
Tides in the Project area are semi-diurnal with MSL of 1.2 feet above mean lower low water 
(MLLW) and the mean spring high tide of 2.4 feet above MLLW (USACE 2005).  Tidal currents 
off of Montauk Point are generally strong and can reach nearly 3 knots (USACE 2005).  These 
currents are strong enough to affect littoral processes.  Normal waves reaching the Project area 
include both the locally generated short period wind waves, and the long period sea swells 
generated in the deep ocean.   
 
Storm surge is the rise above normal water level on the open coast due to the action of wind 
stress, and in the case of hurricanes, due to atmospheric pressure reduction as well as wind stress.  
Hurricanes or large storms can result in a combined storm surge and wave crest level 
approximately 30 feet above MSL (USACE 2005).   
 
3.3 ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES 
 
The Lighthouse is located on a glacial till plateau surrounded by marine intertidal rocky habitat, 
beaches, dunes, vegetated uplands, steep coastal bluffs, and wetlands.  State and Federally-listed 
endangered, threatened, and rare plant species and communities of special concern are discussed 
in Section 3.5. 
 
3.3.1 Marine Rocky Intertidal Habitat 
 
Much of following information is taken directly from the USFWS’s Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Section 2(b) Report (FWCAR) (Appendix E) where marine rocky intertidal 
habitat is discussed in detail.   
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Marine rocky intertidal habitat at Montauk Point is primarily located within the intertidal zone on 
the northern and southern ends of the revetment (USFWS 2003).  Presently only 18 acres of 
marine rocky intertidal habitat exists at Montauk Point.  Its Natural Heritage rank is “high” with 
its occurrence rate not specifically known, ranging from 5 or fewer (S1) to 6–20 (S2) 
occurrences.  It is described as the only natural rocky intertidal area of Long Island (USFWS 
2003).  It is a unique habitat type because it is exposed to colder waters and higher wave action 
than other Long Island habitats.   
 
This marine rocky intertidal habitat at Montauk Point is specifically classified as boulder beach 
(USFWS 2003).  Boulder beaches are partially exposed beaches primarily composed of round 
boulders between 10 inches and 10 feet in diameter (USFWS 2003).  Underneath each boulder 
lies a thick layer of coarse and fine sediments that typically support infaunal communities.  
Boulder fields function as a stable environment for the attachment of algae and organisms (Ward 
1999).  Larsen and Doggett (1981) describe boulder beaches as one of the most diverse of the 
intertidal habitats.  A complete discussion of the organisms occupying this habitat type is 
presented in Section 3.4.1.   

 
Mr. Larry B. Liddle, a professor of Biology and Marine Science at Southampton College of Long 
Island University, described the geologic and biological importance of marine rocky intertidal 
habitat as "The Montauk Lighthouse sits on a bluff that overlooks the only natural rocky 
intertidal area in Long Island.  Directly in front of the lighthouse and north of it is the richest part 
of that zone, a small stretch of approximately 200 feet of rocky intertidal.  It is a unique area 
because of the particular geographical location of Long Island with respect to the impact of the 
glacier, latitude and the impact of the Gulf Stream.  This rocky intertidal is exposed to colder 
waters, more active currents and higher wave action than other habitats on Long Island. The 
unique topography of boulder-sized rocks which create tide pools, supports a marine flora and 
fauna characteristic of a more northern habitat such as seen on the north side of Cape Cod, 
Massachusetts, on up to Maine.  To the south there is little natural rocky intertidal anywhere all 
the way to Florida.  The biota at Montauk, however, is unique because it includes both northern 
species, such as the rock weed Ascophyllum nodosum with lesser abundance, and southern 
species such as Sargassum filidipendula, not seen above Southern Connecticut. All the 
organisms in this dynamic habitat are maintained by active recruitment of stages that are capable 
of attaching to the rocks under high wave conditions.  It is well known that the spawn of many 
intertidal organisms is released at low tide with a lunar periodicity in order to effectively 
establish populations during periods when wave action doesn't wash the new individuals out to 
sea away from their preferred substrate" (USFWS 2003). 
 
3.3.2 Beach and Dunes 
 
The beaches to the north and south of the Lighthouse are narrow and sparsely vegetated 
communities on substrates of unstable sand, gravel, or cobble.  These communities occur above 
mean high tide and are often modified as a result of storm waves and wind erosion.  The 
maritime dunes associated with these beaches are covered by American beachgrass (Ammophila 
breviliqulata) and wooly beachheather (Hudsonia tomentosa).  Farther landward where there is a 
decrease in the amount of salt spray and sand burial, less specialized species such as seaside 
goldenrod (Solidago sempervirens) and beach pea (Lathyrus japonicus) accompany the 
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American beachgrass.  The composition and structure of the vegetation on the dunes is often 
variable depending on dune stability (Edinger et al. 2002).   
 
3.3.3 Vegetated Uplands and Bluffs 
 
A mosaic of open canopy maritime plant communities occurs on much of the Montauk 
Peninsula, particularly grassland, heathland, and shrubland communities.  These communities 
comprise what is collectively referred to as moorlands (USFWS 1997, Edinger et al. 2002).  
These maritime communities occur on sandy, glacially derived soils of the Atlantic Coastal Plain 
and are under the influence of a maritime climate characterized by moderate temperatures, a long 
frost-free season, ocean winds, and salt spray.  The grasslands are generally dominated by 
bunch-forming grasses such as little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), common hairgrass 
(Deschampsia flexuosa), and poverty-grass (Danthonia spicata).  Maritime heathlands on the 
Montauk Peninsula are dominated by bearberry (Arctostaphylos uva-ursi), beach heather 
(Hudsonia tomentosa), blueberry (Vaccinium spp.), black huckleberry (Gaylussacia baccata), 
bayberry (Myrica pensylvanica), and beach plum (Prunus maritima).  Maritime shrublands 
include black cherry (Prunus serotina), pin cherry (Prunus pensylvanica), American holly (Ilex 
opaca), sumac (Rhus glabra and R. copallinum), bayberry, arrow-wood (Viburnum dentatum var. 
lucidum), hawthorn (Crataegus spp.), beach plum, wild rose (Rosa spp.), catbrier (Smilax 
rotundifolia), and blackberry (Rubus spp.) (USFWS 1997, Edinger et al. 2002).  Shrubs such as 
scrub oak (Quercus ilicifolia), beach plum, salt-spray rose, bayberry, blueberry, and catbriar are 
also present adjacent to the maintained herbaceous lawn that surrounds the Lighthouse.  The 
revetment surrounding Montauk Point is generally unvegetated (Figure 2). 
 
Steep coastal bluffs surround Montauk Point to the north, east, and south.  Bluffs are an 
important part of the beach system and bluff erosion can act as a sand supply for the beach.  
Unlike most beach habitats, bluffs will never rebuild as a result of accretion.  Processes 
influencing bluff erosion include storm wave action, surface water runoff, groundwater seepage, 
and anthropogenic intervention in natural erosion and sediment supply processes (Bortman and 
Niedowski 1998).  In addition to the natural vegetation species that may be found on the steep 
bluffs of Montauk Point, vegetative erosion control measures were implemented by the Montauk 
Historical Society to stabilize the face of the bluff in front of the Lighthouse.  These measures 
involved terracing of the bluff face with filter boxes, and planting species such as beach grass 
and salt-spray rose (Rosa rugosa) (Montauk Lighthouse Erosion Control Project 2002).   
 
3.3.4 Wetlands 
 
The National Wetland Inventory map indicates that the Project area contains 16 different wetland 
types (USFWS 1981-2002).  However, only five of these wetlands are in the immediate area of 
the proposed Project (Figure 8).   
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The five coastal wetland types present in the immediate area of proposed construction activities 
are further divided into palustrine and marine coastal wetlands.  The two coastal palustrine 
wetlands are PUBV and PEMV5 (Figure 8).  Unconsolidated bottoms with permanent tidally 
influenced conditions characterize PUBV wetlands.  PEMV5 wetlands are tidally influenced 
freshwater system wetlands with a water chemistry characterized as having a mesohaline coastal 
halinity (i.e., chloride in the water ranges from 0.3% to 1.0%).  These two wetland types are 
associated with the coastal pond communities that have formed along the north shore of the 
Montauk Peninsula from False Point to Montauk Point (Figure 8).   
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Coastal pond communities generally are viewed as exceptionally valuable because of their 
unusually high species diversity (Keddy and Reznicek 1982), as well as their rare occurrence in 
coastal areas that are relatively developed.  These ponds are fed primarily by freshwater seepage 
and extensive drainage from the adjacent high ground, and are also subjected to intermittent 
brackish contributions caused by dune breaching during storm events.  Many of the coastal 
ponds in the Project area are heavily degraded from siltation caused by several environmental 
pressures including wind disturbance (and accompanying sand movement), salt spray, water 
level fluctuations, and human activities, and are dominated by common reed (Phragmites 
australis).  Two larger ponds, dominated by cattail (Typha latifolia), are located slightly further 
inland and retain greater vegetative diversity.   
 
The three coastal marine wetland types present in the immediate area of proposed construction 
activities are M2US2P, M2AB1N, and M2US1P (Figure 8).  M2US2P wetlands are 
characterized as marine intertidal wetlands with unconsolidated sand shores and a tidal water 
regime that is irregularly flooded.  M2AB1N wetlands are characterized as marine intertidal 
wetlands with algal aquatic beds and a tidal water regime that is regularly flooded.  Marine 
intertidal wetlands with unconsolidated cobble or gravel shores and a tidal water regime that is 
irregularly flooded characterize M2US1P wetlands.  These three marine wetlands types comprise 
the sand and cobble shores to the north and south of the existing revetment and are generally 
devoid of any vegetation.   
 
3.3.5 Invasive Species 
 
Under Executive Order 13112, Federal agencies whose actions may affect the status of invasive 
species shall not authorize, fund, or carry out actions that are likely to cause or promote the 
introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States or elsewhere unless the agency 
had determined and made public its determination that benefits of such action clearly outweigh 
the potential harm caused by invasive species.  The Invasive Plant Council of New York State 
(IPCNYS) created a list of the 20 most invasive species in New York (IPCNYS 2001).  Although 
this list does not have legal status, it is generally considered the best reference for invasive plants 
in the state.  Of the species on the list, common reed (Phragmites australis) occurs in the vicinity 
of the Project area and therefore has the potential to be spread as a result of implementation of 
the proposed Project.  The majority of the vegetated community types at Montauk Point are 
relatively free of invasive species.   
 
3.4 WILDLIFE 
 
The types and quality of habitats in the Project area are suitable for a diverse group of migratory 
and resident wildlife species.  These habitats include deepwater habitats, marine and maritime 
beaches, intertidal swales, coastal pond communities, natural dunes, and maritime shrublands 
that provide habitat for many species of fish and wildlife in and near Montauk Point.   
 
State and Federally-listed endangered and threatened wildlife species and communities of special 
concern are discussed in Section 3.5. 
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3.4.1 Benthic Communities 
 
Much of following information is taken directly from the USFWS’s FWCAR (Appendix E) 
where the benthic community of marine rocky intertidal habitats is discussed in detail.   
 
Site-specific studies and/or surveys describing the diversity and abundance of benthic organisms 
within the Project area are not available.  Benthos can be described as the complex community of 
plants and animals that live on or in the bottom sediments of oceans, streams, and wetlands.  The 
bottom composition of the Project area is composed of mostly rock along the existing revetment, 
surrounded by intertidal gravel/sand beaches to the north and south of Montauk Point.  Both 
intertidal rocky habitat and beach habitat at the Project area are exposed to rough, high-energy 
waves.  Distribution and composition of benthic fauna within the Project area is dependent on the 
organism’s ability to withstand heavy wave action and current motion, duration of exposure to 
the air, wide fluctuations in temperature and salinity, and the ability to exhibit diverse 
adaptations to harsh environments (Duxbury 1971, Lalli and Parsons 1993).   
 
Marine rocky intertidal habitat at Montauk Point is classified into three different zones, low 
intertidal, mid-intertidal, and high intertidal zone (USFWS 2003).  Physical factors such as the 
duration of air exposure, wave force, salinity, and biological factors such as competition for 
space and predation, play a key role in species survival in each zone (Raffaelli and Hawkins 
1996).  Generally, physical factors dominate survival in the upper tidal zone and biological 
factors are more important in the lower zone (Chiba and Noda 2000). 
 
The low intertidal zone is an area only exposed during the lowest tides and is underwater most of 
the time.  Seaweeds and several species of benthic organisms are found here and relative to the 
upper parts of the rocky shore, there is tremendous species diversity in this zone (Lerman 1986).  
Southern kelp (Laminaria saccharina) and purple sea urchin (Urbica pustulate) are two species 
typically found in a northeastern rocky shore, low intertidal zone. Hydroids, bryozoans, sea 
slugs, worms, crabs, and tunicates are among the invertebrates that live on the seaweeds in the 
low intertidal zone (Lerman 1986). 
 
The mid-intertidal zone is briefly exposed to air once or twice a day at low tide. Sessile 
invertebrates such as barnacles (Balanus spp.), mussels (Mytilus spp.), and chitons (Tonically 
spp.), can be found throughout this zone, as well as mobile species such as green crab (Cacicus 
menus) and common sister starfish (Asterias forbesi), which feed upon sessile invertebrates. 
Rockweed (Fucus spp.) is the dominant submerged aquatic vegetation and provides cover and 
substrate for many plants and animals (Lerman 1986). 
 
The high or upper intertidal zone is exposed to air for long periods twice a day (DeVogelaere 
1996).  Because this zone extends above the highest point wetted by the tide, some of the 
permanently attached organisms are only moistened by salt spray and splash from breaking 
waves (Lerman 1986). The animals and plants living here are able to withstand long periods 
exposed to the air.  Snails of the genus Littorina, commonly called periwinkles, are the dominant 
animals. They are mobile and will graze on the algal film that covers the substrate. During 
exposure to air, they retreat into their shells and seal the opening with mucous secretions. This 
allows them to retain moisture and avoid desiccation.  Limpets (Notoacmaea spp.) are also found 
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among the periwinkles, grazing on microscopic blue-green algae (Calothrix spp.) and lichen 
(Verrucaria spp.) (Lerman 1986). 
 
Other common rocky habitat benthic species found within the Project area consist of American 
lobster (Homarus americanus), bee chitons (Chaetopleura apiculata), Atlantic rock crab (Cancer 
irroratus), blue mussel (Mytilus edulis), bryozoans (Crytosula spp. and Microporella ciliata), 
common oyster (Crassostrea virginica), frilled anemone (Metridium senile), isopods (Idotea 
spp.), northern rock barnacle (Balanus balanoides), northern horse mussel (Modiolus modiolus) 
periwinkles (Littorina spp.), scuds (Gammarus spp.), and sea stars (Asterias spp. and 
Leptasterias spp.) (USACE 1993, USFWS 2003).  Infaunal clams including soft shell clam (Mya 
arenaria) and jingle shell clam (Anomia simples) may also be found in this area (USFWS 2003). 
 
Intertidal zones of sandy beaches exposed to severe wave action often seem entirely devoid of 
life and appear barren when compared with rocky shores or mud communities (Lalli and Parsons 
1993).  Common sandy habitat benthic species found within the Project area consists of air-
breathing amphipods (beach hoppers or beach fleas), Atlantic horseshoe crab (Limulus 
polyphemus), fast burrowing wedge-shaped clams (Donax spp. and Tellina spp.), ghost crab 
(Ocypode quadrata), isopods, and burrowing polychaete (segmented) worms such as the bamboo 
worm (Clymenella torquata) and trumpet worm (Pectinaria gouldi) (Lalli and Parsons 1993, 
USACE 1993). 
 
3.4.2 Finfish and Shellfish 
 
The nearshore zones of Long Island and New Jersey share a number of characteristics and are 
part of a larger ecosystem called the Mid-Atlantic Bight.  More than 60 species of marine and 
anadromous fish use this ecologically productive ecosystem as a feeding area (USFWS 1997).  
Table 5 provides a list of the commonly identified finfish and shellfish species near the Project 
area.   
 
Finfish 
 
Important commercial and recreational finfish species found near the Project area include the 
American sand lance (Ammodytes americanus), American shad (Alosa sapidissima), Atlantic 
croaker (Micropogonias undulates), Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scombrus), Atlantic menhaden 
(Brevoortia tyrannus), black sea bass (Centropristis striata), bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), 
northern kingfish (Menticirrhus saxatilis), scup (Stenotomus chrysops), spot (Leiostomas 
xanthurus), striped bass (Morone saxatillis), summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus), weakfish 
(Cynosion regalis), and winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus) (USFWS 1997, 
Bortman and Niedowski 1998, USFWS 2003).  The Great Peconic Bay to Montauk Point 
appears to be much more productive than other estuaries and embayments around Long Island 
for finfish species such as weakfish, winter flounder, and scup (Peconic Estuary Program [PEP] 
2001).   Migratory finfish species such as bluefish, summer flounder, striped bass occur in 
seasonal abundance at Montauk Point (PEP 2001). 
 
Common migrant anadromous species found near the Project area include the alewife (alosa 
pseudoharengus), American shad, Atlantic menhaden, Atlantic silverside (Menidia menidia), 
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blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), and striped bass (USFWS 1997, Bortman and Niedowski 
1998, PEP 2001). 

 
Table 5. Finfish and Shellfish Species Likely to Occur in the Vicinity of the 

Project Area. 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Finfish  
Alewife Alosa pseudoharengus 
American sandlance Ammodytes americanus 
American shad Alosa sapidissima 
Atlantic croaker Micropogonias undulates 
Atlantic mackerel Scomber scombrus 
Atlantic menhaden Brevoortia tyrannus 
Atlantic silverside Menidia menidia 
Bay anchovy Anchoa mitchilli 
Black sea bass Centropristis striata 
Blueback herring Alosa aestivalis 
Bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix 
Northern kingfish Menticirrhus saxatilis 
Scup Stenotomus chrysops 
Spot Leiostomas xanthurus 
Striped bass Morone saxatilis 
Summer flounder Paralichthys dentatus 
Weakfish Cynoscion regalis 
Winter flounder Pseudopleuronectes americanus 
Shellfish  

American lobster Homarus americanus 
Blue crab Callinectes sapidus 
Blue mussel Mytilus edulis 
Common oyster Crassostrea virginica 
Purple sea urchin Arbacia puncyulata 
Rock crab Cancer irroratus 
Source: USACE 1993, USFWS 1997, Bortman and Niedowski 1998. 

 
Shellfish 
 
Site-specific studies and/or surveys describing the diversity and abundance of shellfish within the 
Project area are not available.  Shellfish species with important commercial or recreational value 
near the Project area are American lobster, blue mussel, common oyster, purple sea urchin, 
Atlantic rock crab, and Atlantic surf clam (Spisula solidissima) (USFWS 2003). 
 
Unlike the finfish species that have the capabilities of swimming freely in the water column to 
escape desiccation, temperature and salinity extremes, and high energy wave actions, shellfish 
species in the intertidal and subtidal zones of the Project area possess diverse adaptations for 
living on rocky shores (Lalli and Parsons 1993).  Common oyster are known to secrete 
cementing substances for firm attachment, whereas blue mussel secrete tough elastic byssal 
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threads from a gland in the foot to secure their position.  In addition, certain animals (e.g., some 
sea urchins and rock-boring clams) are equipped to bore into hard surfaces by mechanical 
abrasion and/or chemical secretion (Lalli and Parsons 1993). 
 
3.4.3 Essential Fish Habitat  
 
Pursuant to Section 305(b)(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (MSFCMA), Federal agencies are required to consult with the NMFS regarding any action 
they authorize, fund, or undertake that may adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).  For 
assessment purposes, an adverse effect has been defined in the Act as follows:  “Any impact 
which reduces the quality and/or quantity of EFH.  Adverse effects may include direct (e.g., 
contamination or physical disruption), indirect (e.g., loss of prey, reduction in species’ 
fecundity), site specific or habitat wide impacts, including individual, cumulative, or synergistic 
consequences of actions.”  EFH has been designated for species for which Federal management 
plans have been developed.  The District has prepared a detailed EFH Assessment for the 
Project, provided as Appendix C. 
 
3.4.4 Reptiles and Amphibians 
 
Site-specific studies and/or surveys describing the diversity and abundance of amphibians and 
reptiles within the Project area are not available.  However, the New York State Amphibian and 
Reptile Atlas Project sponsored by the NYSDEC has recorded several reptile and amphibian 
species as occurring in or in the vicinity of the Project area.  Species of frog and toad such as the 
green frog (Rana clamitans melanota), northern spring peeper (Pseudacris crucifer), and 
Fowler’s toad (Bufo fowleri) are common to the area and can be found inhabiting fresh and 
brackish water wetlands and ponds (NYSDEC 2001b).  Diamondback terrapins (Malaclemys 
terrapin) are also common to Long Island waters (Morreale 1992), although their preference for 
more estuarine waters associated with bays and marshes make their presence in the Project area 
unlikely.  Common snakes such as the eastern ribbon snake (Thamnophis sauritus), eastern 
garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), and northern black racer (Coluber constrictor) can be found 
inhabiting vegetated upland and wetland areas in the Project area (NYSDEC 2001b).  Several 
species of sea turtle seasonally migrate through the deeper waters off Montauk Point.  However, 
their presence in the shallow nearshore waters associated with the Project area is not likely.   
 
3.4.5 Birds 
 
The annual Christmas “bird count” on Montauk Point consistently tallies from 125 to 135 
species, one of the highest totals in the Northeast United States among participating localities 
(USFWS 1997).  The following is a brief summary of the species likely to be found utilizing the 
marine and terrestrial habitats at Montauk Point.   
 
The nearshore open waters surrounding Montauk Point provide regionally significant and critical 
wintering waterfowl habitat and concentration areas (USFWS 1997).  Common species of 
waterfowl likely to occur in the nearshore waters off Montauk Point are the American black duck 
(Anas rubripes), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), lesser scaup (Aythya marila), greater scaup 
(Aythya affinis), and Canada goose (Branta canadensis).  Species more common to bays and 
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deeper water habitats of the Montauk Peninsula are the common loon (Gavia immer), common 
eider (Somateria mollissima), white-winged scoter (Melanitta fusca), surf scoter (Melanitta 
perspicillata), black scoter (Melanitta nigra), oldsquaw (Clangula hyemalis), bufflehead 
(Glaucionetta albeola), common goldeneye (Bucephala clangula), great cormorant 
(Phalacrocorax carbo), and red-breasted merganser (Mergus serrator) (Turner 2001).  Harlequin 
duck (Histrionicus histrionicus) and king eider (Somateria spectabilis) occur regularly during the 
winter, and this area is the southernmost regular wintering population of harlequin ducks on the 
East Coast (USFWS 1997).  The majority of these species do not breed in the Project area and 
tend to concentrate during the mid-winter months using the shallow waters to feed on benthic 
invertebrates, hard clams, blue mussels, fish, and submerged aquatic vegetation (Andrle and 
Carroll 1988, USFWS 1997).  The sea duck concentrations around Montauk Point are the largest 
nearshore winter concentrations in New York State (USFWS 1997).   
  
The nearshore waters of the Montauk Peninsula provide forage for several species of shorebirds 
such as the spotted sandpiper (Actitis macularia), sanderling (Crocethia alba), semipalmated 
plover (Charadruis semipalmatus), lesser yellowlegs (Totanus melanoleucas), greater yellowlegs 
(Tringa flavipes), and herring gull (Larus argentatus).  Several species of wading birds may 
occur in the area including the snowy egret (Egretta thula), green heron (Butorides virescens), 
and black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax) (Andrle and Carroll 1988, Pleuthner 
1995).   
 
The yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia), American robin (Turdus migratorius), gray catbird 
(Dumetella carolinensis), common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), and song sparrow 
(Melospiza melodia) are common breeders within the scrub-shrub and wetland habitats 
surrounding the Lighthouse (Andrle and Carroll 1988).  Other common bird species known to 
utilize the habitats within the Project area include the American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), 
red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), killdeer 
(Charadrius vociferous), Northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), willow flycatcher (Empidonax 
traillii), American goldfinch (Carduelis tristis), Eastern phoebe (Sayornis phoebe), bank 
swallow (Riparia riparia), and blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata) (Bull 1974, Andrle and Carroll 
1988).  The American kestrel (Falco sparverius) may breed at Montauk Point (Andrle and 
Carroll 1988).  Ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchicus), American woodcock (Scolopax 
minor), and Northern bobwhite (Colinus virginianus) are known to occur at Montauk Point 
(Andrle and Carroll 1988).   
 
3.4.6 Mammals 
 
Site-specific studies and/or surveys describing the diversity and abundance of mammals within 
the Project area are not available.  Terrestrial species most likely to occur in the Project area are 
habitat generalists tolerant of development, including the white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
virginianus), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus 
floridanus), eastern chipmunk (Tamias striatus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), muskrat (Ondatra 
zibethica), little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), house mouse (Mus musculus), and white-footed 
mouse (Peromyscus leucopus) (Connor 1971, USFWS 2003).   
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In the past, gray seals (Halichoerus grypus) and harbor seals (Phoca vitulina) often used the 
rocks that make up the revetment around Montauk Point as haulout areas during the winter 
(USFWS 1997, PEP 2001).  However, the Riverhead Foundation and the NMFS Stranding 
Network representative for Montuak Point, report that seals no longer appear to utilize the 
revetment or the beach proximal area at Montauk Point (USFWS 2003; Appendix B).  It appears 
that the human presence, local topography, hydrodynamics, and food availability conspire to 
limit the desirability of the area to seals.  The Riverhead Foundation reports that a seal haul out 
area is located approximately one mile north, northeast of the Project area and is utilized by three 
species of seals, the harp seal (Phoca groenlandica), harbor seal, and hooded seal (Cystophora 
cristata) (Appendix B).  All of these seal species are protected under the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act of 1972, as amended in 1994.   
 
3.5 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES AND COMMUNITIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN 
 
Section 7 of the ESA requires a Federal agency to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or 
carried out by the agency does not jeopardize the continued existence of Federally-listed 
endangered and threatened species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the 
designated critical habitat of Federally-listed species.  The USACE is required to consult with 
the USFWS and/or the NMFS to determine whether any Federally-listed or proposed species, or 
critical proposed critical habitat may occur in the proposed Project area, and to determine the 
proposed action’s potential effects on these species or critical habitats.  If the proposed Project 
would affect a listed species or critical habitat, the District must report its findings to the USFWS 
and NMFS in a Biological Assessment (BA).   
 
To comply with the requirements of Section 7 of the ESA, the District has conducted informal 
consultations with the USFWS and NMFS regarding the presence of Federally-listed or proposed 
listed endangered and threatened species and their critical habitat in the vicinity of the proposed 
Project (Appendix B).  In addition, the USFWS has contacted the NYSDEC’s Natural Heritage 
Program to review their database regarding Federally-listed and state-listed endangered and 
threatened species potentially occurring in the Project area (USFWS 2003).  The following 
sections discuss the Federal and state species of concern identified by these agencies and other 
sources (Table 6).  Areas or communities of special concern, or that require special management, 
are also discussed below. 
 
3.5.1 Federal Species of Concern  
 
The Federally-listed endangered Atlantic ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) and leatherback 
(Dermochelys coriacea) sea turtles and threatened loggerhead (Caretta caretta) and green 
(Chelonia mydas) sea turtles have been identified as transient species through the Project area 
(Beach 1992).  Recent studies indicate that the nearshore waters within Peconic Bay, Gardiners 
Bay, Block Island Sound, and Long Island Sound are critical developmental habitat for juveniles 
of the Atlantic ridley sea turtle and a major feeding area for the loggerhead sea turtle (USFWS 
1997, Bortman and Niedowski 1998, PEP 2001).  Juvenile Atlantic ridley sea turtles recorded in 
Long Island waters represent the largest concentrations ever documented outside the Gulf of 
Mexico (Morreale et al. 1992).  In the Northeast, during the summer months, juveniles 
(approximately 2 to 5 years of age) of the Atlantic ridley, loggerhead, leatherback, and green sea 
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turtles migrate from the open ocean to inshore waters including areas along the coast of Long 
Island (Bortman and Niedowski 1998). 
 
Federally-listed endangered northern right whales (Eubalaena glacialis) (usually individuals) are 
regularly sighted migrating through the nearshore waters off Montauk Point, usually from March 
through June (USFWS 1997) and have been identified as a transient species by the NMFS 
(Beach 1992).  Small aggregations of Federally-listed endangered finback whales (Balaenoptera 
physalus) feed close to shore from Shinnecock Inlet to Montauk Point from January to March, 
and Federally-listed endangered humpback whales (Megaptera novaengliae) feed all around 
Montauk Point, primarily between June and September (USFWS 1997). 
 
One Federally-listed endangered plant, the sandplain gerardia (Agalinis acuta), has been 
historically known to have occurred at several locations within the Project area (USACE 1993), 
and there are two extant areas containing this plant within two miles of the Project area (USFWS 
1992).  According to the NYSDEC Wildlife Resources Center, this plant has not been identified 
in the Project area since 1927 (USACE 1993).  Several site visits by District personnel along 
with local naturalists and town biologists have concluded that the sandplain gerardia is not 
present in the Project area (USACE 1993).  
 
Table 6. Federal and State Listed Endangered and Threatened Species that May Occur 

in the Vicinity of the Project Area. 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status State Status 
Reptiles 
Atlantic ridley sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii E E 
Green sea turtle  Chelonia mydas T T 
Leatherback sea turtle  Dermochelys coriacea E E 
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta T T 
Birds 
Red-shouldered hawk  Buteo lineatus Not listed SC 
Least bittern  Ixobrychus exilis Not listed T 
Whip-poor-will Caprimulgus vociferous Not listed SC 
Northern harrier  Circus cyaneus Not listed T 
Osprey Pandion haliaetus Not listed SC 
Mammals    
Finback whale  Balaenoptera physalus E E 
Humpback whale  Megaptera novaeangliae E E 
Northern right whale  Eubalaena glacialis E E 
Vascular Plants 
Salt-marsh spikerush  Eleocharis halophila Not listed T 
Sandplain gerardia  Agalinis acuta E E 
Seabeach knotweed  Polygonum glaucum Not listed R 
Small’s knotweed  Polygonum buxiforme Not listed E 
Southern arrowwood  Viburnum dentatum var. venosum Not listed T 

Key: E=endangered, T=threatened, R=rare, and SC=species of concern. 
Source:  Andrle and Carroll 1988, Beach 1992, USFWS 1992, USFWS 1997, NYSDEC 2001a, NYSDEC 2002, 
USFWS 2002, USFWS 2003, NYSOPRHP 2003. 
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3.5.2 State Species of Concern 
 
Several of the Federally-listed threatened and/or endangered species identified within the vicinity 
of the Project area are also listed within New York State as rare, threatened, or endangered 
species.  In addition, several species that may occur in the vicinity of the Project area are listed 
only by New York State as species of concern, rare, threatened, or endangered.  All state-listed 
endangered and threatened species are protected under the NYSECL §11-0535. 
 
The threatened least bittern (Ixobychus exilis) and northern harrier (Circus cyanus), and three 
species of concern, the red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), whip-poor-will (Caprimulgus 
vociferous), and osprey (Pandion haliatus), may potentially nest in the vicinity of the Project 
area (USFWS 2003).  The state-listed endangered sandplain gerardia was historically identified 
as occurring in the Project area (see Section 3.5.1), and the rare seabeach knotweed (Polygonum 
glaucum), threatened saltmarsh spike rush (Eleocharis halophile), and endangered small’s 
knotweed (Polygonum buxiforme) may be present in the Project area (USACE 1993, USFWS 
2003).  In addition, Southern arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum var. venosum), a state-listed 
threatened species, is known to occur along the entrance loop road (NYSOPHP 2003) 
 
3.5.3 Areas or Communities of Special Concern and/or Management 
 
The USFWS lists the Montauk Peninsula Complex as a Significant Habitat Complex of the New 
York Bight Watershed (USFWS 1997).  Significant Habitat Complexes are identified by the 
USFWS to aid in the identification, description, distribution, and population status of key 
marine, coastal, and terrestrial species occurring within the near-coastal waters, coastal lands, 
and uplands of the New York Bight watershed.  The complex consists of undeveloped maritime 
communities that support an unusual diversity of rare plants and animals, and the nearshore 
waters support important concentrations of marine species.  
 
In 1993, the Peconic Estuary, which encompasses Montauk Point, was designated as an estuary 
of national significance and included in the USEPA’s National Estuary Program.  The National 
Estuary Program has identified the Peconic Estuary as embracing diverse resources and habitats, 
which, in turn, provide values and uses important to all the citizens of New York, as well as to 
residents of the region.   
 
The National Audubon Society of New York State recognizes Montauk Point (the area east of 
Montauk Lake to Montauk Point including offshore waters) as an Important Bird Area (IBA).  
IBAs are designated for sites that represent the most important habitats for the survival of birds 
and the conservation of bird species.  Specifically, Montauk Point was recognized due to its 
importance to wintering waterfowl, and for supporting the largest winter concentration of sea 
ducks in the state.  In addition, the site’s importance to pelagic seabirds, migrant songbirds, and 
state threatened and special concern species is noted.   
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3.6 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
Socioeconomic conditions in the Project area in the Township of East Hampton, Suffolk County, 
New York, are affected by the area’s development and zoning regulations.  Much of the eastern 
portion of Long Island has been preserved primarily as recreational and open space according to 
land use planning and zoning ordinances.  This area is relatively sparsely developed for 
residential, commercial or industrial purposes, and is considered to have no land available for 
significant development of these land uses (Suffolk County Planning Department [SCPD] 2001).  
In particular, development in the Project area is dominated by Montauk Point State Park, which 
includes the Lighthouse and its associated historic structures.  These two recreational areas (the 
state park and the Lighthouse) influence the specific socioeconomic conditions of the Project 
area, which are associated with use of the area for tourism or recreational purposes by both 
seasonal and year-round residents and visitors. 
 
3.6.1 Demographic Characterization 
 
Demographic information for the Project area suggests that although population in Suffolk 
County has increased by 7.4% between 1990 and 2000 (from 1,321,864 people to 1,419,369 
people), population density remains concentrated in the western part of Suffolk County.   
Although the average population density of Suffolk County is 1,558 people per square mile, the 
five western towns in Suffolk County have a population density of 2,292 people per square mile, 
and contain 91% of the county’s population.  Conversely, the population density of eastern 
Suffolk County is 362 people per square mile, and contains only 9% of the county’s population 
(SCPD 2002). 
 
3.6.2 Economy and Income 
 
Economic information for the Project area indicates that, in general, Suffolk County’s local 
economy is characterized by healthy employment figures and low unemployment.  The 
unemployment rate for Suffolk County is 3.8%, which is below the definition of full employment 
of 4%, set by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.  Employment opportunities are provided by an 
increasingly diverse base.  The defense industry remains a strong employer in Suffolk County, 
with additional employment opportunities in medical care, banking, educational institutions, 
department stores, and manufacturers (SCPD 2002).  Suffolk County’s local economy is also 
closely associated with the hotel and motel industry (including bed-and-breakfast lodging), 
particularly in eastern Suffolk County, where occupancy is primarily seasonal and associated 
with the tourism in this area.   
 
Tourism is a particularly important part of the Suffolk County economy, and is focused on the 
eastern part of Suffolk County.  This half of Suffolk County contains 986 miles of shoreline, and 
over 70,000 acres of parkland.  In addition to the hotel and motel industry (including bed-and-
breakfasts), Suffolk County has more than 38,000 seasonal homes designed specifically to 
accommodate the influx of seasonal visitors during prime vacation times of the year (SCPD 
2002). 
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Montauk Point State Park is used by an average of 904,185 visitors annually; the Lighthouse is 
used by an average of 106,723 visitors annually (USACE 2005).  These two areas contribute 
significantly to the local economy of Suffolk County, by attracting vacationers as well as local 
residents to enjoy the recreational opportunities at Montauk Point including sightseeing, surfing, 
and fishing (Levine 2002).  These temporary and regular users of the Project area contribute to 
the local economy by using ancillary facilities such as local restaurants, hostelries, and various 
businesses (Ahearn 2002).  The value of Montauk Point State Park and the Lighthouse are such 
that a loss of property associated with the park or with the Lighthouse would be expected to cost 
the region almost $3 million per year due to a loss of visitation (USACE 2005). 
 
Suffolk County considers the local farming industry to be related to the tourism industry, with 
the open agricultural landscapes contributing to the rural, undeveloped nature of eastern Suffolk 
County.  A farmland protection program is in place in Suffolk County, through which more than 
7,000 acres of farmland has been protected from development to preserve the rural and 
undeveloped character of eastern Suffolk County (SCPD 2002). 
 
Income information indicates that the per capita personal income for Suffolk County residents is 
$33,803, which is 18% higher than the national average per capita personal income of $28,546.  
The median household income in Suffolk County is $63,312, and this relatively high median 
household income contributes to Long Island’s (comprised of Nassau and Suffolk counties) 
ranking as the metropolitan area with the highest household income of the largest 20 
metropolitan areas in the country.  Suffolk County has one of the lowest poverty rates in New 
York State, with only 6.3% of the county population below the national poverty rate of $17,463 
(SCPD 2002). 
 
3.6.3 Housing 
 
Housing information for the Project area indicates that housing availability in Suffolk County is 
both year-round and seasonal.  Suffolk County is also considered to have a tight housing market, 
with correspondingly high prices for housing.  In general, Long Island has a very high 
percentage of owner-occupied housing, with an owner occupancy rate of 80%.  Homeowner 
vacancy rates for Suffolk County are very low, with a 0.9% vacancy rate.  Currently the median 
price for a previously-owned home in Suffolk County is $215,200.  Rental housing is also high, 
with a fair market rental fee of between $1,000 and $1,500 per month for a one-bedroom 
apartment (SCPD 2002).   
 
3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 
The Lighthouse is of national significance and is on the National Register of Historic Places and 
the State Register of Historic Places.  As an agency of the Federal Government, the District has 
certain responsibilities for ensuring that the plans of the proposed Project are in compliance with 
all relevant cultural resources protection laws.  The federal statutes regarding these 
responsibilities include Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended, Executive Order 11593, 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Procedures for the Protection of Historic and 
Cultural Properties (36 CFR Part 800).  State regulations include the State Historic Preservation 
Act, which is modeled after the NHPA and administered through the New York State Office of 
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Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.  SHPA requires that Federal projects follow the 
framework or procedures of Section 106 of the NHPA.  In accordance with NHPA, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) advises and assists Federal agencies in carrying out their 
historic preservation responsibilities.  In New York State, the SHPO is the Commissioner of 
NYSOPRHP.  It is these preservation laws and directives that guide the District in the 
implementation of the study authority to protect this site and its associated features.   
 
Congressional authorization for this Project requires protection of the Lighthouse, its associated 
facilities, and the vicinity of the Lighthouse Complex.   
 

Committee on Environment and Public Works, U.S. Senate, May 15, 1991. 
 
“Resolved by the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the United States 
Senate, that the Secretary of the Army is hereby requested to review the report of the 
Chief of Engineers on Fire Island to Montauk Point, New York, published as House 
Document Number 86-425, 86th Congress, 2nd session, and other pertinent reports, to 
determine whether modifications of the recommendations contained therein are advisable 
at the present time, with a view to preserving, restoring, and protecting Montauk Point 
and vicinity, including the historic Montauk Lighthouse and associated facilities, from 
erosion, environmental degradation, and coastal storm damage.” 

 
Although not clearly defined, the terms “associated facilities” and “vicinity” possess meanings 
greater than their standard usages with regard to this particular case.  Both the natural landscape 
of the bluff and the cultural landscape of the Lighthouse Complex must be considered one and 
the same in terms of protection.  Without each aspect, neither can exist.  If the bluff, which has 
eroded almost 200 feet in approximately 200 years, continues to erode, the Lighthouse Complex 
will be destroyed.  Conversely, if the Lighthouse Complex is moved, the cultural landscape will 
also be destroyed, affecting the current landscape views of eastern Long Island.    
 
3.7.1 The Cultural History of the Montauk Point Area: Overview 
 
The eastern portion of Long Island contains evidence for prehistoric occupation dating back to 
the Paleo-Indian period, as indicated by the recovery of 14 fluted points and biface blades across 
Long Island.  However, permanent prehistoric occupation of the study area by prehistoric 
peoples is not clearly represented until the Archaic Period, with eastern portions of Long Island 
occupied during the Middle Archaic Period by groups who would eventually become the 
historic-period Montauket, and by Terminal Archaic or Transitional Period groups, represented 
on the island by sites dating to the Orient Complex.  A variety of unprovenienced, diagnostic 
projectile point types from a collection of prehistoric artifacts of Montauk Point are indicative of 
Late Archaic to Late Woodland occupations.   
 
The structures of the Montauk Point Lighthouse Complex, including the Lighthouse, keeper’s 
dwelling, and other associated buildings, have remained the only evidence for historic-period 
settlement of the eastern tip of Long Island.  The Lighthouse is the oldest lighthouse in the State 
of New York.  President George Washington authorized construction for the Lighthouse in 1796, 
and John McComb, Jr., constructed the tower and surrounding structures later that year.  From 
the seventeenth century until 1873, the greater part of the surrounding Montauk peninsula was 
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pastureland.  In 1873, Frank and Mary Benson purchased the land surrounding the Lighthouse 
property for use as a hunting and fishing resort.  However, for the most part, the peninsula has 
remained an undeveloped area into the mid 20th century (Brighton 1992, McLean 1999).  
 
The structures associated with the Lighthouse property underwent periodic repairs and 
renovations throughout the 19th century.  After 1900, a number of additions and renovations were 
made to the Lighthouse property, including the construction of buildings related to safety and 
rescue, as well as defense, during World War II.  Early to mid 20th century buildings at the 
Lighthouse property included an oil house (1904), and World War II and post-war period 
structures such as the fire control tower (1942), a fire control station/bunker, and a troop 
barracks, although the barracks were demolished by 1951, and erosion of the bluff has caused the 
control station/bunker to slide off of the bluff.  In 1987, the Lighthouse was fully automated, 
with a new automated optic revolving beacon (Brighton 1992, Montauk Point Lighthouse 
Museum 1996, McLean 1999; see also Heffner 1988, 1989, and 1994, for further information 
related to the historical and structural aspects of the Lighthouse).  
 
3.7.2 Project Area Cultural Resources 
 
Three previous cultural resources investigations have been conducted at the Lighthouse.  These 
investigations included documentary research, field survey, and limited subsurface testing. 
Coordination with the NYSOPRHP, the New York State Museum, the Suffolk County Historical 
Society, and local historians were undertaken to help build the documentary history/record of the 
area.  All projects resulted in the identification of historic sites at the Lighthouse property, and 
recommended further testing where appropriate. 
 
In 1992, the District conducted a limited Phase I cultural resources survey (Brighton 1992).  
These investigations of the survey was to assess the impact erosion control measures might have 
on NRHP-eligible historic properties or archaeological resources.  The Phase I survey was 
conducted on the bluff to the south of the Lighthouse and museum, in areas west and south of the 
garage, and on the bluff north of the guardhouse (Brighton 1992). 
 
Between 1999 and 2000, a private consultant, Jo-Ann McLean Archaeological Consultants, 
performed additional Phase I investigations at the Lighthouse (McLean 1999, McLean 2000).  
These Phase I surveys, which were conducted under contract to the Montauk Point Historical 
Society, were designed to assess the impact of the proposed construction of a gift shop west of 
the garage, based on the high sensitivity of the Lighthouse grounds for cultural resources 
(McLean 1999, McLean 2000). 
 
In 2002, building upon the earlier Phase I cultural resources investigations, the District 
contracted with Panamerican Consultants, Inc. to conduct Phase II cultural resources 
investigations at the Lighthouse, including subsurface testing along the edge of the bluff area 
(Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 2002).  Results of the Phase II investigations indicated several 
sites within the Project area may be eligible for the NRHP, including a stone walkway or floor, a 
trash pit, a well and barn foundations.  Aside from the recovered historic materials, there is a 
high potential for the recovery of Native American remains (Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 
2002).   
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3.7.3 Archaeologically Sensitive Areas: Identification and Evaluation Methodologies 
 
All cultural resource investigations conducted within the Lighthouse Project area were 
performed in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and the Treatment of Archaeological 
Properties (ACHP 1980). These investigations focused on the potential culturally recovered sites 
and remains relating to both Native American and the historic period of the Lighthouse’s 
operation. 
 
The Lighthouse property is archaeologically sensitive for prehistoric remains. Diagnostic 
prehistoric artifacts found at Montauk Point, including projectile points, groundstone tools and a 
pestle, are displayed in a glass-covered wooden case within the Montauk Lighthouse Museum.  
A variety of projectile point types are present in the collection, although unfortunately, these 
artifacts have no recorded provenience.  Although close analysis of these points was not 
conducted, some have shape characteristics of Squibnocket Triangle, Bare Island, Levanna and 
Madison, which are indicative of Late Archaic to Late Woodland occupations.  Cultural resource 
investigations conducted by Brighton in 1992 recovered the tip of a quartz projectile point on the 
slope southwest of the Lighthouse (Brighton 1992). 
 
The Lighthouse property is also archaeologically sensitive for historic remains.  In particular, the 
historical archaeological record at this property has the potential to contribute information 
relating to the keepers’ lifestyles and households, including “the day-to-day operation,” the 
“types of goods that they used, the types of foods that they ate, and how they ordered and 
landscaped the lighthouse grounds to suit their needs” (Brighton 1992:46).  The continued 
investigation of the historic archaeological sites at the Lighthouse Complex will add to the 
growing information that exists on the daily function and activity of this area.   
 
3.7.4 Historic Structures 
 
As previously stated, the Lighthouse, located on the eastern tip of Long Island and constructed in 
1796, is the oldest lighthouse in the State of New York.  From the seventeenth century until 
1873, the greater part of the Montauk peninsula was pastureland, and the lighthouse, keeper’s 
dwelling, and other associated buildings have remained the only historic-period settlement of the 
point.  In 1873, Frank and Mary Benson purchased the land surrounding the Lighthouse property 
for use as a hunting and fishing resort, and the peninsula has remained an undeveloped area up to 
the present day, with Montauk Point State Park northwest of the Lighthouse property, and Town 
of East Hampton lands and Camp Hero (now a state-run former U.S. military reservation) to the 
south and southwest (Brighton 1992, McLean 1999).  
  
The Lighthouse was constructed of “brown Chatham stone” between June and November of 
1796, on Turtle Hill, 390 feet (119 m) from the water's edge (Britten 2000).  A keeper’s dwelling 
was built 200 ft (61 m) west of the Lighthouse tower to facilitate well water access.  The original 
keeper’s dwelling was a two-story frame house.  By 1838, the keeper’s dwelling was in such 
poor condition that a new house was built, under contract, by Henry B. Havens.  Instead of 
replacing the old keeper’s dwelling, the new 1½-story brick and frame structure was built against 
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the south wall of the old building.  By 1857, further work was needed on this new house, as well 
as the Lighthouse itself.  The tower renovations were completed in 1860.  During this period of 
renovation, the first keeper’s dwelling was demolished, along with an 1806 kitchen addition 
attached to its north side.  A new keeper’s house was built on the hill next to the Lighthouse 
tower, along with an oil house and well.  A fog signal was built east of the tower in 1873.  The 
brick-and-frame 1838 keeper’s dwelling was converted into a barn after the original barn was 
destroyed by a hurricane (McLean 1999:25).  It was again renovated between 1937 and 1939 to 
serve as a garage.   
 
After 1900, additions and renovations to the Lighthouse property included the construction of 
buildings related to safety and rescue, as well as defense during World War II.  A new oil house 
was built in 1904.  War and post-war period structures include the fire control tower (1942), a 
fire control station/bunker, and a troop barracks.  The barracks were demolished by 1951, and 
erosion of the bluff has caused the control station/bunker to slide off of the bluff.  In 1987, the 
lighthouse was fully automated, with a new automated optic revolving beacon (Brighton 1992, 
Montauk Point Lighthouse Museum 1996, McLean 1999; see also Heffner 1988, 1989, and 
1994, for further information related to the historical and structural aspects of the Lighthouse).  
 
Over the years there have been many Lighthouse keepers.  The first were Jacob Hand and his son 
(Josiah or Jared).  In the 1820s, Henry Baker was the keeper, and by 1837, Patrick Gould was in 
charge.  It was Gould who had asked that a new house (the 1838 dwelling) be built.  During the 
summers between 1819 to 1857, the keepers opened the house to seasonal overnight guests, 
charging a fee to stay, and “vending intoxicating liquors on the government premises” (Hefner, 
quoted in Brighton 1992:20).  The visitors hunted, fished, picked berries, and sketched (McLean 
1999:22).  The poet Walt Whitman was one of these guests in the mid-1850s (Brighton 1992:18). 
However, by 1857, the newly created Lighthouse Board had established a policy against such 
visitors.  
 
3.8 LAND USE AND ZONING 
 
Land use in the Project area is classified as recreational open land (SCPD 2001), and consists of 
Federally-owned property associated with the Lighthouse, and state-owned property associated 
with the Montauk Point State Park (USACE 2005).  The MHS owns the Lighthouse, which is 
listed on the NRHP (USACE 2005).  Several other structures are associated with the Lighthouse, 
one of which houses a museum for the Lighthouse.  These properties, including the museum, are 
maintained and operated by the MHS (USACE 2005, Montauk Historical Society 2000).  
Currently, the associated structures to the lighthouse are not listed on the National Register. 
However, the NYSOPRHP has recommended to the MHS that they reapply for National Register 
status for these structures to join the Lighthouse, which is already on the list.  This will create a 
“Historic District/Complex” for Montauk Point.  The MHS is currently preparing to begin the 
submission process.  Because the navigational aids associated with the Lighthouse are 
automated, the historic structures, including the Lighthouse, are used primarily to support 
tourism-related activities at Montauk Point (Montauk Historical Society 2000).  The 862-acre 
Montauk Point State Park, which surrounds the Lighthouse and associated historic structures, is 
currently owned, maintained, and operated by the NYSOPRHP (NYSOPRHP 2003).  The state 
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park is used for a variety of recreational activities, including sightseeing, surfing, fishing, hiking, 
in-season hunting, and picnicking. 
 
Camp Hero State Park is located south of Montauk Point State Parkway, and south of Turtle 
Cove.  It is 754 acres, with an annual visitation of approximately 35,000.  It provides recreational 
uses similar to Montauk Point State Park, with the exception of picnicking, and includes ball- 
fields and cross-country skiing (NYSOPRHP 2002). 
 
The Town of East Hampton has established three zoning districts in the Project area:  single 
family residential (A-5); single family residential (B); and park and conservation land (PC).  In 
the A-5 district, the minimum residential lot size is 5 acres.  In the B district, the minimum 
residential lot size is 1/2 acre.  The PC district has potential for rezoning for development as an 
A-5 district (USACE 2005).   
 
3.9 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT  
 
The Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 requires Federal agency activities to be 
consistent with the state’s approved Coastal Management Program (CMP).  This requirement 
applies to all Federal activities and Federally-authorized activities within, as well as activities 
outside, the state’s coastal zone that affect the zone.  The Project is located in the designated 
coastal zone in New York (New York State Department of State [NYSDOS] 2002). 
 
For the proposed Project, the USACE is the lead Federal agency and the NYSDEC is the non-
Federal cooperating agency.  The NYSDOS, Division of Coastal Resources reviews projects and 
activities of Federal agencies for consistency with the policies of the New York State CMP.  For 
state agency actions involving an EIS, the EIS must include an identification of the applicable 
coastal policies and a description of the effects of the action on those policies, whether the 
agency is acting as the lead or the involved agency (NYSDOS 2002). 
 
3.10 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE WASTES 
 
An assessment of Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) in the Project area was 
conducted by reviewing recent state and Federal data sources.  No HTRW sites or New York 
State-listed Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites have been identified within the Project area 
(NYSDEC 1998b, USEPA 2002).  The initial reconnaissance report (USACE 2005) for the 
Project included a survey for HTRW in and around the Project area.  No evidence of HTRW was 
identified within the Project area.  However, there were two sites nearby that contain HTRW. 
 
The Montauk landfill is located several miles away from the Project area and was being 
investigated for potential seepage from septic lagoons.  However, there was no evidence that this 
seepage would impact Montauk Point.  Camp Hero, a former military installation, is 
approximately 1 mile southeast of the Project area.  Potential HTRW at Camp Hero consisted of 
underground storage tanks (oil storage), above ground storage tanks, transformers, and a 
deteriorating sewage treatment plant.  Although some seepage from these HTRW sources may 
have occurred at Camp Hero, there is a very low probability that the contaminants would impact 
the Project area in hazardous concentrations (USACE 1993).  Additionally, an HTRW 
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assessment at the Montauk Military Reservation, which is closer to Montauk Point than Camp 
Hero, resulted in a NOFA (no further action) finding (USACE 1993). 
 
3.11 NAVIGATION  
 
Montauk Point is located at the extreme eastern end of the southern fork of Long Island and 
separates the Atlantic Ocean to the south and Block Island Sound to the north.  Due to the 
proximity of the open ocean (i.e., deep water) to Montauk Point, no Federal or state navigational 
channels are present near the proposed Project area.  The Lighthouse, commissioned by 
President Washington in 1796, was completed in 1797 and served as an important navigation aid 
for the first land encountered by ships headed for New York Harbor and Long Island Sound, as 
well as other eastern seaboard ports. 
 
3.12 AESTHETIC AND SCENIC RESOURCES 
 
Aesthetic and scenic resources in the Project area are derived from the open coastal vistas of 
Montauk Point, and have been enhanced through the area’s use for recreation and open space as 
part of Montauk Point State Park.  Due to the vantage point offered by the elevation of the Turtle 
Hill plateau, the view from Montauk Point includes relatively undeveloped natural scenic 
resources associated with views of the Atlantic Ocean, Long Island Sound, and Block Island 
Sound, as well as adjacent uplands to the west, and islands to the north.  The Project area attracts 
sightseers interested in views of natural scenic resources that include vistas of open water, as 
well as the potential for wildlife observation, such as migratory waterfowl.    
 
In keeping with the open coastal setting of the Project area, development within the Project area 
has been modest, and consists primarily of the Lighthouse and its six associated historic 
structures.  The Lighthouse and the six associated historic structures have an aesthetic and scenic 
value that is associated with a specific type of cultural resource, Lighthouses, which sustain an 
enormous popular interest by the public, and which have a close association with maritime 
history.  The aesthetic quality of the Lighthouse complex is enhanced by its large number of 
original structures in their original locations on the landscape of Montauk Point, reflecting the 
development of the Lighthouse system of navigational aid through time (USACE 1993).  The 
contribution of the Lighthouse to the aesthetic and scenic resources of the Project area has been 
recognized with the registration of the Lighthouse on the NRHP, and its consideration for NHL 
status.  The Lighthouse and the six associated historic structures of the Lighthouse complex may 
also be eligible for listing as a National Historic District (USACE 1993).   
 
73.13 RECREATION 
 
Recreational opportunities within the Project area are associated with Montauk Point State Park, 
Lighthouse and its associated historic structures, and offshore areas along Montauk Point.  The 
facilities of the approximately 862-acre Montauk Point State Park support a variety of year-
round recreational activities, including sightseeing, seashell collecting, picnicking, wildlife 
observation, recreational fishing, hunting, and the multiple uses of trails for hiking, cross-country 
skiing, and horseback riding.  The trails within Montauk Point State Park also comprise the 
easternmost extension of the Paumanok Path, a more than 100-mile-long system of trails that 
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traverse Long Island, and that includes the Pine Barrens Trail, East Hampton’s Northwest Path, 
and the Stephen Talkhouse Path.  The Lighthouse and its associated historic structures provide a 
museum that interprets the history of the Lighthouse, and access to an enclosed deck at the top of 
the Lighthouse for sightseeing.  Offshore and shorefront areas along Montauk Point are 
particularly popular for recreational activities such as surfing and fishing.  The Montauk Point 
State Park also issues about 20 to 30 photographic permits for commercial filming of the parks 
scenic setting.   
 
Montauk Point is considered to be one of the best surfing locations along the East Coast, 
primarily due the physical characteristics of the shoreline at Montauk Point.  The particular 
projection of the land surface into the currents of the Atlantic Ocean at Montauk Point suggests 
that wave conditions at Montauk Point are transformed and enhanced by diffraction, a “wrap 
around” effect of the waves caused when they pass the end of Montauk Point.  This diffraction, 
or “wrap around” effect, results in “clean surfable waves” off of the shoreline (Nelsen 1996).  
The diffraction of waves at Montauk Point is enhanced by the headland effect of the projection 
of the land surface at Montauk Point, which serves to concentrate wave energy as the waves 
converge on the projection of the land surface into the nearshore waters of the Atlantic Ocean.  
Surfers or “surfriders” are attracted from all over the country to enjoy the specific waves and 
scenic setting that the point offers.  The “Alamo” is the most popular surfing location and is 
located south of the Project area.   
 
The Surfrider Foundation, with over 28,000 members and 52 local chapters in the United States, 
represents the locally and nationally organized group dedicated to the protection and enjoyment 
of the world's oceans, waves, and beaches for all people, through conservation, activism, 
research, and education (Surfrider Foundation 2002).  Members of this group have expressed 
interest in the study of erosion control and storm protection at Montauk Point (USACE 2002b). 
 
Montauk Point is considered to be one of the great fishing areas for migratory game fish in the 
Northeast, and the premier east coast striped bass fishery spot.  Recreational fishing is an 
important part of the local economy, attracting “surfcasters” from across the nation.  The stone 
walkway that surrounds the entire point was built into the design of the current revetment to 
provide access for surfcasters to all the near shore waters surrounding the point.  The existing 
revetment also provides stone platforms that provide casting areas.  With over 900 members, the 
Montauk Surfcasters Association represents the locally organized fishing group (Montauk 
Surfcasters Association 2002).  The New York Sport Fishing Federation has also expressed 
interest in the study of erosion control and storm protection at Montauk Point. 
 
Camp Hero State Park is located south of Montauk Point State Parkway, and south of Turtle 
Cove.  It is 754 acres, with an annual visitation of approximately 35,000.  It provides recreational 
uses similar to Montauk Point State Park, with the exception of picnicking, and includes ball- 
fields and cross-country skiing (NYSOPRHP 2002). 
 
3.14 TRANSPORTATION 
 
The Project area is geographically linked to adjacent population centers by two main roads: 
Montauk Point State Parkway (State Route 27) and Old Montauk Point Highway (County Route 



 

MONTAUK POINT, NEW YORK 
STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT  

October 2005 52 Environmental Impact Statement 

80).  Montauk Point State Parkway runs on an east-west axis through the center of Montauk 
Point, and functions as the main transportation route in the Project area.  Old Montauk Point 
Highway also runs on an east-west axis, but is located along the southern edge of Montauk Point, 
and functions as a secondary transportation route in the Project area.  A small network of local 
access roads links the various internal activity areas within Montauk Point State Park (USACE 
2005). 
 
The Project area is also served seasonally by the Suffolk County Transit System’s Summer Bus 
Route 94, which provides daily service between Montauk Village and the Lighthouse from 
Monday through Saturday, between July 1 and August 31.   
 
3.15 AIR QUALITY 
 
Suffolk County is within the New York-New Jersey-Long Island Air Quality Control Region, 
which is designated as a severe ozone nonattainment area.  Suffolk County is designated as an 
attainment area for carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, respirable particulate matter, lead, and 
nitrogen dioxide (USEPA 1997). 
 
3.16 NOISE  
 
Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound.  The day-night noise level (Ldn) is the most 
widely used descriptor of community noise levels.  The unit of measurement of the Ldn is the A-
weighted decibel (dB-A) that closely approximates the frequency responses of human hearing. 
 
The primary source of noise in the Project area is vehicular traffic on local roadways.  Noise 
level measurements have not been obtained in the Project area.  In lieu of measurement, the noise 
levels in the Project area can be approximated based on the existing land uses.  The USEPA 
document Protective Noise Levels (USEPA 1978) lists typical day-night sound levels at various 
locations.  The primary land use in the Project area is recreational.  Typical day-night sound 
levels in recreational areas range from 39 to 59 dB-A (USEPA 1978).  Therefore, it can be 
assumed that the existing sound levels in the Project area are within this range.  Similarly, it can 
be assumed that sound levels in the Project area are at the lower end of this range due to the lack 
of development in the area. 



 

MONTAUK POINT, NEW YORK 
STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT  

October 2005 53 Environmental Impact Statement 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
4.1 TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 
 
The topography of the Project area would be impacted by the construction of the revetment.  In 
particular, the revetment would involve the placement of boulders along the lower portion of the 
bluff, raising the elevation by approximately 7 feet along the revetment upper footprint, a 
negligible direct impact.  The expected lifespan of the revetment is at least 50 years, which is 
considered a permanent impact to the local topography.  The new revetment will not change 
wave refraction patterns around Montauk Point, change erosion or accretion rates of the adjacent 
shoreline, or alter the near shore bathymetry.  Existing wave down-rush conditions will be 
maintained by replacing existing large loose toe stones at the base of the revetment that are not 
required for construction in their existing patterns. 
 
Implementation of the revetment is expected to result in significant benefits to the existing 
topography by stabilizing the bluff and shoreline.  The current revetment structure is expected to 
fail during the next 15-year or greater storm event (USACE 2005), possibly resulting in the loss 
of one or more large chunks of shoreline during each storm.  Subsequent to the failure, the bluff 
at Montauk Point would continue to erode at an estimated average long-term rate of 1 to 3 feet  
per year at the top of the bluff(USACE 2005). 
 
4.2 WATER RESOURCES 
 
4.2.1 Regional Hydrogeology and Groundwater Resources 
 
The construction of the revetment would not impact regional hydrology or groundwater 
resources because the revetment construction would occur at the surface of the bluff and along 
the Montauk Point shoreline.   
 
The existing topography at Montauk Point provides the hydrology and groundwater flow that 
have been determined to play an important role in the nutrient availability at the sensitive 
interdunal pond communities along the northern shore of Montauk Point State Park (USACE 
2005).  Initial studies conducted at coastal ponds (Schneider 1992) suggest that nutrient 
availability is an important factor in determining plant community composition.  The existing 
revetment structure is expected to fail during the next 10-year storm event, possibly resulting in 
the loss of one or more large chunks of shoreline during each storm.  Subsequent to the failure, 
the exposed bluff of Montauk Point would continue to erode at an estimated average long-term 
rate of 1 to 3 feet per year (USACE 2005).  Loss of the bluff would be expected to negatively 
influence the nutrient availability at these coastal ponds through the permanent alteration of 
existing groundwater sources, water levels, and topography (USACE 2005).  Implementation of 
the proposed revetment is expected to result in significant long-term benefits to the existing 
hydrology and groundwater flow by stabilizing the bluff and shoreline.   
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4.2.2 Tidal Influences 
 
The construction of the revetment, which includes placement of large boulders along Montauk 
Point shoreline, would not impact large scale tidal patterns of the area.  The revetment would not 
have any significant impact on the existing wave refraction around Montauk Point, because the 
existing loose stones at the toe of the revetment would be replaced after the buried toe is 
constructed.  Because the buried stone toe of the proposed revetment, would stabilize the toe of 
the offshore slope, no further bathymetric changes are expected adjacent to the Montauk Point.  
The District has designed the revetment to have minimal impact on wave patterns while still 
providing adequate erosion protection by minimizing the revetment footprint to that necessary to 
accomplish bluff and shoreline stabilization objectives. 
 
4.2.3 Surface Water 
 
During construction of the revetment, a temporary increase in turbidity of nearby surface water is 
expected.  However, the suspended materials (i.e., unconsolidated organic and inorganic 
particles)  would be expected to settle out quickly or would be rapidly transported away by the 
strong tidal currents.  Following completion of in-water construction activities, water quality 
would be expected to quickly return to pre-construction conditions.  No significant long-term 
impacts on surface water quality are expected.  A draft CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
Evaluation has been completed and is provided as Appendix D.  
 
4.2.4 Erosion and Downdrift Sand Movement 
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
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shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
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10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study.  
 
4.3 ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES 
 
No direct or indirect impacts to vegetation would occur because the areas where the selected 
Project footprint would impact beyond the footprint of the existing revetment are unvegetated.  
In addition, because existing roads and parking areas would be used for construction equipment 
and material access and staging, no direct or indirect impacts to vegetated habitats as a result of 
the movement or staging of equipment and materials are expected.  Individual community type 
impacts are address in the following sections. 
 
4.3.1 Marine Rocky Intertidal Habitat 
 
The proposed stone revetment would impact approximately 2.4 acres of land and ocean bottom 
along the shoreline.  Of this 2.4 acres, 0.7 acre would be beyond the footprint of the existing 
revetment and would impact marine intertidal gravel/sand beaches, maritime beaches, and 
marine rocky intertidal habitat located to the south of the existing revetment.  Although the 200-
foot extension of the revetment southward would impact some marine intertidal rocky habitat, 
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the majority and richest portion of this habitat type occurs north of the revetment (USFWS 2003) 
and outside of the Project impact area.     
 
Construction of the Project would result in the creation of rocky intertidal habitat at the toe of the 
new revetment.  The extension and enhancement of the existing revetment is expected to replace 
direct losses of marine rocky intertidal habitat through the creation of the same habitat type at the 
toe of the revetment where intertidal zones would form.  The USFWS concluded in the FWCAR 
that the habitat developed following Project construction will be approximately the same 
quantity and quality as the habitat lost due to construction of the Project and thus no net loss of 
in-kind habitat values would be experienced (USFWS 2003).  A discussion of impacts to the 
benthic community of the marine intertidal rocky habitat is detailed in Section 4.4.1.   
 
4.3.2 Beaches and Dunes 
 
Although Access Road 2 (Figure 7) is currently used by off road vehicles, the USFWS indicated 
that the additional vehicle use, especially by heavy equipment, could exacerbate erosion at 
Montauk Point.  The passage of vehicles on beaches can displace large quantities of sand 
seaward, alter the profile of dunes, reduce the vegetative cover on dunes, and damage wrack 
lines (USFWS 2003).  The use of Access Road 2 would require construction equipment to 
traverse approximately 1,600 feet more beach front than Alternate Access Road 2 (Figure 7), 
therefore the USFWS recommended within in its FWCAR that Alternate Access Road 2 be used 
instead of Access Road 2 (Appendix E).  The District agreed with this recommendation and 
would use Alternative Access Road 2 to avoid and minimize impacts to beach and dune habitat 
under the selected alternative.    
 
4.3.3 Vegetated Uplands and Bluffs 
 
Maritime grasslands, heathlands, and shrublands occur to the north, south, and west of the 
Lighthouse, on top of the Turtle Hill plateau, and outside of the revetment construction area. 
Thus, these upland areas would not be directly or indirectly impacted by construction of the 
revetment.  However, these community types, mostly maritime shrubland, occur immediately 
adjacent to proposed access roads and staging areas.  Heavy and over use by construction 
equipment in these areas has the potential to directly and indirectly impact these community 
types.  As a result of this potential impact to these communities, the District would clearly mark 
access road side and staging area limits with stakes and flagging.  These areas also would be 
monitored to ensure road widths and designated staging areas are not widened or extended 
beyond the designated area or the existing condition.  In addition, the District would implement 
soil and water protection measures along access roads and at staging areas to protect adjacent 
vegetated habitats from excess erosion caused by construction equipment use.  The coastal bluffs 
surrounding the Lighthouse would not be impacted and would receive protection from erosion 
through implementation of the selected alternative.  
 
4.3.4 Wetlands 
 
No direct or indirect impacts to freshwater wetlands, coastal ponds, or interdunal swales in the 
Project area are expected due to construction of the stone revetment.  The three unvegetated 
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marine wetlands (wetlands M2US2P, M2AB1N, and M2US1P) that comprise the sand and 
cobble shores to the north and south of the existing revetment would not be filled or dredged by 
construction of the new revetment.  The new revetment would essentially replace and stabilize 
the existing revetment within the existing revetment footprint.  The minor, temporary and 
localized suspended sediment generated by revetment construction would quickly settle out of 
the water column, and would not result in significant sedimentation in the Project area or the 
adjacent three unvegetated marine wetlands. 
 
The existing topography at Montauk Point provides the hydrology and groundwater flow that 
have been determined to play an important role in the nutrient availability at the sensitive coastal 
pond communities (wetlands PUBV and PEMV5) along the northern shore of Montauk Point 
State Park (USACE 2005).  Initial studies conducted at coastal ponds (Schneider 1992) suggest 
that nutrient availability is an important factor in determining plant community composition.  
The existing revetment structure is expected to fail during the next 10-year or greater storm 
event.  Subsequent to the failure, the bluff of Montauk Point would continue to erode at an 
estimated average long-term rate of 1 to 3 feet per year at the top of the bluff (USACE 2005).  
Loss of the bluff would be expected to negatively influence the nutrient availability at these 
coastal ponds through the permanent alteration of existing groundwater sources, water levels, 
and topography (USACE 2005).  Implementation of the revetment is expected to offer protection 
to these coastal pond communities by stabilizing the shoreline and preventing the loss of the 
bluff.   
 
4.3.5 Invasive Species 
 
Consistent with Executive Order 12112, the USACE would use general invasive plant species 
control measures, such as requiring contractors to clean equipment prior to beginning of work in 
the Project area and avoiding the use of hay bales for erosion control.  Because no direct or 
indirect impacts to existing vegetation are anticipated, and the Project will result in the 
construction of an unvegetated stone revetment, the introduction or spread of invasive species as 
a result of construction of the Project is unlikely.  The existing common reed communities exist 
over 50 feet from any proposed activities and would not be impacted; therefore, the accelerated 
spread or introduction of this species to new areas as a result of construction of the Project is 
unlikely.   
 
4.4 WILDLIFE 
 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 USC 662(a)) provides that whenever the 
waters of any stream or other body of water are proposed to be impounded, diverted, the channel 
deepened or otherwise controlled or modified, the District shall consult with the USFWS, the 
NMFS as appropriate, and the agency administering the wildlife resources of the state.  The 
consultation shall consider conservation of wildlife resources with the view of preventing loss or 
any damages to such resources as well as providing for development and improvement in 
connection with such water resource development.  Any reports and recommendations of the 
wildlife agencies shall be included in authorization documents for construction or modification 
of projects (16 USC 662(b)).   
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A FWCAR was submitted to the USACE by the USFWS on July 31, 2003 (Appendix E).  The 
FWCAR incorporates consultations with the NYSDEC and NMFS, regarding existing fish and 
wildlife resources, anticipated impacts, and recommendations for avoidance and minimization of 
impacts.  Overall, the USFWS concluded the impacts to fish and wildlife resources occurring 
within the footprint of the proposed construction area would be minimal (Appendix E). The 
NYSDEC concurred with the FWCAR’s conclusions and recommendations (Appendix B).   
 
4.4.1 Benthic Communities 
 
Construction of the Project would impose a one-time, temporary impact on existing benthic 
communities at the nearshore area of the Project area.  Certain species of benthic organisms (e.g., 
algae, barnacles, oysters, and mussels) that occur in rocky intertidal zones have developed strong 
means of attachment for clinging onto rock surfaces or other firm substrates, an adaptation that 
prevents them from being washed away by waves and currents (Lalli and Parsons 1993).  
Because of the sessile nature of these organisms, removal or building up of the existing 
revetment would result in the removal/burial and mortality of any attached benthic organisms 
located within the footprint of the proposed revetment.  Less motile benthic organisms (e.g., 
polychaetes, isopods, amphipods, clams, periwinkles) would be able to avoid disturbance to 
varying degrees, however mortality of several individuals of these species is expected as a result 
of construction of the Project.  More motile species such as the American lobster and crab 
species are expected to suffer these least mortality of the benthic communities.   
 
Construction of the revetment in the nearshore area of Montauk Point also would cause a slight 
temporary increase in turbidity to the adjacent waters of the Project area.  The sedimentation that 
settles may have the potential to cover the openings of dwellings of adjacent benthic organisms 
(e.g., polychaetes, clams, and crabs).  However, these benthic organisms have the ability to 
burrow through the sand and seek protection as an adaptation to living in the naturally harsh 
conditions of the Project area (i.e., exposure to high energy waves and potential for desiccation), 
and therefore would not be significantly impacted by the minor, temporary increase in 
sedimentation of adjacent waters during construction of the Project.   
 
The irregular surface and the crevices of the newly constructed stone revetment would provide 
protection, shelter, and a food source for many benthic organisms (Carter 1989) that inhabit the 
existing structure.  The extension and building up of the existing revetment would increase 
available space and refuge areas for colonization by early successional benthic organisms.  
Reconlonization by higher trophic level organisms is expected to occur soon after early 
successional species colonization.  Studies have demonstrated relatively rapid recolonization and 
recovery of the benthic community (USFWS 2003), especially in areas of high sediment mobility 
(Hall et al. 1991) such as the conditions present at the Project area.  The USFWS’s FWCAR 
concluded that, due to the amount of data supporting the rapid recovery of benthic organisms, 
there will be limited impacts to the subtidal benthic community as a result of Project 
implementation except in areas of direct stone placement where infaunal communities would be 
replaced with epifaunal communities (Appendix E).  
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4.4.2 Finfish and Shellfish  
 
Construction in the nearshore area of the Project area consists of 840 linear feet of revetment 
protection, replacing the existing revetment.  Construction of the stone revetment would impose 
a one-time, temporary impact on the existing finfish and shellfish species at the nearshore area of 
the Project area. 
 
Finfish 
 
During construction, finfish species that feed in the nearshore waters of Montuak Point, such as 
black sea bass and striped bass, would experience a short-term displacement and/or removal of 
food sources that live on and/or nearby the existing revetment.  Because of this food source 
disturbance and construction related disturbances to the water column, finfish species are 
expected to simply leave the area during construction and seek out appropriate food sources in 
areas adjacent to the Project area.  Temporarily displaced finfish are expected to return to the 
Project area and recruitment from adjacent habitats is expected to occur after completion of 
construction.  This recolonization would likely follow the recovery of the benthic communities 
which is expected to be rapid (see Section 4.4.1).  The USFWS concluded within their FWCAR 
that negative impacts to finfish are not expected as a result of implementation of the Project 
(Appendix E).  The District has prepared a detailed EFH Assessment for the Project, provided as 
Appendix C. 
 
Shellfish 
 
Similar to other benthic organisms, sessile shellfish species that are attached to hard surfaces of 
the existing revetment, such as blue mussel and common oyster, would experience a one-time, 
short-term impact from the temporary removal and building up of the existing revetment.  Motile 
shellfish species such as American lobster and Atlantic rock crab would also experience a one-
time, short-term impact resulting from the temporary removal or disturbance of potential shelters 
and food sources.  Although some species of shellfish are fairly motile, the mortality of 
individuals unable to escape construction activities is expected.  However, similar to the finfish 
species in the Project area, recolonization of the Project area by shellfish species is expected to 
occur after completion of the proposed Project.  Once the revetment is constructed, motile 
animals such as American lobster, crabs, and sea urchins will seek rock crevices and rock pools 
where the wave action is reduced and to avoid desiccation (Lalli and Parsons 1993).   
 
Construction of the revetment in the nearshore area of Montauk Point also would cause a slight 
temporary increase in turbidity to the adjacent waters of the Project area.  Increases in turbidity 
could affect the settling rate of shellfish ova and larva, and can clog and damage the gills of fish 
species (Uncles et al. 1998).  However, the majority of finfish and shellfish occurring in the 
Project area are adapted to wide fluctuations in turbidity of the nearshore waters of the Project 
area, such that these indirect impacts to finfish and shellfish area expected to be minimal as a 
result of construction of the proposed Project.   
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4.4.3 Essential Fish Habitat 
 
Temporary impacts on EFH are predicted during periods of active construction and would be the 
same as those described in Sections 4.4.1 (Benthic Resources) and 4.4.2 (Finfish and Shellfish).   
Habitat would be temporarily degraded during seawall and levee construction, as a result of 
elevated suspended sediment levels, temporarily lowering visual feeding efficiency, and irritating 
gill tissue.  However, the suspended sediments are expected to settle quickly out of the water 
column.  Therefore, no long-term adverse impacts on the water quality aspects of EFH are 
expected. 
 
Although sessile benthic invertebrates within and immediately adjacent to the 0.33 acres of 
permanently impacted intertidal zone would likely be destroyed or smothered during 
construction, benthic communities would naturally begin to re-establish nearby areas shortly 
after construction is completed. 
 
Of the EFH species that have designated habitat in the Project area, the species that are most 
likely to utilize areas in close proximity to the selected Project plan footprint are those that occur 
in shallow-depth coastal waters with sandy substrates.  Certain bottom dwelling species known 
to occur in areas of shallow-depth and sandy substrates, such as the flounder species, will lose a 
small amount of habitat as a result of the permanent placement of materials for the seawall.  
However, the total area that will be lost is minor in comparison to the remaining areas of this 
type of habitat available in the Project vicinity.  In addition, the vertical structure community that 
the revetment would promote may benefit several other EFH designated species.   
 
In compliance with the MSFCMA, the District has coordinated with the NMFS to assess impacts 
to EFH as a result of the Project.  The NMFS evaluated the existing resources and anticipated 
impacts of implementation of the selected Project plan to EFH in conjunction with the public and 
agency review period for this Draft EIS.  The NMFS determined that there are no anticipated 
impacts based on the project.  One issue, with regard to seal haul out areas, will be coordinated 
with, during the construction phase of the project, if necessary.   The District has prepared a 
detailed EFH Assessment for the Project, provided as Appendix C.  
 
4.4.4 Reptiles and Amphibians 
 
The majority of amphibians and reptiles known to exist in the region generally prefer fresh water 
and vegetated environments and are not likely to be associated with the unvegetated marine 
conditions of the area of new revetment construction.  The primary construction impacts would 
be concentrated in and around the intertidal, subtidal, and beach areas where reptile and 
amphibians would not likely occur.  In addition, existing parking lot and access roads would be 
used for construction equipment and material staging and access, such that no direct or indirect 
impacts to vegetated reptile and amphibian habitats are expected.  Therefore, impacts to reptile 
and amphibian species due to Project construction would be minimal.   
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4.4.5 Birds 
 
Construction of the proposed Project could have minor short-term and long-term impacts on 
terrestrial and pelagic bird populations occurring in the Project area.  Construction activities 
would result in the temporary and permanent loss of both marine intertidal gravel/sand beaches, 
maritime beaches, and maritime rocky intertidal habitats totaling approximately 0.7 acre.  
Temporary impacts would be those associated with the construction of the revetment, as the 
presence of construction machinery and human disturbance may deter some species from 
utilizing the Project area.  The permanent loss of 0.7 acre of gravel/sand beach and rocky 
intertidal habitat would occur as a result of the extension of the existing revetment 200 feet 
beyond its current extent.  Loss of beach habitat could negatively impact several species of 
shorebirds that utilize the beaches for feeding and resting, such as the spotted sandpiper and 
sanderling.  The Project would result in the temporary disturbance to those species of birds that 
may utilize the existing revetment for resting, however the new revetment would mimic the old 
revetment in material and design and immediate reestablishment of resting use is expected.  
Negative impacts to pelagic seabirds are not expected due to the high mobility and use of deeper 
water habitats by these species.  Also, because the tide and currents concentrate food sources, 
and would not be altered by the Project, impacts to wintering seabirds are not expected 
(Appendix E).  Following construction, bird species are expected to resume their normal habits 
consistent with post-construction habitat availability in and within the vicinity of the Project 
area.   
 
4.4.6 Mammals 
 
Construction of the proposed Project could have minor short-term impacts on terrestrial mammal 
populations occurring in the area.  Construction equipment traveling over terrestrial habitat could 
result in the temporary disturbance of habitat and possible mortality of less mobile, burrowing, 
and/or denning species of mammals during construction activities.  The return of ground 
dwelling species may be reduced, depending on the level of soil compaction that results from 
construction equipment traveling over terrestrial habitat.  Construction activities may also cause 
the temporary and permanent displacement of more mobile species due to increased human 
activity and habitat alterations.  All of these potential impacts are expected to be of minimal 
significance because vegetated environments would not be impacted by the Project.  In addition, 
existing parking areas and roads already subjected to compaction, and generally avoided by 
wildlife, would be used for access and staging.  Following construction, wildlife species are 
expected to resume their normal habits consistent with post-construction habitat availability in 
and within the vicinity of the Project area. 
 
Although there is a seal haulout area located one mile to the north, northeast of the Project area, 
seals do not appear to utilize the Lighthouse revetment or the beach proximal area (USFWS 
2003; Appendix B).  It appears that the human presence, local topography, hydrodynamics, and 
food availability at the Lighthouse conspire to limit the desirability of the area for seal activities 
(Appendix B).  Because of low habitat suitability, NMFS concluded that there exists a “no 
species present” condition in the Project area and no further coordination regarding impacts to 
seals would be required (Appendix B).   
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The District is committed to avoiding level B harassment of marine mammals.  Level B 
harassment is defined by the Marine Mammal Protection Act as activities having the potential 
“to disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing disruption of 
behavioral patterns, including, but not limited to, migration, breathing, nursing, breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering”.  As recommended by NMFS (Appendix B), the District would obtain a 
Marine Mammal Protection Act Incidental Harassment Authorization for the unlikely isolated 
event in which a seal harassment incident may occur.  This authorization would be obtained 
during construction if seals were encountered. 
 
4.5 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES AND COMMUNITIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN 
 
4.5.1 Federal Species of Concern  
 
Although several species of Federally-listed endangered and threatened species of animals and 
plants (discussed in Section 3.5.1) can be expected to occur in the general vicinity of the Project 
area at any time (USFWS 1992, Beach 1992), no impacts to these species are expected to occur 
as a result of construction of the stone revetment alternative (USFWS 2003).  The sea turtle and 
marine mammal species listed in Section 3.5, Table 6, are highly mobile and are only considered 
transient species in the Project area (Beach 1992).  Therefore, these species are highly unlikely to 
be present in the Project area during construction or would avoid the Project area during 
construction.  Furthermore, the construction of the revetment is not expected to negatively 
impact the preferred habitat of these species because they do not breed in the region and are 
considered pelagic.   
 
The Federally- and state-listed endangered sandplain gerardia (Agalinis acuta) has been 
historically known to occur at several locations within the Project area.  However, the NYSDEC 
Wildlife Resources Center has indicated that the sandplain gerardia has not been recorded since 
1927.  Several site visits by District personnel, along with local naturalists and biologists, have 
concluded that sandplain gerardia is no longer present in the Project area.  Therefore, the 
proposed stone revetment alternative is not expected to have any impacts to extant populations of 
the Federally-listed endangered sandplain gerardia. 
 
Additionally, the FWCAR concluded that no Federally-listed or proposed endangered or 
threatened species under the jurisdiction of the USFWS are known to exist within the Project 
impact area and that no habitat in the Project area is currently designated or proposed critical 
habitat in accordance with the provisions of the ESA (Appendix E).   
 
4.5.2 State Species of Concern 
 
Impacts to the state-listed rare seabeach knotweed, endangered Small’s knotweed, and threatened 
saltmarsh spike rush and southern arrowwood, which may be present within the Project area 
(USACE 2005, USFWS 2003, NYSOPRHP 2003), are not expected because construction 
activities would not impact vegetated areas (see Section 4.3).  To further minimize the potential 
impacts to those species potentially occurring along the northern shoreline of the Project area 
(i.e., seabeach knotweed, saltmarsh spike rush, Small’s knotweed), the District has agreed not to 
use Access Road 2, but will use Alternate Access Road 2 (Figure 7) as recommended by the 
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USFWS (USFWS 2003).  In addition, the District would implement soil and water protection 
measures and monitoring along access roads and staging areas to protect adjacent vegetated 
habitats from excess erosion caused by equipment use.   
 
The state-listed threatened northern harrier may breed in the general vicinity of the Project area.  
The northern harrier nests on the ground, usually in dense vegetation.  This species is more 
commonly associated with vegetated tidal wetlands and marshes.  Because implementation of the 
selected Project alternative would not impact vegetated habitats (see Section 4.3), impacts to 
individual northern harriers or their habitat are unlikely due to the Project.   
 
The state-listed threatened least bittern usually breeds in freshwater marshes.  The nest, which is 
constructed by both adults out of dead and live plant stems, is a platform with a shallow hollow.  
It is placed about one foot above water, usually on the base of dried plants.  Because the Project 
would not impact vegetated habitats (see Section 4.3), impacts to individual least bitterns or their 
habitat are unlikely. 
 
The red-shouldered hawk may breed in the general vicinity of the Project area.  Red-shouldered 
hawk nests are large, constructed of sticks, bark, leaves, and mosses, and built in large trees, 
usually 20 – 60 feet high (USFWS 2003).  Because implementation of the Project would not 
impact vegetated habitats (see Section 4.3), impacts to individual red-shouldered hawks and their 
habitat are unlikely.  Similarly, the osprey builds large nest platforms in large diameter trees or 
on artificial nest structures, therefore impacts to individual ospreys and their habitat due to the 
Project are unlikely.    
 
The whip-poor-will prefers open hardwood or mixed woodlands of pine, oak, and beech, 
particularly younger stands in fairly dry habitats (USFWS 2003).  Because implementation of the 
Project would not impact vegetated habitats (see Section 4.3), and because the whip-poor-will 
prefers forested habitats more inland than the Project area, impacts to individual whip-poor-wills 
or their habitat are unlikely.  
 
Although many of the animal and plant species discussed above are unlikely to be impacted by 
the proposed Project, the District would conduct pre-construction surveys for state-listed plants 
and birds and would coordinate with the NYSDEC regarding proper survey protocols as 
recommended in the USFWS’s FWCAR (Appendix E).  Further coordination with the NYSDEC 
would be initiated regarding recommendations to minimize and avoid disturbance if listed 
species are encountered.   
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4.5.3 Areas or Communities of Special Concern and/or Management 
 
Because the Project is, for the most-part, an in-kind replacement of the existing structure, the 
District anticipates that construction of the stone revetment alternative would have no effect on 
the ability of the Project area to continue to play an important role as part of the USFWS’s 
Montauk Peninsula Significant Habitat Complex, the USEPA’s Peconic Estuary, and the 
National Audubon Society’s IBA.  Montauk Point would continue to function as an important 
area for waterfowl, seabirds, and shorebirds.  The District does not anticipate any long term 
impacts to areas of special concern or management discussed above.   
 
4.6 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
4.6.1  Demographic Characterization 
 
The stone revetment alternative is expected to have no effect on the demographic characteristics 
associated with the Project area at the present time or in the future.  There would be no impact on 
the number, density, or racial composition of residents living within the Project area. 
 
4.6.2 Economy and Income 
 
The stone revetment alternative is expected to have a beneficial, long-term effect on the 
economic characteristics associated with the Project area through the protection of Montauk 
Point from inevitable future erosion and storm damage.  Such protection would preserve the 
bluff top and the Lighthouse for continued use by seasonal and permanent residents, and would 
result in a continuing contribution by the diverse recreational facilities located within the Project 
area to various aspects of the local economy, including the continued demand for seasonal 
housing, restaurants, and local businesses in support of the recreational uses of the Project area.   
 
The stone revetment alternative is expected to have limited short-term impacts on the local 
economy.  The District believes that this short-term impact to the local economy would be 
limited because areas adjacent to the Project area, including Turtle Cove and Camp Hero State 
Park, would remain open and usable to all.  In addition, the construction schedule would not 
have an effect on access to the Montuak Point Lighthouse or its regularly scheduled hours of 
operation.   
 
To mitigate any potential short-term impacts on the local economy, the District has coordinated 
with the Montauk Historical Society and NYSOPRHP to develop a plan that would minimize 
impacts on access as well as the aesthetic setting during construction.  Currently, the plan 
includes limiting the time of day when equipment and heavy-duty trucks access the area to off-
peak visitation hours.  This would reduce the negative impact that these vehicles may have on 
traffic and the relatively quiet, peaceful setting provided by the Montauk Point State Park.  
Although these off-peak hours have not yet been determined, a seasonal schedule would be 
developed in coordination with the Montauk Historical Society and NYSOPRHP.  In addition, 
reduced access to the revetment and portions of the beach would be ameliorated by allowing 
limited access to the current revetment for fishing during the construction period to the 
maximum extent practicable without causing a safety hazard.  This is proposed to be 
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accomplished by initiating construction on the south end of the revetment while having a delayed 
construction start date on the north end of the revetment.  This delay could allow a few additional 
months of access to the revetment by fisherman and could be scheduled to encompass peak use 
times for fishing (September to November).  However, eventually the entire revetment and 
staging areas immediately adjacent to the northern and southern ends of the revetment would 
need to be closed to the public.  At this time fisherman would still be able to fish from the 
adjacent beach areas.  In addition, a plan for notice and signage to the shorefront for sightseers, 
trail walkers, and fisherman would also be developed as needed during construction.  
 
The implementation of the above measures would reduce the impacts to access and aesthetic 
setting at Montauk Point.  
 
4.6.3  Housing 
 
The stone revetment alternative is expected to have no effect on the housing characteristics 
associated with the Project area at the present time or in the future.  The Project area is currently 
developed as recreational or open land, and is considered to have no land available for significant 
development as residential property (SCPD 2001).   
 
4.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
As previously described, all cultural resources investigations conducted at the Lighthouse were 
conducted in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and the Treatment of Archaeological 
Properties (ACHP 1980).  Information provided in the documentary record for the Project area, 
as well as from Phase I (site survey) and Phase II (field testing) investigations, has identified the 
potential effects of the proposed action on cultural resources at the Lighthouse, and the 
recommendations for avoiding, reducing, or mitigating these potential effects.  
 
4.7.1 Project Effects upon Prehistoric and Historic Sites 
 
Based on the results of previous cultural resource investigations, several of the archaeological 
sites uncovered around the Lighthouse are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP under several of 
the prescribed criteria.  Furthermore, the entire Lighthouse Complex itself is eligible as a 
National Register Historic District, possessing integrity and significance based upon the 
characteristics of location, setting, feeling, association and design, including “a significant 
concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects, united historically 
or aesthetically by plan or physical development (US Department of the Interior n.d.:5).”   
 
As previously stated, the replacement of the stone revetment at Montauk Point will not 
significantly impact the buried cultural resources that are located at the Lighthouse Complex, 
and, in fact, will help to preserve the cultural resources that have been identified by reducing the 
potential for further erosion of the bluff face.  However, it is the recommendation of the District 
that archaeological monitoring be conducted during the construction phase of the Project.  
Archaeological monitoring during the removal and replacement of the revetment stones will 
ensure that buried archaeological materials are not disturbed.  If previously unidentified 
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archaeological materials are uncovered during construction, the on-site archaeologist would 
evaluate their significance.  If any identified archaeological sites are determined to be potentially 
eligible for the NRHP, work will be halted and consultation with the NYSOPRHP will occur.  
Upon completion of consultation, if a finding of no-significance is determined, the Project will 
continue after the materials are recorded. 
 
4.7.2 Further Analysis of Project Effects 
 
As noted above, archaeological monitoring during the removal and replacement of the revetment 
stones will ensure that buried archaeological materials are not disturbed.  If previously 
unidentified archaeological materials are uncovered during construction, the on-site 
archaeologist would determine their significance.  If significance is determined, work will be 
halted and consultation with the NYSOPRHP will continue.  If a finding of no-significance is 
determined, the Project will continue after the materials are recorded. 
 
4.8 LAND USE AND ZONING 
 
Construction, operation, and maintenance of the revetment would not have any direct or indirect 
impacts on the existing land use and zoning in the Project area.  The existing land uses in the 
area would not change as a result of the Project.  Zoning designations would not be changed, nor 
would any homes or businesses be removed or displaced. 
 
With the NYSDEC acting as the non-Federal sponsor for the Project, and the MHS and the 
NYSOPRHP owning land surrounding the Project area, the revetment plan would be submitted 
to both the NYSDEC and the NYSOPRHP for review and comment prior to construction of the 
Project.  Similarly, because the Lighthouse and associated historic structures and property have 
been maintained by the Montauk Historical Society, the revetment plan would also be submitted 
to the Montauk Historical Society for review and comment prior to construction of the Project. 
 
4.9 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT  
 
As required under the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the District reviewed the 
proposed Project in relation to the applicable policies of the New York State CMP and 
determined that it is consistent with all relevant policies.  The New York State CMP Consistency 
Statement is provided as Appendix F of this DEIS. 
 
4.10 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE WASTES 
 
No impacts to any HTRW sites are expected to occur as a result of the proposed Project because 
no sites have been identified in the Project area.  The District would implement standard 
guidelines for the storage and cleanup of hazardous materials in the Project area during 
construction.  In addition, as recommended by the USFWS (Appendix E) an oil-spill 
contingency plan would be developed and coordinated among the USCG, NYSOPRHP, 
NYSDEC, and the construction contractor prior to any construction.  
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4.11 NAVIGATION 
 
Construction and replacement of the existing revetment is limited to the nearshore area of the 
Project area.  Due to the proximity of the revetment to the shore and the absence of Federal or 
state navigational channels near the Project area, no navigational channels would be impacted as 
a result of the proposed Project.  Construction of the proposed Project would have a long-term 
beneficial impact in securing the integrity of Turtle Hill plateau where the Lighthouse and 
associated facilities presently stand.  The Lighthouse and associated facilities are important 
because they act as a junction marker and a navigation aid for ships heading for New York 
Harbor and Long Island Sound, as well as other eastern seaboard ports. 
 
4.12 AESTHETIC AND SCENIC RESOURCES 
 
Long-term impacts to aesthetic and scenic resources resulting from the construction of the 
revetment are expected to be of minimal significance to natural and manmade landscapes.  The 
proposed revetment structure would be consistent with the existing revetment structure in the 
Project area and would result in very low levels of change in the surrounding landscape that 
would not attract undue visual attention. 
 
The proposed revetment would be located at the base of the bluff, and would not be a prominent 
part of scenic views from either the Turtle Hill plateau or from the Lighthouse.  Thus, any 
impacts to scenic resources would be primarily associated with offshore vantage points facing 
inland towards Montauk Point.  The proposed revetment would extend the length of the raised, 
curving, linear landscape element of the existing revetment by 200 feet to the south, and would 
be 7 feet higher than the existing revetment, making the proposed revetment slightly more 
prominent.  This prominence would be mitigated somewhat by incorporating stone material from 
the existing revetment into the proposed new revetment, allowing this landscape element to 
remain visually consistent with the current appearance of the Project area.   
 
Short-term impacts to aesthetic and scenic resources during the construction phase are also 
expected to be of minimal significance.  However, the District recognizes that construction 
equipment operating and traveling through the Project area during the 2-year construction period 
could have a negative effect on the scenic resources as well as the relatively quiet and peaceful 
setting normally provided by Montauk Point State Park.  As a result, the District has coordinated 
with the Montauk Historical Society and NYSOPRHP to develop a plan that would minimize 
impacts to these aesthetic resources.   
 
Currently, the plan includes limiting the time of day when equipment and heavy-duty trucks 
access the area to off-peak visitation hours.  This would reduce the number of encounters that 
visitors would have with construction equipment traveling to and from the staging areas and 
revetment.  Although these off-peak hours have not yet been determined, a seasonal schedule 
would be developed in coordination with the Montauk Historical Society and NYSOPRHP.   
 
The Montauk Historical Society, which operates the Lighthouse Museum, has further indicated 
the aesthetic and scenic resources of the Project area would be enhanced by the removal of the 
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bunker (Figure 2) from the shoreline during construction of the stone revetment alternative.  The 
District would remove this bunker during construction of the new revetment.  
 
4.13 RECREATION 
 
Visitors to Montauk Point use a substantial portion of the Project area specifically for 
recreational purposes as described in Section 3.13.  The majority of Project related activities (i.e., 
staging areas and revetment construction) primarily would be located at the base of the Turtle 
Hill plateau.  Recreational activities that occur on the Turtle Hill plateau, including those 
associated with the enjoyment of the Montauk Point State Park and the Lighthouse, would not be 
directly impacted during construction or maintenance of the proposed revetment.  However, 
numerous local members of interested parties such as the Montauk Surfcasters Association, New 
York Sport Fishing Federation, and the Surfrider Foundation, have expressed concerns that the 
proposed revetment could have a negative effect on the recreational qualities of the Project area, 
including recreational fishing and surfing (USACE 2002b).   
 
Construction of the stone revetment alternative in the Project area would result in short-term, 
direct impacts to recreational uses, such as use of pedestrian trails and the revetment for fishing, 
by temporarily limiting and/or blocking access to the beach front and the existing revetment.  
These short-term, direct impacts would primarily affect recreational fishing because surfcasting 
from the existing revetment is a popular activity at Montauk Point.  As a result of this potential 
impact, the District has coordinated with the Montauk Surfcasters Association and the New York 
Sport Fishing Federation to develop a plan that would minimize impacts on access to the 
revetment by fishermen during construction and enhance access after construction.   
 
A meeting was held between the District and the Montauk Surfcasters Association and the New 
York Sport Fishing Federation to discuss the proposed Project on May 8, 2003.  Representatives 
were primarily concerned about access to the revetment wall for fishing.  The District informed 
the Montauk Surfcasters Association and New York Sport Fishing Federation that access to the 
revetment for recreation fishing would be restricted, and times prohibited during construction.  
The District, in coordination with these organizations, has developed a construction schedule that 
will allow fishermen limited access to the revetment area during the initial stages of construction.  
Both organizations understand the importance of ensuring that there is a strong, stable, and long-
lasting revetment wall at Montauk Point and offered their full support of the Project.   
 
Specifically, access impacts during construction would be ameliorated by allowing limited 
access to the current revetment for fishing during the construction period to the maximum extent 
practicable without causing a safety hazard.  This is proposed to be accomplished by initiating 
construction on the south end of the revetment while having a delayed construction start date on 
the north end of the revetment.  This delay could allow a few additional months of access to the 
revetment by fishermen and could be scheduled to encompass peak use times for fishing 
(September to November).  However, eventually the entire revetment and staging areas 
immediately adjacent to the northern and southern ends of the revetment would need to be closed 
to the public.  During this time, fishermen would still be able to fish from the adjacent beach 
areas.  In addition, the District has informed the Montauk Surfcasters Association and New York 
Sport Fishing Federation that the post-construction revetment design would maintain or enhance 
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current levels of access and provide flat, stone fishing platforms from which to safely fish.  A 
plan for notice and signage to the shorefront for sightseers, trail walkers, and fishermen would 
also be developed as needed during construction.  As a result of implementation of these 
measures, short-term impacts on access to the shorefront by all users would be minimized.    
 
Although difficult to assess, the Surfrider Foundation believes that the construction of the 
existing revetment is thought to have negatively affected the natural surfing conditions in the 
Project area by affecting the way waves are reflected or redirected oceanward.  This 
consequently is thought to have a reducing effect on incoming wave height and velocity of 
offshore surf.  Most local surfriders are concerned that the increase in length and width of the 
proposed revetment would increase the degree of wave reflection over a wider area of the 
coastline, resulting in negative impacts to surfing conditions in the Project area.   
 
The Surfrider Foundation, Long Island Chapter, raised concerns regarding the impact of the 
proposed Project on recreational surfing during a Project scoping meeting held during two 
sessions on November 14, 2001.  In response, the District has held meetings and conference calls 
with the Surfrider Foundation in an effort to determine the their specific concerns.  The primary 
concern of the Surfrider Foundation is that an overall increase in the dimensions of the existing 
revetment wall by 20 feet seaward would have a negative impact on the quality and surfability of 
the waves in the offshore waters of Montauk Point, specifically in an area known as “The 
Alamo”.   
 
In response to the Surfrider Foundation’s concerns, the District performed modeling to determine 
the potential effect of implementation of the proposed Project on offshore waves.  The results of 
this modeling determined that the reflection coefficient for the existing revetment ranged from 
0.30 to 0.33, whereas the reflection coefficient for the proposed revetment would range from 
0.25 to 0.28, an approximate 15 percent reduction from that of the existing revetment.  This 
reduction is due to the milder front slope and the greater porosity of the thick layers of randomly 
placed stone of the proposed revetment.  Based upon the modeling results, the District believes 
that implementation of the proposed Project would have little to no impact on the quality or 
surfability of the waves in the offshore waters of Montauk Point, and may, in fact, have less 
impact than the existing structure.  The District has provided the modeling results and other 
pertinent information to the Surfrider Foundation for review and consideration.  The District also 
has encouraged the Surfrider Foundation representatives to present comments in writing during 
the public comment period for this DEIS. 
 
There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is considered to be good.  
The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing revetment, made of similar rock 
material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might effect waves.  As shown in the 
Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – Recreation, wave reflection 
coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed revetment alternative than for 
the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave conditions in any perceivable 
way. 
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Overall, implementation of the stone revetment alternative would not result in a significant short-
term loss of recreational use of Montauk Point.  Although the revetment wall would be closed to 
the public, the Turtle Hill plateau and adjacent beach front areas would remain open and usable 
by the public.  The District would implement the measures discussed above to ameliorate the 
temporarily reduced access to the beach front by recreational users.  Long-term impacts on 
recreation due to implementation of the proposed Project are considered to be beneficial, 
primarily as a result of the long-term preservation of Montauk Point State Park and the 
Lighthouse.      
 
4.14 TRANSPORTATION 
 
The stone revetment alternative is expected to have limited, short-term impacts to transportation 
within the Project area.  Such impacts would be associated with construction of the revetment, 
and would include the added presence of construction-related vehicles through Montauk Point 
State Park, and along access roads from the bluff top down to the shoreline.  Construction-related 
vehicles are expected to include slow-moving, heavy-duty construction equipment, as well as 
worker’s vehicles.  The added presence of construction-related vehicles may result in increased 
traffic and impediments to normal traffic flow in the Project area.  To help alleviate this impact 
during  construction phase of the Project, flagmen would be available and construction signs 
would be posted.  In addition, the District has coordinated with the Montauk Historical Society 
and NYSOPRHP to develop a plan that would limit the time of day when equipment and heavy-
duty trucks access the area to off-peak visitation hours.  This would reduce congestion along the 
Montauk State Park Highway (the only road in and out of the park).  Although these off-peak 
hours have not yet been determined, a seasonal schedule would be developed in coordination 
with the Montauk Historical Society and NYSOPRHP.  Following construction, the stone 
revetment alternative is not expected to have any impacts to transportation conditions in the 
Project area.  In addition, all roads would be monitored during the construction phase and 
returned to their pre-construction condition.   
 
4.15 AIR QUALITY 
 
No short-term or long-term impacts to air quality are expected to occur as a result of construction 
or maintenance of the stone revetment alternative.  A Clean Air Act, Statement of Conformity 
(Appendix G) has been signed by the District Engineer. 
 
4.16 NOISE 
 
Construction of the stone revetment alternative would result in a minor, temporary increase in 
noise generation as a result of the use of construction equipment.  After construction, the stone 
revetment alternative is expected to have no impact on noise. 
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4.17 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
In accordance with Executive Order 12898 (dated February 11, 1994), Federal agencies are 
required to identify and address the potential for disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 
and low income populations. 
 
According to the 2000 Census, 21% of the population residing within Suffolk County consists of 
racial minorities (SCPD 2002).  However, the proposed Project area is not located within a 
residential setting, indicating that the stone revetment alternative would not disproportionately 
affect clustered minority populations. 
 
Per capita income in Suffolk County was $31,300 in 1999, with approximately 6.7% of the 
individuals in Suffolk County identifying incomes below the poverty level (United States Census 
Bureau [USCB] 2000).  Again, because the proposed Project area is not located within a 
residential setting, no impacts are expected on the county’s low-income community. 
 
No adverse human health impacts are anticipated to result from the implementation of the 
proposed Project.  The proposed Project would provide an increased level of erosion and storm 
protection to the Suffolk County community, and residents would experience beneficial impacts 
in terms of preservation of the socio-cultural resources of the Project area.  Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required to address disproportionately high and adverse impacts to 
minority and low-income populations. 
 
4.18 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND CONSIDERATIONS THAT 

OFFSET ADVERSE EFFECTS 
 
The construction of the stone revetment alternative would result in certain unavoidable adverse 
impacts on the environmental resources located within the Project area.  Temporary and 
localized adverse environmental effects that may occur during construction include:  an increase 
in traffic, an increase in noise levels due to construction equipment, an increase of turbidity and 
sedimentation into water resources during construction, loss of less mobile wildlife including 
shellfish and other benthic organisms, and disruption of aesthetic, visual, and recreational 
resources. 
 
However, implementation of the stone revetment alternative is expected to generate numerous 
long-term beneficial impacts that would offset temporary adverse environmental impacts.  These 
long-term beneficial impacts include the protection of the most vulnerable portion of the bluff 
area from failure, offering protection to the Turtle Hill plateau, the Lighthouse and associated 
structures, and other historically important resources.  This protection would provide long-term 
protection to the socioeconomics of the area through the preservation the aesthetic, visual, 
historic, and recreational appeal that the Project area currently offers.  In addition, 
implementation of the stone revetment alternative is expected to offer protection to valuable 
interdunal pond communities that exist along the northern shore of Montauk Point State Park 
(see Section 4.3.1). 
 



 

MONTAUK POINT, NEW YORK 
STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT  

October 2005 73 Environmental Impact Statement 

4.19 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND 
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

 
The stone revetment alternative would entail a short-term commitment of resources, including 
construction equipment, construction materials, labor, public monies to fund construction, and 
maintenance equipment and activities. 
 
Areas in the vicinity of the proposed revetment would be subject to the disruption of natural 
habitat (i.e., mostly rock) during construction.  There would be a short-term disruption of 
transportation systems and infrastructure along access roads and parking lots in the Project area 
during construction.  There also would be a disruption of the availability of recreational and 
scenic uses as the existing revetment and walkway would be temporarily closed.  These 
disruptions would temporarily limit the use of local recreational facilities and transportation 
routes by local residents and tourists, and habitats by indigenous animal species. 
 
To contrast this short-term commitment of resources, there are several long-term enhancements 
in productivity that would result from the selected plan.  There would be beneficial impacts on 
the local economy, resulting from the preservation of the NRHP-listed Lighthouse and bluff face, 
which would continue to attract visitors and recreational users.   
 
In the long-term, the stone revetment alternative is anticipated to result in a more economically 
and environmentally stable community, both in the immediate Project area and in the 
surrounding municipalities.  Therefore, the long-term productivity of the overall region may 
experience benefits from this short-term impact on the environment. 
 
4.20 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 
 
Irreversible and irretrievable resources would be committed to the Project area by the USACE, 
NYSDEC, Montauk Historical Society, Montauk Point State Park, and any other involved local 
agencies and municipalities.  Resources committed include construction materials and costs; 
labor costs for the planning phase; natural resources such as soil, water, and energy resources 
such as fossil fuels (gasoline, petroleum products, and lubricants) and electricity; and, land to 
accommodate the revetment. 
 
The District would implement standard protection measures for soil and water (i.e., erosion and 
sedimentation controls) and other resources during and after implementation of all activities 
associated with construction of the Project to minimize the short- and long-term commitment of 
these irreversible and irretrievable resources.   
 
Not all of these resources are irretrievable.  The monies committed to the Project would be offset 
through savings in municipal expenditures that would be needed to implement emergency storm 
protection measures at Montauk Point.  Implementation of the stone revetment alternative would 
also provide stability to the revenues of the local tourism-dependant businesses as the Lighthouse 
and the aesthetic, visual, and recreational appeal of the Project area would be preserved.    
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4.21 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
The CEQ Rules and Regulations for implementing NEPA (Title 40, CFR Part 1508.7) defines 
cumulative impact as the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the Proposed Action (the selected alternative) when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other 
actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time.  This section identifies baseline conditions upon 
which cumulative impacts will be assessed, identifies the area of potential effect or “cumulative 
impact zone” that will be considered, identifies and briefly describes reasonably foreseeable 
future actions (RFFAs) within the cumulative impact zone, and evaluates subsequent cumulative 
impacts by resource area. 
 
 4.21.1 Cumulative Impact Zone 
 
The baseline for cumulative effects analysis includes the site conditions at Montauk Point 
immediately after the completion of terracing in the 1970s and 1980s and the 1990 and 1992 
revetments, as well as the current affected environment described in Section 3.0.  Current 
environmental conditions at and in the immediate vicinity of Montauk Point are very similar to 
conditions present immediately following these shore and bluff protection activities. 
 
The Proposed Action’s cumulative impact zone for this analysis is the south shore of Long Island 
consisting of an approximately 83-mile-long shoreline from Fire Island in the west to Montauk 
Point in the east, because the effects of projects are generally felt more westward due to ambient 
littoral drift.  This cumulative impact zone is defined by the dominance of littoral drift forces that 
carry sediments in a predominantly east-to-west direction, due to prevailing wind direction.  
Most of the overall cumulative impacts from the renourishment and dredging projects that are 
part of the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, New York Reformulation Project (FIMP) will be 
addressed in that project.  Because the Proposed Action is located within the FIMP, the FIMP 
will also include the potential impacts from the Proposed Action (Montauk Point Storm Damage 
Reduction Project) and any of its effects on Long Island.  This is a logical path to address them 
as FIMP is set up as a more comprehensive, broad-based project/plan, and NEPA/cumulative 
impacts guidance indicates that broader management plans are an appropriate venue for 
exploring cumulative effects as they take into account the big picture and wider scopes.  
 
4.21.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
 
Federal activities that occur along the south shore of Long Island include beach 
replenishment/storm protection projects.  The majority of these projects have a project life of 50 
years.  This analysis therefore assumes that the project life of Federal activities on the shore of 
Long Island is 50 years.  Although the scope of this analysis is limited to Federal activities, non-
Federal activities occur which also impact the south shore of Long Island.  These activities 
include but are not limited to: 
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a) Shoreline development/storm protection structures;  
b) State, county, and local agency beach by-passing and beach raking;  
c) Water quality degradation from point and non-point sources;   
d) Commercial and recreational fishing/shellfish harvesting; and, 
e) Use of recreational vehicles, pleasure boats, and personal water craft. 
 
The Proposed Action is located within FIMP’s study limits.  A reformulation is being conducted 
to formulate a plan seeking to provide long-term reduction of storm damage along the south 
shore of Long Island from Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point (83 miles total).  Alternatives being 
considered include: no-action; removal/modification of existing structures; buy-out plan/non 
structural measures; sand by-passing; beach restoration/nourishment; groins; revetments; 
seawalls; break waters; ring levees; tidal gates; and various combinations of the above.  Any 
projects resulting from the FIMP reformulation would be implemented at the earliest in 2008.  
Any plans derived from this study are presently unknown, but could potentially include beach 
fill, non-structural measures, inlet modification, groins, and other shore protection/storm damage 
reduction activities. 
 
The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was authorized in 1960 based a report in 
1958, did not include protective works at Montauk Point.   It is likely that the Congress was 
cognizant of that when it authorized a separate study for the protection of Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of the 
present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and the 
Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the Point, the 
Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain some form of the 
present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to expect it to be removed.  
Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively estimated that no littoral material 
is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral system from the Montauk Point area that 
is protected by the existing revetment.  The small amount of material that potentially could enter 
the south shore littoral system upon the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly 
affect the evaluation of without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   
With regard to coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk 
Point Storm Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing 
revetment and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the FIMP 
Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk Point 
Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for construction, the 
FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its cumulative effects analysis. 
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Other USACE projects associated with the FIMP project area include: 
 
a) Westhampton Interim Project.  The Westhampton Interim project provides interim storm 

damage protection via modification of the groinfield and periodic beach nourishment in 
Westhampton, New York.  Initial construction has been completed.  Renourishment, 
involving approximately 1.1 million cubic yards of sand from offshore borrow areas, is 
expected to occur every 3 years.  The next renourishment of 1,000,000 cubic yards is 
scheduled to occur in Fiscal Year 2007. 

 
b) Breach Contingency Plan.  This plan establishes a procedure for the rapid closure of 

breaches.  The plan calls for the initiation of closure efforts within 72 hours (start within 
three days, complete within three months) of the occurrence of a breach.  This plan has been 
approved and is available for implementation from Fire Island Inlet to Southampton, New 
York.  Initial fill material may be trucked in but larger and longer duration breaches would 
use material dredged from either bay channels or offshore borrow areas.   

 
c) West of Shinnecock Interim Projects.  This project, constructed in February 2005, with an 

initial installment of approximately 700,000 cubic yards of sand fill, will be renourished with 
approximately 400,000 cubic yards in 2007. 

 
d) Lake Montauk Navigation and Storm Damage Reduction Project.  This project is part of 

a study for Lake Montauk Harbor, the results of which are not expected to be available for 
approximately 2 years.  

 
Other government projects within the FIMP project area include: 
 
a) The NYSDOS sand bypassing plant and jetty spur programs, should they be implemented, 

would complement the proposed beach nourishment project.  The sand bypassing plant 
would transport sand to the area west of the placement area.  Spur construction, if successful, 
could reduce the quantity of beach fill required for renourishment in the placement area.  

 
b) The proposed West of Shinnecock Inlet project would complement the South Shore Estuary 

Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) in that the two programs share the goal of 
protecting the estuary.  

 
c) The Towns of East and Southampton are updating their  codes and developing the Local 

Waterfront Revitalization Plan to ensure orderly development along its south shore 
waterfront and to minimize the potential for erosion related impacts.  The goals and 
objectives of all of these projects are congruent, and therefore, they would not result in 
cumulative adverse impacts. 

 
d) Suffolk County periodically dredges local channels for maintenance purposes.  This dredging 

is conducted subject to permits issued by the USACE-New York District and NYSDEC.  The 
dredging takes place mostly in the bays and not on the open Atlantic Ocean coast.  The 
dredged materials are used as beach fill, whenever materials are suitable and placement is 
cost effective. 
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This section summarizes cumulative effects associated with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions conducted by agencies and individuals in the vicinity of Montauk 
Point and the 83-mile-long section of the south shore of Long Island associated with the FIMP.  
Cumulative impacts are summarized in this section by resource area, including 
topography/geology/soils, water resources, ecological communities, threatened and endangered 
species, socioeconomics, cultural resources, land use, coastal zone management, hazardous 
materials, air quality, and noise.   
 
4.21.3 Topography, Geology, and Soils 
 
The implementation past, present, and RFFAs within the cumulative impact zone, including the 
Proposed Action revetment, FIMP renourishment measures, and other government actions are 
expected to result in no impacts on geological resources, while significantly benefiting long-term 
stability of topography, including bluffs and shorelines.  Therefore, no significant negative 
cumulative effects on geology or topography are expected. 
 
4.21.4 Water Resources 
 
The implementation of past, present, and RFFAs in the cumulative impact zone likely would 
result in no significant adverse impacts on regional hydrology or groundwater resources.  
Cumulatively, these actions would result in a potential temporary, minor, adverse impact on 
adjacent surface waters due to potential soil erosion, turbidity, and sedimentation during 
construction activities, primarily associated with the proposed stone revetment project, borrow 
area dredging, and beach fill/renourishment placement.  However, the use of site-specific erosion 
control measures and best management practices specified in project-specific Erosion Control 
Plans during construction, dredging, and placement activities, as well as hazardous and toxic 
material spill control, would reduce potential temporary erosion, sedimentation, and 
contamination effects to a level that is not undue or significant.  
 
The construction of the proposed stone revetment, which includes placement of large boulders 
along Montauk Point shoreline, would not impact large-scale tidal patterns in the cumulative 
impact zone or the existing wave refraction around Montauk Point, since the existing loose 
stones at the toe of the revetment would be replaced after the buried toe is constructed.  
Additionally, the FIMP is designed to assess and ameliorate any potential cumulative effects of 
USACE actions on large-scale tidal patterns and wave refraction within the cumulative impact 
zone, while ensuring increased stabilization of local shorelines. 
 
4.21.5 Ecological Communities 
 
As listed in the Ecological Communities of New York State (Edinger et al. 2002), the cumulative 
impact zone is located in the coastal lowland ecozone within marine and terrestrial systems.  The 
communities present within the impact zone include: 
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• Marine Subtidal; 
• Marine Deepwater Community-Open ocean areas below lowest tide levels; 
• Marine Intertidal; 
• Marine Intertidal Gravel/Sand Beach; 
• Marine Rocky Intertidal; 
• Marine Cultural; 
• Marine Submerged Artificial Structure/Reef – Artificially introduced structure 

submerged in marine waters that provide habitat for marine fauna; 
• Marine Riprap/artificial shore – Constructed marine shore composed of broken rock, 

stones, wooden bulkheads and concrete; 
• Terrestrial Open Uplands; 
• Maritime Beach; 
• Maritime Dunes; 
• Maritime Heathland;  
• Maritime Shrubland; and, 
• Maritime Grassland. 

 
Maritime grasslands, heathlands, and shrublands occur to the north, south, and west of the 
Lighthouse, on top of the Turtle Hill plateau, and outside of the revetment construction area.  
However, no direct or indirect impacts to vegetation would occur because the revetment area is 
unvegetated and existing roads and parking areas would be used for construction equipment and 
material access and staging.  As discussed in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.4.1 marine rocky intertidal 
habitat would be temporarily impacted by the Project and would be replaced at an equal or 
greater value than what would be impacted.   This marine rocky intertidal habitat is limited to the 
nearshore waters off of Montauk Point and therefore impacts would be limited by other projects 
in the cumulative impact zone.  No cumulative impacts to ecological communities is expected as 
a result of implementation of the Project.   
 
4.21.6 Threatened and Endangered Species and Communities of Special Concern 
 
Federally-listed endangered and threatened species exist in shoreline communities and include 
the federally-threatened piping plover (Charadrius melodus), Federally-endangered roseate tern 
(Sterna dougallii) and the Federally-threatened seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus).  The 
District coordinates and consults with the USFWS in accordance with the ESA when projects 
along the south shore of Long Island have the potential of impacting Federally-listed species.  
Section 7 (of the ESA) consultation usually requires that construction windows and/or 
monitoring of these species during construction with the implementation of buffer areas to 
minimize project-specific and cumulative impacts to these species. 
 
4.21.7 Socioeconomics 
 
The implementation of past, present, and RFFAs likely would result in long-term, significant, 
beneficial impact on the economic characteristics associated with the cumulative impact zone 
through the protection of Montauk Point and the south shore of Long Island from inevitable 
future erosion and storm damage.  Such protection would preserve the bluffs and shorelines for 
continued recreational use by seasonal and permanent residents within the cumulative impact 



 

MONTAUK POINT, NEW YORK 
STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT  

October 2005 79 Environmental Impact Statement 

zone.  The implementation of past, present, and RFFAs also likely would result in a continuing 
contribution by the diverse recreational facilities located within cumulative impact zone to 
various aspects of the local economy, including the continued demand for seasonal housing, 
restaurants, and local business services in support of the recreational uses of the area.   
 
There is little concern that the proposed stone revetment alternative would have a detrimental 
effect on local socioeconomic conditions through the alteration of offshore surfing conditions, 
because the new revetment will closely replicate the existing revetment effects on the 
environment.  Additionally, the FIMP is designed to assess and ameliorate any potential 
cumulative effects of USACE actions on large-scale tidal patters and wave refraction within the 
cumulative impact zone, while ensuring increased stabilization of local shorelines, such that 
significant, long-term impacts on surfing conditions would be assessed and avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 
 
4.21.8 Cultural Resources 
 
Generally, any Federal action would be required to comply with the NHPA for the protection of 
properties listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP, as well as NYSOPRHP guidelines and 
recommendations.  As a result, implementation of past, present, and RFFAs in the cumulative 
impact zone likely would result in no undue adverse cumulative impacts on cultural resources. 
 
The implementation of past, present, and RFFAs in the cumulative impact zone also likely would 
have a long-term, direct, beneficial impact on cultural resources.  Specifically, the replacement 
of the current revetment wall will ratify the Congressional mandate to protect the Lighthouse 
complex and its surrounding area by ensuring that erosion and the continued loss of the bluff will 
be reduced. 
 
4.21.9 Land Use 
 
The implementation of past, present, and RFFAs in the cumulative impact zone likely would 
result in direct and indirect, minor impacts on land use, as well as long-term, direct, beneficial 
impacts on land use.  Minor, adverse impacts on land use would occur as a result of temporary 
reduction in recreational and other access to construction zones.  However, these impacts would 
be limited to periods of active construction, dredging, and renourishment activities.  Long-term, 
beneficial impacts would occur as a result of long-term protection of the Lighthouse and 
associated recreational and cultural resource features, and shoreline protection and storm damage 
reduction associated with other Federal and government RFFAs. 
 
4.21.10 Coastal Zone Management  
 
As required under the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the District reviews all 
proposed projects in relation to the applicable policies of the New York State CMP and ensure 
that construction, operation, and maintenance activities are consistent with all relevant policies.  
Accordingly, implementation of past, present, and RFFAs in the cumulative impact zone would 
not result in significant adverse impacts on coastal zone resources. 
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4.21.11 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Wastes 
 
The implementation of past, present, and RFFAs in the cumulative impact zone may result in 
temporary, minor, direct and indirect impact on human health by the storage, use, transport, and 
disposal of hazardous materials associated with construction activities.  Cumulatively, these 
potential impacts would be reduced to a level that is not undue or significant by handling all such 
hazardous materials in accordance with programmatic and project-specific health and safety and 
spill contingency plans. 
 
4.21.12 Air Quality and Noise 
 
The cumulative impact zone is located within a severe non-attainment area for ozone.  The 
implementation of past, present, and RFFAs within the cumulative impact zone would be 
programmatically or individually addressed by the District for conformity with the Clean Air 
Act.  Generally, air quality impacts are expected to be temporary, insignificant, and within the 
ozone limits for the non-attainment area.  A project-specific statement of conformity is provided 
in Appendix G.   
 
The implementation of past, present, and RFFAs within the cumulative impact zone likely would 
result in temporary, direct and indirect, adverse impacts on noise.  The primary cause of 
increased noise would be the operation of construction, dredging, and beach fill/renourishment 
equipment, such as barges, bulldozers, backhoes, and other machinery.  This increased noise 
would be temporary, being restricted to individual project construction sites and occurring only 
during the periods of project construction and maintenance activities.  Cumulatively, adverse 
noise impacts on recreational, residential, and land use activities would be reduced to a level that 
is not undue or significant by performing construction and maintenance activities primarily 
during daylight hours.  No permanent noise sources would be constructed or operated associated 
with the RFFAs, therefore no long-term impacts on noise would occur. 
 
4.22 Conclusion 
 
Based upon the information gathered during this process, it is the determination that the 
Recommended Plan of the Feasibility Report, The Stone Revetment (see Section 2.3.1) is the 
best alternative for the overall project and will not adversely affect either the natural or cultural 
environments.  This alternative will cause only temporary, minimal impacts to the natural and 
cultural environment during the construction phase of the project only.  No long term significant 
impacts to either the natural or cultural environment were identified.  
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Elected Officials: 
 
Honorable Charles E. Schumer 
United States Senate 
757 Third Avenue – S-1702 
New York, New York 10017 
 
Senator Charles Schumer Office 
Matt Cohen, Long Island Regional Representative 
145 Pine Lawn Road – Suite 300 North 
Melville, New York 11747 
 
Honorable Hillary Rodham Clinton 
United States Senate 
780 Third Avenue – Suite 2601 
New York, New York 10017 
 
Honorable James M. Inhofe 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Public Works 
United States Senate 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20510 
 
Honorable Don Young 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
House of Representatives 
2165 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515 
 
Assemblyman Fred Thiele Office 
Rebecca McGrory, Executive Assistant 
2302 Main Street – Newman Village 
Post Office Box 3062 
Bridgehampton, New York 11932-3062 
 
Congressman Tim Bishop 
Attn: Nick Holder 
3680 Route 112, Suite C 
Coram, New York 11727 
 
Honorable Kenneth P. LaValle 
New York State Senate 
325 Middle Country Road – S-4 
Selden, New York 11784 
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Non-Federal Sponsor: 
 
Rick Tuers 
Bureau of Flood Protection  
NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
625 Broadway 
Albany, New York 12233 
 
Federal Agencies: 
 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Federal Activities 
EIS Filing Section 
Ariel Rios Building (South Oval Lobby), Mail Code 2252-A 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460 
 
Robert Hargrove, Environmental Review Coordinator 
Regional Administrator, Region 2 
US Environmental Protection Agency – Region 2 
290 Broadway, 25th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
 
Grace Musumeci, Chief 
Environmental Review Section 
US Environmental Protection Agency - Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
 
John Filippelli, Chief 
Strategic Planning Multi-Media Programs Branch 
US Environmental Protection Agency – Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
 
Lingard Knutson 
US Environmental Protection Agency – Region 2 
290 Broadway  - 25th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
 
Michael Ludwig 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
212 Rogers Avenue 
Milford, Connecticut 06460-6499 
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Supervisor, New York Field Office 
US Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, New York 13045 
 
Rosemarie Gnam 
US Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Long Island Field Office 
500 St. Mark’s Lane 
Islip, New York 11751 
 
Sheila Minor Huff, Environmental Review Officer 
Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Natural Resources Management Team 
1849 C Street, N.W.  MS 2342-MIB 
Washington, DC   20240 
 
Vijai N. Rai 
Department of Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Main Interior Bldg, Room 2342 
1849 C Street, NW. 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Andrew Raddant 
Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
408 Atlantic Ave – Room 142 
Boston, Massachusetts 02210 
 
Elyse R. LaForest, Program Manager 
Federal Lands to Parks Program 
Department of the Interior - National Park Service 
15 State Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109 
 
Mr. Jack Frost 
Conservation Planning and Technical Assistance Division 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, USDA 
12th Avenue and Independence Avenue, SW. – Room 6016 
Washington, DC 20013-2890 
 
 



 5

Mr. Lorenzo Henderson 
Conservation Planning and Technical Assistance Division 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, USDA 
12th and Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC  20013-2890 
 
Chief, Office of Waterway Management 
Policy and Planning (G-MWP) 
U.S. Coast Guard, Room 1408 
2100 Second Street, SW. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
 
Roger Smith, LT Commander 
Fifth Coast Guard District 
431 Crawford Street 
Portsmouth, Virginia 70130 
 
LCDR Paul K. Mucha,  c/o Commanding Officer 
First Coast Guard District Prevention Division  
Assistant Chief, Inspections and Investigations Branch  
USCG First District 
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Boston, MA 02110 
 
Environmental Officer, Region 2 
ATTN:  Robert Tranter, Environmental Officer 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1338 
New York, New York 10278-0002 
 
Ms. Linda Shkreli 
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Homeland Security Grants Coordination 
633 3rd Avenue 
New York, NY 10017 
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State Agencies: 
 
Ruth Pierpont, Director 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau 
Peebles Island, P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
 
Douglas Mackey 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau 
Peebles Island, P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
 
Virginia Bartos 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau 
Peebles Island, P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
 
Bernadette Castro, Commisioner 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Perserveation 
The Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller – Empire State Plaza 
Agency Building Number 1 
Albany, New York 12238-0001 
 
Pamela Otis, Associate Environmental Analyst 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
The Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller – Empire State Plaza 
Agency Building Number 1 
Albany, New York 12238-0001 
 
Neil Rosenberg, P.E., Director of Engineering 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Long Island Region – Belmont Lakes State Park 
P. O. Box 247 
Babylon, New York 11702-0247 
 
John Norbeck, Regional Director 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 247 
Babylon, NY 11702-0247 
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Linda A. Spahr, Deputy Regional Director 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
P. O. Box 247 
Babylon, New York 11702 
 
Jeffrey Havelin, P.E. 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 247 
Babylon, NY 11702-0247 
 
Scott Fish 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Post Office Box 247 
Babylon, NY 11702-0247 
 
Thomas Dess, Superintendent 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Long Island State Park Region 
Montauk State Parks Complex 
50 South Fairview Avenue 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Peter A. Scully, Regional Director 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
SUNY Stony Brook – Building 40 
Stoney Brook, New York 11790-2356 
 
John Pavacic, Regional Permit Administrator 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
SUNY Stony Brook – Building 40 
Stoney Brook, New York 11790 
 
Jim Ralston 
Bureau of Air Quality Planning 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
625 Broadway – 2nd Floor 
Albany, NY 12233-3251 
 
George R. Stafford, Director 
NYS Department of State  
Division of Coastal Resources and Waterfront Revitalization 
41 State Street 
Albany, New York 12231-0001 
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Shawn Kiernan 
NYS Department of State 
Division of Coastal Resources and Waterfront Revitalization 
41 State Street, 8th Floor 
Albany, NY 12231-0001 
 
Fred Anders 
NYS Department of State 
Division of Coastal Resources and Waterfront Revitalization 
41 State Street 
Albany, New York 12231-0001 
 
Steve Resler 
NYS Department of State 
Coastal Management Program 
41 State Street 
Albany, New York 12231-0001 
 
County and Local Agencies: 
 
DeWitt Davies, Chief Environmental Analyst 
Suffolk County Planning - Department of Planning 
100 Veterans Memorial Highway – 4th Floor 
Hauppauge, New York 11788-0099 
 
Steve Levy, County Executive 
Suffolk County 
100 Veterans Memorial Highway 
Hauppauge, New York 11788-0099 
 
William Shannon, Chief Engineer 
Suffolk County Department of Public Works 
335 Yaphank Avenue 
Yaphank, New York 11980 
 
Mike Deering, Director  
Suffolk County Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Veterans Memorial Highway – 11th Floor 
Hauppauge, New York 11788-0099 
 
William McGuintee, Town Supervisor 
Town of Easthampton 
159 Pantigo Road 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
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Larry Penny 
Town of Easthampton 
Natural Resource Department 
300 Pantigo Place - Suite 107 
Easthampton, New York 11937 
 
Bob Masin 
Town of Easthampton 
Natural Resource Department 
300 Pantigo Place - Suite 107 
Easthampton, New York 11937 
 
Montauk Point Historical Society 
 
Dick White and Ann Shengol 
Montauk Point Lighthouse Museum 
P. O Box 943 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Gregory Donohue 
Montauk Point Lighthouse Museum 
P. O Box 943 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Public Information Groups: 
 
The Montauk Library 
P.O. Box 700  
Montauk N.Y. 11954 
 
The East Hampton Library 
159 Main Street 
East Hampton, NY 11937 
 
New York Newsday 
235 Pinelawn Road 
Melville, New York 11747-4250 
 
East Hampton Star 
P. O. Box 242 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Janis Hewitt 
East Hampton Star 
P.O. Box 242  
Montauk, New York 11954 
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Interested Organizations and Individuals: 
 
Kevin McDoughan and Scott M. Cullen 
The Nature Conservancy 
P.O Box 5125 
142 Route 114 
East Hampton, NY 11937 
 
Thomas Muse, Environmental Director 
Surfrider Foundation 
3 Locust Drive 
Sag Harbor, New York 11963 
 
Willie Young, President 
Montauk Surfcasters Association 
P. O. Box 497 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Montauk Surfcasters Association 
PO Box 497 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
John Fritz, Director 
New York Sportfishing Federation 
1549 Montauk Highway - Suite 2       
Oakdale, New York 11769-1322   
 
Kevin McDonald 
The Group for the South Fork Bridge 
177 Main Street 
Bridgehampton, New York 11932 
 
Andrew Sabin 
South Fork National History 
30 Pantigo Place 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Aram Terchunian 
New York Sport Fishing Federation 
West Hampton Beach, New York 11978 
 
Bill Akin, President 
The Concerned Citizens of Montauk 
P.O. Box 146 - 10 Flanders Road 
Montauk, New York 11954 
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Eugene Alper 
Long Island Surfrider Foundation 
P. O. Box 2681 
Amagansett, New York 11930 
 
Laurence P. Redican 
Board of Managers 
Montauk Shores Condominium 
100 Deforest Road 
Montauk, NY 11954 
 
Dr. Marjorie L. Zeff 
URS Corporation 
335 Commerce Drive - Suite 300 
Fort Washington, PA  19034-2623 
 
Eugene Peck, PG 
URS Corporation 
5 Penn Plaza, 15th Floor 
New York, NY 10001 
 
Joel Gorder, AICP 
The Louis Berger Group, Inc. 
2300 N Street, NW,  
Washington, DC 20037 
 
Christopher G. Spies 
P. O. Box 154 
Ocean Beach, New York 11770-0154 
 
Chris Manthey 
80 Osprey Road – PO Box 1636 
Amagansett, New York 11930 
 
Chris Manthey 
19 Marquette Road 
Montclair, NJ 07043 
 
Dr. Susan Christoffersen 
14 Hunters Lane 
Southampton, New York 11968 
 
Derrick T. Galen 
36 Richards Drive 
Sag Harbor, New York 11963 
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Michael and Sheryl Hastalis 
285 Geraro Drive 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Jake Lesnick 
1131 Walk Circle 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 
Robert Mirsky 
796 Bretton Wood Road 
Coram, New York 11737 
 
Philip O’Connell, Esq. 
132 Newtown Lane 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Stephen Roussan 
415 Third Street 
New Suffolk, New York 11956 
 
Bruce Lieberman 
115 Narrow Lane South 
Water Mill, New York 11972 
 
Jay and Marilyn Levine 
P. O. Box 2150 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Herman Dau 
16 Borden Lane 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Tony Filippelli 
20 Bryant Avenue 
Roslyn, New York 11576 
 
J. Albano 
100 Deforest Road - Apt. 24 
Montauk, New York 1196 
 
Joseph Giannini 
90 Isle of Wight 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
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Robert A. Siegel, Esq. 
205 East 60th Street  
New York, New York 10022 
 
Gerald Starr 
30 A. Race Lane 
Easthampton, New York 11937 
 
 
PART II: COMMENTS WITHOUT MAILING ADDRESSES PROVIDED: 
 
Gary Leonhardt 
Amagansett, New York 
 
Jesse Boone 
jesseboone@hotmail.com 
 
 
PART III: NOTIFICATION OF RELEASE LETTERS ONLY 
 
Kevin Ahearn 
Amagansett, New York 11930 
 
Steve Akkula 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Joe Alber 
Quogue, New York 11959 
 
Steve A. Bono 
Sag Harbor, New York 11963 
 
Bryan Charron 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
John Burke 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
John W. Bell 
Sag Harbor, New York 11963 
 
J. Albans 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Brian Albrant 
Holbrook, New York 11741 
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Joseph DeCapoa 
Coram, New York 11727 
 
Pat Cyperts 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Steve Delaney 
Southampton, New York 11968 
 
Bob Donohue 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Steven Forstz 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
John Fritz 
Deer Park, New York 11729 
 
Edward Gerbino 
Shirley, New York 11967 
 
Joe Giannini 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Leonard Green 
East Hampton, New York 11937-1043 
 
Jodi Grindrod 
Bridgehampton, New York 11932 
 
Vincent Grimes 
Montauk, New York 11954-0701 
 
Vincent E. Grin 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Hugh Herbert 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Joan Huey 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Janis Hewitt 
Montauk, New York 11954 
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Nick Joeckel 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Rory Knight 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Aaron Levirt 
New York, New York 10010 
 
Ann Libassi 
Selden, New York 11784 
 
M. Marcari 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Steven Mater 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Steven Matum 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
George McLaughlin 
Huntington, New York 11747 
 
Charles T. Mockler 
East Hampton, New York 11932 
 
Dick Monahan 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Daniel O’Conner 
Bellport, New York 11713 
 
Alanna Muthig 
Southhampton, New York 11968 
 
Dorothy Reel 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Don Roth 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
 
Matt Ruggiero 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
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P. Scher 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Evan Schumann 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Chris Schumann 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Mike Solomon 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Mr. William Shannon 
Yaphank, New York 11980 
 
Greg Sizzart 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
 
Gary Shafonda 
Hampton Bays, New York 11946 
 
Joe Stavola 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Mr. Richard White, Jr. 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
Jim Zaborski 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Boston Support Office
15 State Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3572

January 30, 2003

Christopher Ricciardi, Archaeologist
u.S. Anny Corps of Engineers
New York District, Planning Division
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building
26 Federal Plaza - Room 2131
New York, NY 10278-0090

Dear Mr. Ricciardi:

The Corps is curreJ;J.tlypreparing for a project entitled Montauk Point Stonn Damage Reduction
Project in the Town of East Hampton, Suffolk County, New York. If the Corps intends to use a
parcel ofland, owned by the Town of East Hampton, and referred to as Turtle Cove, for this project,
even on a temporary basis, the National Park Service must be included in the project planning.

The National Park Service transferred Turtle Cove to the Town of East Hampton for park and
recreational purposes. The tenns of the transfer require the area to be open to the general public,
utilized for park and recreational purposes in perpetuity, and managed in accordance with a program
of utilization prepared by the town and approved by the National Park Service. The Town of East
Hampton may have been remiss in the past by granting the Corps access to the site without first
securing NPS approval. In addition, the Corps may have constructed a parking area on the property
that is not in accordance with the property's use agreement.

The Corps must assure there is no impainnent of the park and recreational value of the property; the
general public is not unduly restricted in their use of the property, and the resource is not altered in a
manner that is not in accordancewith the Town's approvedProgram of Utilization.

The Town of East Hampton faces the possible reversion of the Turtle Cove property because they
have not managed the property in accordance with our deed restrictions. It would be unfortunate if
the Corps exacerbates the problems there.

Please feel free to call (617) 223-5190 or email (elyse laforest@nps.gov)me if! can provide any
additional infonnation.



Cc: Town of East Hampton Town Supervisor, Jay Schneiderman
Town of East Hampton Councilman Pete Hammerle
Town of East Hampton Councilman Job Potter
Town of East Hampton Councilwoman Pat Mansir
Town of East Hampton Councilwoman Diana Weir
Town of East Hampton, L. Penny
FWS, Cortland, NY (S. Mars, L. Patrick)
Supt. Tom Dess, Long Island State Park Region

I
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING

NEWYORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

~ij!>J.~
REPLYTO
ATTemON OF

19 March 2003

Environmental Analysis Branch

Elyse R. Laforest
U.S. Department of the Interior
National Park Service -Boston Support Office
15StateStreet .

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3572

Dear Ms. Laforest:

The U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps), is in receipt of your letter dated
January 30, 2003, and the follow-up package of reproduced photographs, to !vir. Christopher
Ricciardi, Archaeologist for the Feasibility Study of the Montauk Point Storm Damage
Reduction Project. The Corps appreciates, and welcomes, any and all comments, suggestions
and opinions with regard to this, and other projects. However, there are several points in your
letter thatI would like to clarify.

The Corps has not \vorked at Montauk Point since the 1940s. The Montauk Point Historical
Society and the U.S. Coast Guard, in consultation and \\-ith;the authorization from New York
State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation among others, constructed the current
stone revetment wall that protects the Lighthouse Complex. At no time did the Corps construct a
parking area/facility as part of this project. As the reproduced photographs that you sent us
show, the "Parking By Resident Parking" signs indicate that the Town and not the Corps
sanction this parking area.

If the plans in our Feasibility Study come to fruition, the Corps, after acquiring all necessary
permits from the current land managers, New York State, the Montauk Point Historical Society
and the Town ofEasthampton, as well as completing an Environmental Impact Statement, due in
the Spring of 2003, will use a portion of a dirt road that extends from Montauk Highway, down
to the waterfront and use the area adjacent to each end of the current revetment wall as a staging
area. We will be using the same access roads and staging areas that \\Jereused during the 1992
construction of the existing wall. As the Corps is required to do with any of their projects, if any
unanticipated damage is done to the roadway and/or staging area, it \\ill be remedied prior to
completion of the project. However, since we are using preexisting roads and staging areas, the
Corps is not obligated to restore these areas to the way they \vere prior to the 1992 construction
and/or disturbance.



Your handwritten note sent with the photographic package states that, "Spring 2003 Town

graded road - now ~ can get there". The Corps understands your issues with the Town of
Easthampton and this parking area. However, we feel that this issue should be referred to the
Town. The implication is that the Corps is responsible for this action and that is not accurate.

We do not anticipate that the proposed project would have any adverse impact on recreational
activities in the area of Turtle Cove during the construction period. Since our staging areas are
located adjacent to the current revetment wall, the majority of the Turtle Cove beachfront area
will remain open to the public.

If you have any further questions with regard to the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction
Project, please contact the EIS Coordinator, Christopher Ricciardi (212-264-0204) or the Project
Manager, Anthony Ciorra (212-264-1038).

Thank you very much for your time, interest and concern.

Sincerely,

.§ . --
~ ~~...~.~

""'Frink Santomauro, P.E.
Chief, Planning Division

cc: Town ofEasthampton Town Supervisor, Jay Schneid~rman
Town of Easthampton Councilman Pete Hammerle

'. Townof EasthamptonCouncilwomanPat Mansir
Town of Easthampton Councilwoman Diana Weir
Town of Easthampton, L. Penny. .
u.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Cortlandt, NY (Steven Mars and Laura Patric~)
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, Rick Teurs
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, Thomas Dess, Long Island

State Park Region .

~



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
NORTH~AST REGION

15 State Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3572
IN REPLY REFER TO:

October 14, 2003

Mr. Glenn C. Rotondo, Director
Property Disposal Division
Public Buildings Service
U. S. General Services Administration

Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr. Federal Building
10 Causeway Street
Boston, MA 02222

Dear Mr. Rotondo:

Reference: N-NY-692C, Town 'of East Hampton,
(Former Radio Ship Positioning Base Station)
"TurtleCove" .

,

This letter is to inform you that the National Park Service's Federal Lands to Parks Program
intends to revert the referenced property from the Town of East Hampton, New York, for not
complying with the Program of Utilization (pOD) for the site. On August 27, 2002, NPS
directed the Town of East Hampton to revise the Program of Utilization, and submit appropriate
environmental documentation. An appropriate response has still not been received and user
conflicts.~e increasing. We request GSA's support in the reversion process and during
subsequent disposal of the property.

Prior to the Town's ownership of the property, the beach access road was only utilized by
vehicles on a very limited basis. Once the Town was deeded the property, the beach access road
remained closed to vehicles, except on a limited basis, for approximately 14 years. Now the
Town is permitting unrestricted use ofthe beach access road to all vehicles. The National Park
Service asserts that they must prepare NEPA documents to demonstrate that this action will not
damage the environment.

In addition to the NEPA issues, there are conflicting use and accessibility issues. Prior to the
Town's recent opening ofthe beach access road, only the disabled were allowed access to the
beach in 4-wheel drive vehicles. Once the Town opened the access road to all, handicapped
parking restrictions could no longer be enforced. In response to unregulated use, NPS asked the
town to close the access road, which completely restricted disabled use of the site. NPS has since
directed the Town to give the disabled a key or combination lock to a gated access road.
However, since the gate was vandalized, handicapped parking restrictions are once again being



ignored. It is our understanding that a suit was filed in Federal District Court alleging the Town
is in violation with the Americans Disability Act.

Attached is a chronology of the site and the actions we have taken to attempt to solve this
problem. Copies of all referenced documents will be provided'upon your request. Also attached
are photos taken last fall when Turtle Cove was closed to vehicle traffic and photos taken last
weekend. A map of the site is also included.

We look forward to your response. I can be reached at (617) 223-5190.

Sincerely,

(sgd.) Elyse R. laForest
Elyse R. Laforest
Program Manager
Federal Lands to Parks Program

Enclosures

CC:

Town Supervisor Jay Schneiderman
Town of East Hampton Councilman Pete Hammerle
Town of East Hampton Councilman Job Potter
Town of East Hampton Councilwoman Pat Mansir
Town of East Hampton Councilwoman Diana Weir

Honorable Tim Bishop
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Anthony Conte, Regional Solicitor
U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of the Solicitor
Suite 612
One Gateway Center
Newton, MA 02458-2802

Steve Emmons
12 Hoppin Avenue
Montauk, NY 11954



Kleo J. King, Program Counsel
Eastern Paralyzed Veterans Association
75-20 Astoria Boulevard,
Jackson Heights, NY 11370-1177

Robert Briglio
Nassau/Suffolk Law Services Committee, Inc.
1757 Veterans Highway, Suite 50
Islandia, NY 11749-1535

Glenn Hall, Chair

East Hampton TownJyillage Disabilities Advisory Board
300 Pantigo Place, Suite IlIA
East Hampton, NY 11937

Steve Mars
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Long Island Field Office
500 St. Marks Lane, Box 1
Islip,NY 11751 .

~ Christopher Ricciardi!Anthony Ciorra
U.S. Dep~ent oftheAnny
Corps of Engineers
Jacob K. Javitts Federal Building
New York, NY 10278-0090

Mr. Eug~!leAlper
26 Grant Avenue

East Hampton, NY 11937.

~



November, 1981 Application submitted by the Town of East Hampton. Development
plan includes a proposed parking lot away from the beach. The
application does not specifically address vehicle access.

April, 1986 Town of East Hampton accepts the property. Deed contains easement
of 5.27 acres for access and maintenance of a federal facility;
elsewhere in the deed called the Montauk Radio Beacon Site. Town is
required to maintain roadway by rough grading and clearing of brush
for suitable access.

October 22, 1986 NPS site inspection states: "Pedestrians are able to walk to the beach
to fish, etc., providing that access through state land remains open
from north."

June, 1987 Annual Report is received from the Town of East Hampton which
states in part: "As stated in Part B in the Program of Utilization, the
17.40 acre Ship Positioning Station is being utilized as an access point
for ocean fishing and hiking. Preservation of the bluffs along the
ocean front if a primary concern of the Town. Therefore the existing
roadway is not being utilized, and the balance of the property is being
retained in a natural state."

June 13, 1989 NPS site inspection states: "All comments h1.esame as last
inspection-property appears to be well used despite lack of
convenient close parking facilities."

Unknown Montauk Radio Beacon Site is abandoned. Time frame is somewhere
in the late 80's or early 90's.

Late 1990's The a US Coast Guard (alternately reported as US Army Corps of
Engineers) contractor used Turtle Cove as an access point and staging
area for an erosion control project at the Montauk Lighthouse. At
completion of the project, a small hard packed parking lot is left on the
Turtle Cove property, adjacent to the beach. The Town permitted.
parking by the disabled at this location. .

Fall, 1999 According to news reports and state officials, access road (from Rt. 27
to newly constructed parking lot) is opened to all vehicles. Access
road is a narrow path through the sand, accessible only by 4-wheel
drive vehicle.

January, 2001 First public inquiry about vehicle access to Turtle Cove received by
NPS.



Spring, 2001 NPS calls Town Supervisor about access issue and provides a copy of
the POD.

June 13,2001 Town submits first letter to NPS requesting permission to utilize.
parking lot at the beach end of the access road.

June 14,2001 NPS writes first letter to Town about use of "parking lot." NPS
cautions Town that major changes to Program ofDtilization (POD)
may require environmental analysis.

July 31--August 1,
2001

NPS visit to site and meeting with town officials as well as "concerned
citizens" invited by the Town. Parking lot (and beach) are overrun
with vehicles. Site is restricted to "residents only."

August 3, 2001 Letter from NPS to Town detailing the major issues to include in an
amendment to POD. These include opening the site to the general
public, developing access alternatives to stem erosion at the site,
handicapped access and new signage.

March, 2002 NPS receives reports that the town had graded access road to the
beach. Beach is now accessible by passenger vehicles as well as 4-
wheel drive vehicles.

April, 2002 Town Supervisor says Town graded the road to be in accordance with
the deed restriction to maintain access to the Montauk Radio Beacon
Site.

April 9, 2002 Town Council defeats resolution to close of access to Turtle Cove
until matter is resolved.

April 22, 2002 Town Supervisor writes NPS requesting reconsideration of whether
vehicles access can be permitted to the site "even if such access was
discontinued in or about 1987 until in or about 1991 (when it was re-
instituted in connection with work at the lighthouse) without any
formal change to the Program."

April 23, 2002 Town Supervisor suggests solar powered traffic gate. Permits will
only be available between the dates of February 1 and April 1, to
people who apply in person at Town Hall. Parking in lower lot, subject
to environmental review (no environmental data submitted).~

August 27,2002 NPS directs the Town to close the beach to all but emergency vehicles
until the Town revises the POD, performs an environmental
assessment documenting the impacts of their proposal and alternative
actions.



September 6, 2002

October 8, 2002

November 7,2002

December 12, 2002

February 20,2003

March 14, 2003

April 2, 2003

June 18, 2003

June 20, 2003

June 26, 2003

July 11, 2003

Town Council passes resolution to close the access road to vehicle
trafficandrevisethe POD. .

Town Council passes resolution that Director of Natural Resources
and Senior Harbormaster will draft plan by December 2002 and have a
final plan by January 20,2003. A committee of stakeholders is
appointed to provide input.

NPS attends first meeting of the "Turtle Cove Committee"

Turtle Cove Committee meets and discusses potential environmental
impacts of several alternatives. Minutes reveal anticipated impacts
range from none to major.

Town is notified by Nassau/Suffolk Law Services Committee, Inc. that
they are in violation of ADA because the disabled are the only people
who are denied access to Turtle Cove and the Town has done nothing
to finalize the management plan and resolve the access issue. The
Committee requests a meeting. Same organization writes NPS and
requests that we attend the meeting.

Town writes to Nassau/Suffolk Law Services that the Turtle Cove
Committee will present a management plan to the Town within a
month that will address accessibility concerns.

Conference call, Eastern Paralyzed Veterans, Nassau/Suffolk Law
Services, NPS. DUringsubsequent call, with NPS and DOl Solicitor,
Town Councilor Peter Hammerle states the draft plan will be ready
April 10. Eastern Paralyzed Veterans agree to wait for the plan.

Conversation with Peter Hammerle who states a plan was approved
yesterday.

Nassau/Suffolk Law Services write to Town and NPS making a ADA
and § 504 complaint.

NPS accessibility consultant, and two other Federal Lands to Parks
Program staff meet with Peter Hammerle at Turtle Cove. Two
disabled citizens also attend meeting and vehemently disagree with the
"ramp"EastHamptonis proposing. .

Town of East Hampton submits their "final utilization plan" which
includes beach parking and driving during the three month fishing
season. For environmental documentation the Town submits a



July 29, 2003

August 5,2003

August 12, 2003

September 4, 2003

Approximately
September 4, 2003

Ongoing

October 7, 2003

October 8, 2003

~

"Negative Declaration" stating that there are no potential significant
adverse environmental impacts. The plan also includes a switchback
ramp plan which crosses a state highway and is cut through a densely
wooded section of the bluff.

East Hampton Town and Village Disabilities AdvisoryBoard send
letter to NPS, advising that the switchback ramp plan does not meet
accessibility requirements of ADA and other accessibility issues at
Turtle Cove.

Eastern Paralyzed Veteran's Association architect advises NPS that
switchback plan is not accessible.

Town of East Hampton asks NPS for expedited review of proposal
because bass fishing season is about to begin.

NPS faxes Town that the "final utilization plan" can not be approved
and asks the Town to give the disabled access via the emergency
access route.

. Thegatewhichclosedthe accessroadto TurtleCovefor a yearis
"vandalized." Vehicles are now accessing the beach. A Marine
Officer "supervises" the site from 10:00 am to 6:00 pm. The small
parking area is overrun with cars and trucks. Vehicles are permitted to
park in handicapped spaces, against the bluff and on vegetation.

Concerned citizens continue to call and ask NPS to enforce closure of
the access road until a public environmental analysis is done.

NPS received calls from the public saying there had been an
emergency at Turtle Cove (which turned out not to be one) on
October 5, but the beach and road was so congested three emergency
vehicles could not reach the site.

NPS called Town Supervisor to ask if the Town would voluntarily
revert the property. Supervisor will refer the matter to the Town
Council. The Town's intention is to replace the gate after the fishing
season ends December 1.



DEPARTMENTOF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

21 April 2003

Environmental Analysis Branch

John Fritz, Director
New York Sportfishing Federation
1549 Montauk Highway - Suite 2
Oakdale, New York 11769-1322

Dear Mr. Fritz:

I am writing with regard to the D.S Army Corps of Engineers, New York District's (Corps)
FeasibilityStudy for the MontaukPoint Storm DamageReductionProject. . As you are aware
the Corps has been authorized by Congress to investigate various alternatives for preserving the
Montauk Point Lighthouse Complex. With our partner, the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC), the Corps is completing work in preparation for the release
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). During the Public Scoping Meeting of
November 2001 the Corps stated that we would like to meet with your organization prior to the
release of this document to discuss specific issues and concerns.that your organization raised at
that time.

As per the phone messages left by Mr. Chris Ricciardi, the Project's Environmental Coordinator,
a meeting has been scheduled for Thursday, May 8, 2003 at 11am at the Montauk Point
Lighthouse. We request that you and anot~er member of your organization attend this meeting.
Only two representatives from each of the interested organization invited will be allowed to
attend since this will be a small, informal meeting. Two representatives from the Montauk
Surfcasters Association and the Long Island Surfrider Foundation have been invited as well.

Please RSVP to Chris Ricciardi at (212) 264-0204 as soon as possible and inform of us of the
names of the representatives from your organization who will attend. Thank you very much.

~

Sincerely,

tfIJfr#£
~eonard Houston .

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch



DEPARTMENTOF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING

NEWYORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

21 April 2003

Environmental Analysis Branch

Willie Young, President
Montauk Surfcasters Association
P. O. Box 497
Montauk, New York 11954

Dear Mr. Young:

I am writing with regard to the D.S Army Corps of Engineers, New York District's (Corps)
Feasibility Study for the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project. As you are aware
the Corps has been authorized by Congress to investigate various alternatives for preserving the
Montauk Point Lighthouse Complex. With our partner, the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC), the Corps is completing work in preparation for the release
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). During the Public Scoping Meeting of
November 2001 the Corps stated that we would like to meet with your organization prior to the
release of this document to discuss specific issues and concerns that your organization raised at
that time.

As per your conversation with Mr. Chris Ricciardi, the Project's Environmental Coordinator, a
meeting has been scheduled for Thursday, May 8, 2003 at 11am at the Montauk Point
Lighthouse. We request that you and another member of your organization.attend this meeting.
Only two representatives from each of the interested organization invited will be allowed to
attend since this will be a small, informal meeting. Two representatives ITomthe Long Island
Surfrider Foundation and the New York Sport Fishing Federation have been invited as well.

Please RSVP to Chris Ricciardi at (212) 264-0204 as soon as possible and inform of us of the
names ofthe representatives from your organization who will attend. Thank you very much.

S7~;( /11/;
/ / ~

~.;LeonardHouston
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING

NEW YORK, N.Y.1027S-o090

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

21 April 2003

Environmental Analysis Branch

Mr. Kevin Ahearn, Chairperson
Long Island Surfrider Foundation
P. O. Box 2681
Amagansett, New York 11930

Dear Mr. Ahearn:

I am writing with regard to the D.S Anny Corps of Engineers, New York District's (Corps)
Feasibility Study for the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project. As you are aware
the Corps has been authorized by Congress to investigate various alternatives for preserving the
Montauk Point Lighthouse Complex. With our partner, the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC), the Corps is completing work in preparation for the release
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). During the Public Scoping Meeting of
November 2001 the Corps stated that we would like to meet with your organization prior to the
release of this document to discuss specific issues and concerns that your organization raised at
that time.

As per your conversation with Mr. Chris Ricciardi, the Project's Environmental Coordinator, a
meeting has been scheduled for Thursday, May 8, 2003 at 11am at the Montauk Point
Lighthouse. We request that you and another member of your organization attend this meeting.
Only two representatives from each of the interested organization invited will be allowed to
attend since this will be a small, informal meeting. Two representatives from the Montauk
Surfcasters Association and the New York Sport Fishing Federation have been invited as well.

Please RSVP to Chris Ricciardi at (212) 264-0204 as soon as possible and inform of us of the
names of the representatives from your organization who will attend. Thank you very much.

S:Z:5~ 9/fIIJ,f7J~t If I

[;Leonard Housto
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

~
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

NEW YORK DISTRICT, COR~S OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF February 5, 2004

Environmental Analysis Branch

Mr. Eugene Alper, Chairman
Long Island Surf rider Foundation
P. O. Box 2681

Amagansett, New York 11930

Dear Mr. Alper:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District) appreciates your
continued involvement in the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project. Attached are
written responses to your emails from our Engineering Division. As you can ascertain from the
responses, we do not agree with the opirions provided by Tim Maddux, Research Associate at
Oregon State University, with regard to the specific conditions at Montauk Point or of the
Project. The District has presented scientific and engineering data to support our current position
that there will be no marked change in surfing conditions at Montauk Point as a result of the in-
kind replacement of the revetment wall. If you or your colleagues have other data that might
bear on this issue, we would appreciate the reference so that we may evaluate them as well.

Under the guidance of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the District will
take your concerns into account as the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is being
prepared. There will be no recommendation for the project or conclusion on the nature of
impacts, until the NEP A process is complete. The District is committed to an open and fair
exchange of concerns and data, and towards that end we have met in person to address your
concerns, albeit not with you but with the former President and Vice-?resident of the Surfrider's
Foundation (SF), held conference calls, and answered telephone calls and e-mail questions. As
part of the study process, the SF will have two additional opportunities for further comment in
the form of written comments on the DEIS and also as verbal comments at the Public
Informational Meeting (which is tentatively scheduled for late Spring) with regard to the DEIS.
The District welcomes any and all to comment both verbally and in the written form.

We hope that the SF will continue to work with the District with regard to our Long
. Island Projects. If you have any questions, please contact the EnvironmentalImpact Statement

Coordinator, Chris Ricciardi, at (212) 264-0204.

Enclosures

fJfJ~5onard Houston
pChief, Environmental Analysis Branch



Responses to Tim Maddux/Surfrider's Association's concerns

(a) The slope of the existing revetment averages approximately IV:1.5H based on the contract
drawings. The section of revetment slope where waves hit the structure, i.e. between
elevations +5 to +15 NGVD, is very close to IV :2H. Adjacent cross sections, outside of 50 ft. in
either direction of the displayed Station 5+00, have 1V:1.5H slopes. Together with the fact that
Station 5+00 is the flattest sloped segment of revetment for only around 50 ft. to 80 ft. in length
out of the approximate 800 ft. total length, any significant reflected wave reduction is negated
when compared with the proposed 1V:2H slope. Sections of existing slope that are flatter than
1V:2H are just landward of, and at the same or lower elevation of, fronting dispersed toe stone,
also negating direct wave reflection reduction from the flatter existing slopes.

Reflected waves should be virtually identical with new wall and old wall. Measures existing
slopes between elevation +15 and +5 from the topo range from 1V:1.4H to 1V:2.7H, which
averages to 1V:2H - the same as the new wall. Both are rubblemoundstructures, with similar.
roughness. Both are fronted by remnant stone from the 1944 wall. Both walls front the bluff,
with similar alignment to incoming waves.

(b) The slopes are not contradictory. The existing slope, as stated above, flattens out below the
wave impact zone and thus leads to a difference in the offset of the proposed slope to the
existing slope at the top and bottom.

Energy or height changes caused by displacement of 20 ft. will be minor, and are well landward
of the actual surfing location, and will not affect conditions at the surfing location.

(c) Waves do not transform or become breaking over short distanced, flat bathymetry. Breaking
waves dissipate their energy over a distance that is approximately 4 times the breaker height, for
slightly sloped bathymetry, or approximately 20 to 30 ft. for a 6 ft. breaker wave height. Since
the bathymetry fronting the existing revetment is virtually flat for at least 50 ft., broken waves
near the toe of the revetment would have initiated their breaking and energy disipation well
offshore of the 20 ft. of offset between the existing and proposed seaward extents of the
revetment. Therefore, broken waves would not be intercepted any differently from the existing
revetment than by the proposed revetment, during energy dissipation. In addition, as long as the
fronting bathymetry is flat, unbroken waves would have no difference in impact between the
existing and proposed conditions.

(d) Regions of revetment slope where waves predominantly break are subjected to the downrush
of wave water towards the structure toe. Since the proposed revetment would be constructed with
a similar seaward toe stone arrangement as the existing, reflected wave energy just offshore of
the proposed structure would be substantially unaffected, not increased.

~



Christopher Ricciardi, Archaeologist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Planning Division
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building
26 Federal Plaza - Room 2131
New York, New York 10278-0090
Phone: (212) 264-0204
Fax: (212) 264-0961
E-mail: christopher.g.ricciardi@usace.army.mil

Fax

United States Army,
-Corps-oJ-Engineers _m~
New York District
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. Comments:

Gene,

Frank Verga, Stu Chase and I willbe calling at 4:30pm today. Here are some stuff that
I'vebeen ableto find for you.

Chris.

To: Eugene Albert From: Chris Ricciardi

Fax: (631) 725-6048 Pages: 9 (including cover sheet)

Phone: (631) 725-1100 Date: Thursday, October 16, 2003

Re: Montauk Point Project CC:



1992 - after severe erosion due to HurricaneBob and the Halloween Storm of 1991,

a new revetment is constructedby the U.S. Coast Guardlandward of the old revetment.

The SilIOOc!tm.em an,gl~ thirty years later shows Ii.stabilized toe and blufffacc. The cooperative effoIU of the U.SAC.O.E.. the
U.S.C.G. the N.Y.S.D.E.C., the Longlshmd Office of Parks, Recreation and H~toric PrJJservation and the Montauk Historical

Society have improved the erosion control pmt~tiOI1 at Mont."Iuk Point. (c 1995 Peter Paul Muller Jr.)



Study Area

. Includes the historic Montauk Point Lighthouse Complex that sits on a high bluff,
approximately 70-feet above Mean Sea Level.

. The area surrounding the lighthouse is operated as a State park and is used primarily by
fishermen and sightseers.

Study Area



i

Previous Reports

The New York District Reconnaissance Report for Montauk Point, New York was
completed in Febrm1ry1993. Headquarters certified the Reconnaissance Report in May
1993. This report recommended a further cost-shared feasibility study. The potential
recommended plan of improvement identified in the reconnaissance phase entailed the
placement of a 77O-footlong stone revetment to cover the most critically eroding area of
Montauk Point.

Study Area

The study area is located in Suffolk County, New York, between the Atlantic Ocean and
Block Island Sound at the easternmost end of the south fork of Long Island (Figure-I).
Montauk is in the Town of East Hampton. The study area includes the historic Montauk
Point Lighthouse Complex that sits on a high bluff underlain with glacial till,
approximately70-feetaboveMean Sea Level(MSL). .

The lighthouse is the focal point of the facilities of the Montauk Point Coast Guard
Station and acts as. a junction marker for ships headed for New York Harbor or Lopg
Island Sound. The area surrounding the lighthouse is operated as a State park and is used
primarily by fishermen and sightseers.

Montauk Point
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Montauk Point, New York
Storm Damage Reduction. Feasibility Study

2 P7 - Preliminary Alternatives
April 2002













DEPARTMENT OFTHE ARMY 
NEWVOFIK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 

NEWYORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

18 July 2005 

Environmental Analysis Branch 

Jnn Ralston 
Bureau of Air Quality Planning 
New York Department of Environmental Conservation ' 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12233-3251 

Dear Mr. Ralston: 

Thc U.S. Army 6oTs of Engineers, I<ew York District (Corps), is pleased to furnish you 
with a draft copy of the Air Quality Appendix, part of the Drafi Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Montauk Point S t o m  Damage Reduction Project. 

Although thc overall project falls under the set guidelines for Air Conhmlity. rve rvanted 
io makc this information io you prior to the release of the DEIS. 

If vou havc any comments or questions, plcasc contact the Project ibd~aeologist, Dr. 
C ~ s t o p h c r  Riccial-d! at (O! 7) 790-8630 or &~~~~~,p~l~~g.ricci:i~:ii{~usase.arnl-~:.~!. 

T h a ~ k  you very much for your time and your continued efforts in working with the 
District. 

Sincerely, p. 5') 
Leonard Houston 
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch 



DEPARTMENT OFTHE ARMY 
NEWYORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 

NEWYORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

August 19,2005 

Environmental Analysis Branch 

Dear Interested Party; 

The 17,s. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, is pleased to provide for your 
review a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Montauk Point Storm 
Damage Reduction Projcct. The 45 days review period is from August 19, 2005 to October 04, 
2005. 

You comments and concerns arc greatly apprcciated. Should you have any, please send 
them to: 

Dr. Christophcr Kicciardi, EIS Coordinator 
U.S. A m y  Corps of Engineers - NY District 
Planning Division - Environrncntal Branch 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 2 15 1 
New York, NY 10278-0090 

Copics of this document can also be found on the District's web site at 
. s a c  and navigate to the NewsIEvent scction. 

Current Federal guidelines require that the transmission of various NEPA documents 
(including DIF-ElS) in digital format, as well continuing the placement of copies in public 
locations, such as your regional library. However, if you require a printed copy, you may obtain 
one by contacting Dr. Kicciardi at (917) 790-8630. Please note, the review period will still end 
on October 04, 2005. 

Thank you for your participation in this project. 

Sincerely. 

Lconard Houston, Chief 
Environrncntal Analysis Branch 



DEPARTMENT OFTHE ARMY 
NEWYORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 

NEWYORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

August 19.2005 
~~~ -~ ATENTIO I I  OF 

Environmental Analysis Branch 

Pamela Otis, Associate E~ivironmental Analyst 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
The Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller - Empire State Plaza 
Agency Building Number I 
Albany, New York 12238-0001 

Dear Ms. Otis: 

The 1J.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District). thanks you for sending 
comriients based on the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (PDEIS) for the 
Montauk Point Storm D a m a ~ e  Reductior~ Project. 

As pcr your request, attached are our responses to your comments 

Since your coriirnents arrived after pre-production of the formal Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) began. you will note that the additional suggestions that you made, that 
were agreed to by the District, were not included. Due to timing issues. this could not bc helped, 
but they will be made for the final document. 

'SJe appreciate yoiir office taking ihe time to leview the PDEIS. T'ne DEiS shouid be 
aniving to your office some time around the third week of August. As required by law, any 
comrnents from your office will be addressed in the final version of the document. 

Should you have any, please send them to: 

Dr. Christopher Ricciardi, EIS Coordiriator 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - NU District 
Planning Division - Environmental Branch 
26 Federal Plaza, Roorn 2 15 1 
New York. NY 10278-0090 

Sincerely, 

Leonard Houston, Chief 
Environmental .4nalysis Branch 



REPLYTO 

ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OFTHE ARMY 
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

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

August 25 2005 

Environmental Analysis Branch 

Dear Interested Party; 

As you are aware: the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, has recently 
released the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Montauk Point Storm 
Damase Reduction Prosect. The 45 day public review period started August 19: 2005 and wiIl 
officially close on October 04; 2005. 

As part of the DEIS process, a public information session has been scheduled for 
Monday, September 19. 2005 at the Montauk Fire House, 12 Flamingo Avenue in Montauk, 
New York. from 7:01?pm to 9:OOpm. We hope that you will be able to attend. 

If you have any questions with regard to the public infomlation session or the prosect, 
please contact the EIS Coordinator, Dr. Christopher Ricciardi at (91 7) 790-8630 or 
. . . . . . , \  . . 

c ~ l ~ , : ~ l ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ c r . ~ . ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ c c . ~ ~ i - ~ l l ~ ~ . f i ~ , :  i . . . .. .. .. - - 

Thank you for your participation in this project 

Sincerely, 



BILLING CODE: 3710-06 

DEPARTRIENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of Engineers 

Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

for the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project, Suffok County, New 

York 

AGENCY: Department ofthe Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 

ACTION: Notice of Availability. 

SUMMARY: This announces the availability of the DEIS which assesses the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed reinforcement of an existing stone revetment wall 

at Montauk Point, Suffolk County, Kew York. This Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS) has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA), and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulations for 

implementing NEPA. 

DATES: The comment period for the DElS will end 45 days after publication of the 

NOA in the Federal Register by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The end 

date falls within the first week of October 2005. 



ADDRESSES: To obtain copies of the DEIS or submit comments. contact Dr 

Christopher Ricciardi, Environmental Coordinator, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New 

York District. Planning Division - Environrnental Analysis Branch, 26 Federal Plaza, 

Room 2151: New York, NY 10278-0090. 

FOR FURTHER INFORI%IATION CONTACT: Dr. Christopher Ricciardi. 

Planning Division - Environmental Analysis Branch. at (91 7) 790-8630 or 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The purpose of this DElS is to analyze 

sipificant issues and information relevant to environmental concerns regarding the 

proposed reinforcement of an existing stone re%etment wall at ,Wontauk Point, New York 

The U.S. Coast Guard and the Montauk Historical Society constructed the current 

revetment wall between 1990 and 1992. 'The project study was conducted under the 

authority of resolution adopted by the Committee on Environment and Public Works of 

the U.S. Senate on May 15, 1991. 

"Resolvetl by thc Co~llmittee on Environnle~tt cr~ztl Public PVorkr c!f  the 
United Strrtes Sencrte, thrrt the Secretu~y ofthc .4r.1?1)' is hereby rcytrestcd to 
review the report of tlre Clticf'of En'ngi~leers on Fire Islrrnd to Montuirk 
Point, NCII. Ibrk, publisht~l crs lfouse Docrr~ne~lt N~mrber. 86-425. 86"' 

,id Congress, 2 session, cr11tl other pc>rtirzerlt reports, to tlcterrrline ~chethcr- 
n~oclificotio~ts ofthe reconime~lclcltio~is corlroined therein elre advisable o f  
the present time, u-it11 tr view to preserving, restoring, clnd protecring 
Alontrrlrk Poi~lt o17d vicinlt~., i1icl7rdi11g the historic Montcluk Lightholrse 
ancl clssociated ftrcilities, frorri eros io~~,  e~lviro~lme~rrtrl clegr.cldutio~z, clnd 
coastcrl stor-rn clrr~rlclge. " 



The purpose of this DEIS is to analyze significant issues and information relevant to 

cnvironmental concerns bearing on the proposed action or its anticipated impacts. The 

analysis indicates that short-term adverse environmental impacts, such as removal of 

benthic invertebrates in the revetment wall area, would be balanced by long-term 

beneficial impacts. *Monitoring for Cultural and Biological resources will be coordinated 

with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation. All activity 

associated with the prqject \vould be undertaken in a way to minimize adverse impacts to 

sensitive habitats and threatened and endangered species; and adjacent shorelines, as well 

as to minimize cumulative impacts. 

A 404(b)(I) evaluation has been prepared for the project and is included in the DEIS. 

The proposed action and alternatives do not represent a significant threat of degradation 

to the aquatic environment, and are in compliance with the 404(b)(l) Guidelines. 

The Notice of Intent (NOI) was filed in May of 2002. 4 Public Scoping ,Meeting was 

held in November 2001 and the results were collected in a Public Scoping Document. 

Results from public and agency scoping coordination are addressed in the DEIS. Copies 

of the DEIS are also available at the East Hampton Library and the Montauk Point 

Peter Weppler, Acting Chief 
Environmental Analysis Branch 



The purpose of this DElS is to analyze significant issues and infonnation relevant to 

environmental concerns bearing on the proposed action or its anticipated impacts. The 

analysis indicates that short-term adverse environmental impacts: such as removal of 

benthic invertebrates in the revetment wall area. would be balanced by long-term 

beneficial impacts. Monitoring for Cultural and Biological resources will be coordinated 

with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the 

New York State Office o f  Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation. .411 activity 

associated with the project would be undertaken in a way to minimize adverse impacts to 

sensitive habitats and threatened and endangered species, and adjacenr shorelines, as well 

as to minimize cun~ulative impacts. 

A 404(b)(l) evaluation has been prepared for the project and is included in the DEIS. 

The proposed action and alternatives do nor represent a significant threat of degradation 

to the aquatic environment, and are in compliance with the 404(b)!l) Guidelines. 

The Notice of Intent (NOI) was filed in May of  2002. A Public Scoping Meeting was 

held in November 2001 and the results were collected in a Public Scoping Document. 

Results from public and agency scoping coordination are addressed in the DEIS. Copies 

of the DEIS are also available at the East Hampton Library and the Montauk Point 

Library. 

Leonard Houston, Chief 
Environmental Analysis Branch 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New York District (District) is evaluating 
alternatives to reduce storm damage at Montauk Point.  Montauk Point is located 125 miles east 
of New York City in the Township of East Hampton, Suffolk County, New York.  Montauk 
Point is located on the extreme eastern tip of Long Island and separates the Atlantic Ocean to the 
south and Block Island Sound to the north. (Project Area, Figure 1). 
 
Montauk Point is noted for its beauty and historic lighthouse. The Montauk Point Lighthouse, 
which President Washington commissioned in 1797, is included in the U.S. Department of the 
Interior’s National Register of Historic Places.  Despite previous protection projects at Montauk 
Point, the existing shoreline continues to erode.  If there is no intervention, continued erosion 
will result in the continued loss of the bluff and the eventual loss of the lighthouse and adjacent 
historic structures.  
 
The New York District of the Army Corps of Engineers (the District) analyzed various project 
alternatives and planning constraints and selected construction of a stone revetment wall as the 
most effective.  This would entail constructing an 840-foot riprap revetment wall, incorporating 
stones from the existing revetment and strengthening the toe to protect against breaking waves 
and scour at the base of the revetment.   
 
In accordance with section 305 (b) (2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (1996 amendments), this assessment identifies the potential impacts on 
designated essential fish habitats (EFH) during and following those proposed structural 
modifications designed to protect and support the Turtle Cove Plateau, the lighthouse and 
surrounding bluffs.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104-267), set forth a number of new mandates for the U.S. Department of 
Commerce (USDOC) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), regional fishery management councils (councils), and other 
Federal agencies to identify and protect important marine and anadromous fish habitat.   
 
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. However, 
measures recommended to protect EFH are advisory, rather than prescriptive. 
 
According to NMFS, the contents of an EFH assessment should include: 

• A description of the proposed action; 
• Analysis of the effects of the proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and 

major prey species; 
• The Federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and, 
• Proposed mitigation, if applicable. 
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The following section includes: a brief description of the District’s proposed revetment wall; 
identification of the existing environment of Montauk Point area; a listing of EFH–designated 
species identified in and around the Montauk Point area.  It also includes an analysis of the 
potential impacts of, and mitigation for, construction activities of EFH in the near-shore habitats.  

 
 

2.0 PROPOSED PROJECT ACTIVITIES 
 
2.1 Authority and Purpose  
 
The project was authorized by a resolution of the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, adopted May 1991 to provide storm damage protection at 
Montauk Point. 
 
2.2 Description of Proposed Plan of Improvement 
 
The recommended plan will protect Montauk Point lighthouse and bluff complex by building an 
840 feet riprap stone revetment.  Some stone already on site will be reused.   Revetments are 
proven methods of shore protection in the area and have historically been accepted by local and 
state agencies.  The cross-section of the preliminary revetment has a crest width of 40-feet at 
elevation +25 feet NGVD, 1V:2H side slopes and 12.6 ton quarry stone armor units extending 
from the crest down to the embedded toe.  A heavily embedded toe is incorporated to protect 
against breaking waves and scour at the toe of the structure.  Three layers of 4-5 ton armor units 
are used atop the splash apron (Figure 2). 

 
2.3 Construction Methods 
  
The recommended plan proposes construction over a two-year period.  Two cranes working from 
opposite ends will be employed to move existing revetment rock and newly quarried rock to 
construct the revetment.  A temporary access road will be built to get from the road at the top of 
the bluff down to the shoreline staging areas just east and west of the revetment limits.  From 
there the road will be extended to the construction berms starting at the eastern and western 
limits of the new revetment.  The new revetment will be built within the footprint of the existing 
(1990) revetment.  During construction there will be a temporary impact and habitat loss of 800 
by 40 feet.  The permanent impact and habitat loss will be 600 by 20 feet, due to the embedded 
toe.  The habitat that will be lost is eroding rock and substrate, which will be exchanged with 
rocky intertidal habitat created by the new revetment.   
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3.0 ENVIRONMENT 
 

3.1 History 
 
In 1792 President George Washington authorized the construction of the Montauk Point Light 
Station for navigation purposes.  When the lighthouse was completed it was 300 feet from the 
cliff’s edge.  Today the lighthouse is less than 120-feet from the edge of the bluff and other 
structures are within 50 feet of the edge.  Throughout the years various efforts have been made to 
stabilize the shoreline from the effects of erosion.  USACE built a 700-feet stone revetment that 
later failed in the 1940’s, DOT placed rubble in the 1960’s, local terracing and planting efforts 
were constructed in the 1970’s and 1980’s, and in 1990 another revetment was constructed 
(MHS, 2000 and NYS P&R, 2002).  The 1990 revetment settled during the 1991 storm and is no 
longer adequate as a shore protection measure.   Finally, in 1992 an emergency construction 
effort was made by the USCG and a new revetment was constructed landward of the old 
revetment.  This revetment and the terracing efforts are currently providing shoreline protection.  
In 1993, a reconnaissance study was executed by the District, which determined that unless 
further protection efforts are made, upper bluff areas, the Turtle Cove Plateau and associated 
structures would be in danger of erosion by the year 2016.   
 
3.2 Description 
  
Montauk Point is located 125 miles east of New York City, in the Township of East Hampton, 
Suffolk County, New York.  Montauk Point Lighthouse sits on a high bluff underlain with 
glacial till at 70 feet above MSL (Mean Sea Level).  The lighthouse and surrounding Montauk 
Point State Park are one of the most highly visited recreational and tourist areas in Eastern Long 
Island.  The shoreline of Long Island in the vicinity of Montauk Point is rugged, rocky and steep 
surrounding the bluffs that Montauk Point is known for.  The project area is located in the 
Atlantic coastal plain province, which consists of loose, unconsolidated Cretaceous to Recent 
sediments resting on a deeply buried crystalline rock base.  In the past 125 years the bluffs have 
retreated 150 feet and the beach has retreated 305 feet.  The erosion of the bluff is a result of the 
combined effect of storm waves, ground water flow, wind and rain.  Hurricanes or large storms 
can result in a combined storm surge and wave crest level approximately 30 feet above MSL.  

 
3.3 Vegetation 
  
Beaches to the north and south of the lighthouse are narrow and sparsely vegetated.  The dunes 
are covered with American Beach grass (Ammophila breviliqulata) and wooly beach heather 
(Hudsonia tomentosa).  The composition of dune vegetation varies depending on stability.  
Additionally, beach grass and salt-spray rose were added during terracing of the bluff face. .  

 
3.4 Water Quality  
 
The project area has good water quality.  The waters are used for recreational and commercial 
fishing and contact recreation.  The waters are also part of the extreme eastern extent of the 
Peconic Bay Estuary, which has excellent overall water quality.    
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3.5 Aquatic Resource  
 
The quality of habitats in the project area is suited for a diverse group of species.  The bottom 
composition is mainly rock along the revetment surrounded by intertidal gravel/sand beaches to 
the north and south of Montauk Point.  The area is habitat for many benthic invertebrates’ 
species, such as bee chitins, mussels, oysters, anemone, isopods, periwinkles, bryozoans, clams, 
barnacles, sea urchins, scuds, sea stars, lobsters, and crabs.  In the sandy reaches are amphipods, 
horseshoe crabs, wedge-shaped clams, ghost crabs, isopods, and burrowing worms.   
 
3.6 Finfish  
 
Commercial and recreational finfish species found near the project area include:  the American 
sandlance Ammodytes americanus, American shad Alosa sapidissima, Atlantic croaker 
Micropogonias undulates, Atlantic mackerel Scomber scombrus, Atlantic menhaden Brevoortia 
tyrannus, black sea bass Centropristis striata, bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix, butter fish 
Porohotus triacanthos, scup Stenotomus chrysops, spot Leiostomas xanthurus, winter flounder 
Pseudopleuronectes americanus, summer flounder Paralichthys dentatus, weakfish Cynosion 
regalis, and striped bass Morone saxatilis.   
 
3.7 Migratory Finfish 

Migratory finfish (alewife, American shad, Atlantic menhaden, Atlantic silverside, blueback 
herring, and striped bass) occur in seasonal abundance at Montauk Point.   

 
4.0 EFH SPECIES 

 
4.1 EFH-Designated Species    
 
EFH is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act as: “waters” to include aquatic areas and their 
associated physical, chemical, and biological properties that are used by fish which may include 
areas historically used by fish where appropriate; “substrate” to include sediment, hard bottom 
and structures underlying the water, and associated biological contribution to a healthy 
ecosystem; and areas used for “spawning, breeding, and growth to maturity” to cover a specie’s 
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 can classify a habitat as essential. 
 
As required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the National Marine Fisheries Service promulgated 
regulation to provide guidance to the regional fishery management council for EFH designation.  
EFH designation were based on the presence or absence, and, in some cases, on the relative 
abundance of eggs, larvae, juvenile, and adults fish in long-term survey datasets, and on 
information compiled by the National Oceanic Atmosphere Administration (NOAA)/National 
Ocean Services (NOS) Estuarine Living Marine Resource Program, from the U.S. Atlantic coast 
from the Gulf of Maine to Cape Hatteras, North Carolina per the New England Fisheries 
Management Council (NOAA, 1999).  EFH designations for the 10’ square of latitude and 
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longitude (Figure 2) that include the coastal waters of Montauk Point, New York, Table 1, are 
identified by species and life history stages in Table 2. 

 
Table 1. 10’ x 10’ Square Coordinates 

Boundary North East South West 
Coordinate 41º 10.0’ N 71º 50.0’ W 41º 00.0’ N 72º 00.0’ W 

Grid Description (i.e. habitat, landmarks, coastline markers): Atlantic Ocean waters within the 
square affecting the northeast tip of Long Island from just west of Rocky Point on the north side 
around Fort Pond Bay, past Lake Montauk, Shagwong Pt., False Pt., Montauk Pt., and Montauk, 
NY, to just east of Hither Hills State Park. 

 

Project Location 

FIGURE 2 
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Table 2. EFH-Designated Species Reported for the Montauk Point Area. 
Species Eggs Larvae Juveniles Adults 

Whiting (Merluccius bilinearis) X X X  
Winter flounder Pleuronectes americanus X X X X 

Windowpane flounder Scopthalmus aquosus   X X 
Atlantic sea herring Clupea harengu X X X X 

Bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix   X X 
Atlantic butterfish Peprilus triacanthu   X X 
Atlantic mackerel Scomber scombrus  X X X 

Summer flounder Paralicthys dentatus   X X 
Scup Stenotomus chrysop   X X 

Black sea bass Centropristus striata   X  
King mackerel Scomberomorus cavalla X X X X 

Spanish mackerel Scomberomorus maculates X X X X 
Cobia Rachycentron canadum X X X X 

Sand tiger shark Odontaspis taurus  X   
Ocean pout Macrozoacres americanus X X  X 

Long finned squid Loligo pealei   X  
Spiny dogfish Squalus acanthias   X X 

Blue shark Prionace glauca   X X 
Dusky shark Charcharinus obscurus  X X  

Shortfin mako shark Isurus oxyrhyncus   X  
Sandbar shark Charcharinus plumbeus  X X X 

Bluefin tuna Thunnus thynnus   X X 
Source: NOAA 1999 
 

Most habitat data was retrieved from NOAA habitat characteristic table found in the guide to 
essential fish habitat descriptions at http://www.nero.noaa.gov/hcd/list.htm.  Otherwise data is 
referenced appropriately. 

 
Table 5. Habitat utilization of identified EFH species for representative life stages 
in the SBOBA. 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 

Whiting  
(Merluccius bilinearis) 
(Morse et al. 1998) 

Habitat: Pelagic 
continental shelf 
waters in preferred 
depths from 50-
150 m.  

Habitat: 
Pelagic 
continental shelf 
waters in 
preferred depths 
from 50-130 m. 
 

Habitat: Bottom (silt-
sand) nearshore waters 
in preferred depths 
from 150-270 m in 
spring and 25-75 m in 
fall. 
Prey: Fish, crustaceans 
(euphausids, shrimp), 
and squids 
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Table 5. Habitat utilization of identified EFH species for representative life stages 
in the SBOBA. 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 

Winter Flounder 
(Pseudopleuronectes 
americanus) 
(Pereira et. al., 1998) 

Habitat:  Pelagic 
and bottom water 
at depths of less 
than 5 meters with 
a broad range of 
salinity, abundant 
February through 
July 

Habitat: 
Pelagic and 
bottom water at 
depths less than 
5 meters with a 
broad range of 
salinity, 
abundant 
February 
through July 
 

Habitat: Young of the 
year (YOY) are 
demersal, nearshore 
low energy shallows 
with sand, muddy sand, 
mud and gravel 
bottoms (primarily 
inlets and coves). 
Prey: YOY --
Amphipods and 
annelids  
JUV – Sand dollars, 
bivalves siphons, 
annelids, amphipods 

Habitat: Demersal offshore 
waters (in spring) except 
when spawning, where they 
are in shallow inshore waters 
(fall). 
Prey: Amphipods, 
polychaetes, bivalves or 
siphons, 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-July 
and Oct-Nov 
Prey: Copepods 
and other 
zooplankton 

Habitat:  Bottom (fine 
sands) 5-125 m in 
depth, in nearshore 
bays and estuaries less 
than 75 m 
Prey: Small 
crustaceans (mysids 
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), polychaetes and 
various fish larvae 

Atlantic sea herring  
(Clupea harengus) 
(Reid et al., 1998) 

 Habitat:  
Pelagic waters 
and bottom 
habitats, < 10 C 
and 15-130 m 
depths. 
 

Habitat:  Pelagic 
waters and bottom, < 
10 C and 15-130 m 
depths 
Prey: Zooplankton 
(copepods, decapod 
larvae, cirriped larvae, 
cladocerans, and 
pelecypod larvae) 

Habitat:  Pelagic waters and 
bottom habitats  
Prey:  Chaetognath, 
euphausids, pteropods and 
copepods. 

Bluefish  
(Pomatomus saltatrix) 
(USACE 2001) 

  Habitat:  Pelagic 
waters of continental 
shelf and in Mid 
Atlantic estuaries and 
intertidal and nearshore 
zones May-Nov. 
Mixed and saline 
waters. 
Prey: Atlantic 
silversides, clupeids, 
striped bass, bay 
anchovy, others.  
 

Habitat:  Pelagic waters; 
found in Mid Atlantic 
estuaries April – Oct.  Highly 
migratory and distribution 
varies greatly according to 
season and fish size.  S < 25 
ppt.  Spawning occurs 
offshore in open waters. 
Prey: Sight feeders; prey on 
other fishes almost 
exclusively.  

Atlantic butterfish   
(Peprilus tricanthus) 

  Habitat:  10 – 360 m 
in pelagic waters over 
the continental shelf  
Prey: Feed mainly on 
planktonic prey, 
including thaliaceans, 
squids, copepods, 
amphipods, decapods, 
coelenterates, 
polychaetes, small 
fishes, and 
ctenophores.   

Habitat:  10 – 360 m in 
pelagic waters over the 
continental shelf  
Prey: Feed mainly on 
planktonic prey including 
thaliaceans, squids, 
copepods, amphipods, 
decapods, coelenterates, 
polychaetes, small fishes, 
and ctenophores. 
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Table 5. Habitat utilization of identified EFH species for representative life stages 
in the SBOBA. 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 

Atlantic mackerel 
(Scomber scombrus) 

 Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
over the 
Continental 
Shelf 
 
 

Habitat: Schooling in 
pelagic waters over the 
Continental Shelf, >25 
ppt, 0-320 m. Not 
typically associated 
with bottom or 
nearshore habitats. 
Prey: Principal prey 
include small 
crustaceans.  Also 
small pelagic mollusks, 
chaetognaths, 
nematodes, 
ammodytes, other 
larval fish.  

Habitat Schooling in pelagic 
waters over the Continental 
Shelf, >25 ppt, 0-320 m. Not 
typically associated with 
bottom or nearshore habitats. 
Prey: Includes euphausids, 
pandalid, and crangonid 
shrimps; chaetognaths, 
larvaceans, pelagic 
polychaetes, squids. Calanus 
and other copepods, 
amphipods, other planktonic 
organisms.  Fishes: sand 
lances, herring, silver and 
other hakes, sculpins.  

Summer flounder 
(Paralicthys dentatus) 

  Habitat:  Demersal 
waters over 
Continental Shelf 
including estuaries, 
mud to sand substrates 
S 10-30 Ppt  
Prey:   Primarily 
infaunal crustaceans, 
polychaetes 

Habitat:  Demersal waters 
(mud and sand substrates). 
Shallow coastal areas in 
warm months, deep (500 ft) 
offshore waters in cold 
months. 
Prey:  Shrimp, weakfish, 
mysids, anchovies, squids, 
Atlantic silversides, herrings, 
hermit crabs, isopods. 

Scup  
(Stenotomus chrysops) 

  Habitat:  Demersal 
waters over 
Continental Shelf and 
estuary habitats; >15 
ppt, 12o-22oC 
Prey:   Small benthic 
invertebrates, fish eggs 
and larvae.  

Habitat: Demersal waters 
over Continental Shelf from 
Nov – April, estuary habitats, 
>15 ppt 
Prey:  Benthic and near 
bottom invertebrates, and 
small fish  

Black sea bass 
(Centropristus striata) 

  Habitat: Demersal 
waters over rough 
bottom, shellfish and 
eelgrass beds, man-
made structures in 
sandy-shelly areas and 
winter off shore at 
depths of 1-38 m in 
shell beds and shell 
patches 
Prey: Small Epibenthic 
invertebrates, 
especially crustaceans 
and mollusks. 

Habitat: Demersal waters 
over structured habitats 
(natural and man-made), and 
sand and shell areas and 
winters off shore at depths of 
25-50 m in shell beds and 
shell patches. 
Prey: Benthic and near-
bottom Invertebrates and 
small fish 
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Table 5. Habitat utilization of identified EFH species for representative life stages 
in the SBOBA. 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 

King mackerel 
(Scomberomorus cavalla) 

Habitat: Pelagic 
waters with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore bars, 
high profile rocky 
bottom and barrier 
island ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone.  

Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone 

Habitat: Pelagic 
waters with sandy 
shoals of capes and 
offshore bars, high 
profile rocky bottom 
and barrier island 
ocean-side waters from 
the surf to the shelf 
break zone 
Prey: Small epibenthic 
invertebrates, 
especially crustaceans 
and mollusks. 

Habitat: Pelagic waters with 
sandy shoals of capes and 
offshore bars, high profile 
rocky bottom and barrier 
island ocean-side waters 
from the surf to the shelf 
break zone 
Prey:  Benthic and near-
bottom invertebrates and 
small fish 

Spanish mackerel 
(Scomberomorus 
maculates) 

Habitat: Pelagic 
waters with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore bars, 
high profile rocky 
bottom and barrier 
island ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone. 
Migratory 
 

Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone. 
Migratory 

Habitat:  
Pelagic waters with 
sandy shoals of capes 
and offshore bars, high 
profile rocky bottom 
and barrier island 
ocean-side waters from 
the surf to the shelf 
break zone. Migratory 
Prey: Small epibenthic 
invertebrates, 
especially crustaceans 
and mollusks. 

Habitat:  
Pelagic waters with sandy 
shoals of capes and offshore 
bars, high profile rocky 
bottom and barrier island 
ocean-side waters from the 
surf to the shelf break zone. 
Migratory 
Prey:  Benthic and near-
bottom invertebrates and 
small fish 

Cobia  
(Rachycentron canadum) 
 
Cobia  
(Rachycentron canadum) 
(continued) 

Habitat: Pelagic 
waters with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore bars, 
high profile rocky 
bottom and barrier 
island ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone. 
Migratory 
 

Habitat: 
Pelagic waters 
with sandy 
shoals of capes 
and offshore 
bars, high 
profile rocky 
bottom and 
barrier island 
ocean-side 
waters from the 
surf to the shelf 
break zone. 
Migratory 

Habitat: Pelagic 
waters with sandy 
shoals of capes and 
offshore bars, high 
profile rocky bottom 
and barrier island 
ocean-side waters from 
the surf to the shelf 
break zone. Migratory 
Prey: Small epibenthic 
invertebrates, 
especially crustaceans 
and mollusks. 

Habitat: Pelagic waters with 
sandy shoals of capes and 
offshore bars, high profile 
rocky bottom and barrier 
island ocean-side waters 
from the surf to the shelf 
break zone. Migratory 
Prey:  Benthic and near-
bottom invertebrates and 
small fish 

Sand tiger shark 
(Odontaspis taurus) 

 Habitat:  
Shallow coastal 
waters from 
Barnegat Inlet, 
NJ to Cape 
Canaveral, FL 
out to the 25-
meter isobath, 
entirely outside 
of the project 
area 
Prey:  herring, 
eels, mackerels 
or other fish, 
and in rare 
cases, some 
smaller shark 
species 
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Table 5. Habitat utilization of identified EFH species for representative life stages 
in the SBOBA. 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 

Ocean pout (Macrozoacres 
americanus) 

Habitat:  Bottom 
habitats.  Eggs are 
laid in gelatinous 
masses, generally 
in hard bottom 
sheltered nests. T 
<10  C, < 50 
meters, and S 32-
34 ppt.   

Habitat:  
Bottom habitats 
Sea surface T < 
10 degrees C, 
depths < 50 
meters, and S > 
25 ppt.    
Prey: 
Harpacticoid 
copepods 

 Habitat:  Bottom habitats, 
<15 C,  <110 meters, S 32-34 
ppt. 
Prey: Benthic organisms, 
especially shelled, e.g., 
mollusks, crustaceans, 
echinoderms, especially sand 
dollars. 
 

Long finned squid (Loligo 
pealei) 

  Habitat: 
Pelagic waters over the 
Continental Shelf from 
Maine to North 
Carolina from shore to 
700 feet and T 39 - 91 
degrees F.  
Prey: Fish prey 
includes silver hake, 
mackerel, herring, 
menhaden, sand lance, 
bay anchovy, 
menhaden, weakfish 
and silversides. 
Invertebrate prey 
includes crustaceans 
and squid. 

 

Spiny Dogfish (Squalus 
acanthias) 
Spiny Dogfish (Squalus 
acanthias) 
(continued) 
 

  Continental shelf from 
Maine to North 
Carolina.  Inshore, 
EFH is the seawater 
portions of estuaries 
from Maine to 
Massachusetts.  Depths 
of 33 to 1280 feet in 
water temperatures 
ranging between 37 to 
82 F.  
Prey: mainly herring, 
Atlantic mackerel, 
squids, and to a lesser 
extent, haddock and 
cod. 

Continental shelf from the 
Maine to North Carolina. 
Inshore, EFH is the seawater 
portions of estuaries from 
Maine to Massachusetts.  
Generally, dogfish are found 
at depths to 1476 feet in 
water temperatures ranging 
between 37 to 82 F. 
Prey:  mainly herring, 
Atlantic mackerel, squids, 
and to a lesser extent, 
haddock and cod. 

Blue Shark (Prionace 
glauca) 
 

  Habitat:  Epipelagic in 
warm seas worldwide.  
Most wide-ranging of 
all sharks 
Prey: fish including 
hake, dogfish, 
mackerel, squid and 
pelagic crustaceans. 

Habitat:  Epipelagic in 
warm seas worldwide.  Most 
wide-ranging of all sharks 
Prey: fish including hake, 
dogfish, mackerel, squid and 
pelagic crustaceans. 
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Table 5:  Habitat utilization of identified EFH species for representative life stages 
in the SBOBA. 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 

Dusky shark  
(Charcharinus obscurus) 

 Habitat: 
Shallow coastal 
waters, inlets, 
and estuaries to 
the 25-meter 
isobath. 
However life 
stages are 
primarily found 
in waters south 
of Long Island.  
 

Habitat:  Juveniles 
found in coastal and 
pelagic waters between 
the 25- and 200-meter 
isobath. However life 
stages are primarily 
found in waters south 
of Long Island.   
 

 

Sandbar shark 
(Charcharinus plumbeus) 

 Habitat:  
Shallow coastal 
waters from 
Barnegat Inlet, 
NJ to Cape 
Canaveral, FL 
out to the 25-
meter isobath, e 
outside of the 
project area.   
Prey: 
Opportunistic 
bottom-feeder, 
relatively small 
fishes, mollusks 
and crustaceans. 
Include various 
bony fishes, 
eels, skates, 
rays, dogfish, 
octopus, squid, 
bivalves, shrimp 
and crabs. 

Habitat: Found in 
coastal and pelagic 
waters north of 40°N 
and at the shelf break 
in the mid-Atl during 
winter. S >22 ppt and T 
> 70 F° 
Prey: Opportunistic 
bottom-feeder, 
relatively small fishes, 
mollusks and 
crustaceans. Include 
various bony fishes, 
eels, skates, rays, 
dogfish, octopus, 
squid, bivalves, shrimp 
and crabs. 

Habitat: Demersal shallow 
coastal waters from the coast 
to the 50-meter isobath.  
Prey: Opportunistic bottom-
feeder, relatively small 
fishes, mollusks and 
crustaceans. Include various 
bony fishes, eels, skates, 
rays, dogfish, octopus, squid, 
bivalves, shrimp and crabs.   

Shortfin mako shark  
(Isurus oxyrhyncus) 
 
Shortfin mako shark  
(Isurus oxyrhyncus) 
(continued) 

 Habitat:  Found 
offshore 
between the 25- 
and 50-meter 
isobath. 
Prey:  
mackerel, tuna, 
marine 
mammals, squid 
and other sharks 

  

Bluefin tuna  
(Thunnus thynnus) 
 
 
 

  Habitat: Primarily 
surface waters, also 
found in inshore and 
pelagic waters between 
the 25 and 200-meter 
isobath. 
Prey:  Smaller fishes 
such as mackerel, 
herring, whiting, flying 
fish, and mullet as well 
as squid, eels, and 
crustaceans 
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Table 5:  Habitat utilization of identified EFH species for representative life stages 
in the SBOBA. 

MANAGED SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 

Clearnose skate  
(Raja eglanteria) 
(NEFMC 2004), (Packer et 
al. 2003a) 

  Habitat:  Soft bottom 
habitats along the 
continental shelf and 
rocky or gravelly 
bottom, from shore to 
500 meters, most 
abundant at depths < 
111 meters. T 9-30 
�C, S 22-36 ppt.  
Prey: Polychaetes, 
amphipods, mysid 
shrimp, shrimp, crabs 
including bivalves, 
squid, and small fishes 
such as soles, 
weakfish, butterfish, 
and scup.  

Habitat:  Both soft bottom 
and rocky or gravelly bottom 
habitats, from the shore to 
400 meters, most abundant at 
depths <111 meters. 
Prey: Polychaetes, 
amphipods, mysid shrimp, 
shrimp, crabs, bivalves, 
squid, and small fishes such 
as soles, weakfish, butterfish, 
and scup.  

Little skate  
(Leucoraja erinacea) 
(NEFMC 2004), (Packer et 
al. 2003b) 

  Habitat: Sandy or 
gravelly substrate or 
mud, found from the 
shore to 137 meters, 
highest abundance 
from 73-91 meters, 4-
15�C, S preferred 31-
34ppt.   
Prey:  opportunistic 
predator although 
inshore skates 
generally depend more 
on a few major prey 
species. Decapod 
crustaceans and 
amphipods are the 
most important prey 
items 

Habitat:  Similar to juvenile 
habitat. 
Prey: Similar to juvenile 
prey. 
 

Winter skate  
(Leucoraja ocellata) 
(NEFMC 2004), (Packer et 
al. 2003c) 
 
Winter skate  
(Leucoraja ocellata) 
 

  Habitat:  Primarily 
sand and gravel bottom 
but also found in mud 
bottoms, from 
shoreline to about 400 
meters and are most 
abundant at depths less 
than 111 meters, most 
found from 4-16 �C, 
salinities as low as 23 
ppt but prefer a salinity 
range of 32-34ppt.  
Prey: Polychaetes and 
amphipods most 
important prey in terms 
of numbers or 
occurrence, followed 
by decapods, isopods, 
bivalves, fishes.  

Habitat:  Similar to juvenile 
habitat. 
Prey:   Same as for 
juveniles; however, note that 
larger skates consume more 
polychaetes and fish while 
crustaceans decline in the 
diet.   



 

MONTAUK POINT, NEW YORK 
STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT  

October 2005 Environmental Impact Statement – Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 

4.3 Analysis Of Effects On EFH Species  
 
As discussed above, there are a number of Federally managed fish species where EFH was 
identified for one or more life stages within the project area.  Fish occupation of waters within 
the impact area is highly variable both 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 other species 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. 
 
In general, adverse impacts to Federally managed fish species may stem from alterations of the 
bottom habitat, which results from removing and replacing the revetment EFH can be adversely 
impacted temporarily through water quality impacts such as increased turbidity and decreased 
dissolved oxygen content.  These impacts would subside upon cessation of construction 
activities.  More long-term impacts to EFH typically involve physical changes to the bottom 
habitat, which involve changes to bathymetry, sediment substrate, and benthic community as a 
food source.  Table 6 below discusses the direct and indirect impacts on identified EFH species 
for representative life stages  
 
Table 3. Direct and indirect impacts on identified EFH species for  representative life stages 

SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 
Whiting  
(Merluccius bilinearis) 
 
 

Eggs 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 50 –130 
meters; therefore no 
direct or indirect effects 
are expected. 

Direct: Physical habitat 
offshore of point should 
remain basically similar 
to pre-construction 
conditions.  . 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction  

 

Winter flounder 
(Pseudopleuronectes 
 americanus) 

Direct:  Placement of 
stone and the increased 
footprint of the project 
may result in a small 
number of eggs being 
crushed although strong 
currents in the area may 
sweep eggs from the 
area.  

Direct:  Larvae are 
initially planktonic, but 
become more bottom-
oriented as they 
develop.  There is 
potential for some to 
become crushed during 
construction. 

The physical 
characteristic are not 
favorable to habit 
because of the high-
energy environment 
habitat in borrow site  

Direct: Typically 
habitat is offshore 
except when spawning 
when the possibility of 
being crushed is 
possible.  However, high 
motility and disturbance 
caused by construction 
should result in flight. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Windowpane 
(Scopthalmus aquosus) 

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

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

Direct: Physical habitat 
will typically remain the 
same, plus substrate is 
not preferred fine-
grained sediments. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Direct: Physical habitat 
will typically remain the 
same, plus substrate is 
not preferred fine-
grained sediments. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 
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Table 3. Direct and indirect impacts on identified EFH species for  representative life stages 

SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 
Atlantic sea herring  
(Clupea harengus) 

  Direct: Occur in pelagic 
and near bottom waters. 
Physical habitat is not 
preferred habitat, 
additional high motility 
allows for prompt 
escape.  
Indirect: None, prey are 
planktonic 

 

Direct: Occur in pelagic 
and near bottom waters. 
Physical habitat is not 
preferred habitat, 
additional high motility 
allows for prompt 
escape. 
Indirect: None, prey are 
planktonic 
 

Bluefish  
(Pomatomus saltatrix) 

Eggs occur in pelagic 
waters over the 
Continental Shelf.  No 
direct or indirect 
impact is expected. 

Larvae occur in pelagic 
waters over the 
Continental Shelf.  No 
direct or indirect 
impact is expected. 

Direct: Juvenile 
bluefish are pelagic 
species.  No significant 
direct effects 
anticipated. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Direct: Adult bluefish 
are pelagic species.  No 
significant direct effects 
anticipated. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Atlantic butterfish   
(Peprilus tricanthus) 

  Direct: Juvenile 
butterfish are pelagic 
species.  No significant 
direct effects 
anticipated. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Direct: Adult butterfish 
are pelagic species.  No 
significant direct effects 
anticipated. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Atlantic mackerel 
(Scomber scombrus) 

  Direct: Juvenile 
Atlantic mackerel are 
pelagic species.  No 
significant direct effects 
anticipated. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Direct: Adult Atlantic 
mackerel are pelagic 
species.  No significant 
direct effects 
anticipated. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Summer flounder  
(Paralicthys dentatus) 
Summer flounder  
(Paralicthys dentatus) 
(continued) 

  Direct: Physical habitat 
will typically remain the 
same, plus substrate is 
not preferred fine-
grained sediments. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Direct: Physical habitat 
will typically remain the 
same, plus substrate is 
not preferred fine-
grained sediments. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
due to disturbance 
caused by construction. 

Scup 
(Stenotomus chrysops) 

  Direct: Occur in 
demersal waters, but 
high motility should 
allow for prompt escape.  
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of benthic 
prey within site. 

Direct: Occur in 
demersal waters, but 
high motility should 
allow for prompt escape.  
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of benthic 
prey within site. 
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Table 3. Direct and indirect impacts on identified EFH species for  representative life stages 

SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 
Black sea bass  
(Centropristus striata) 

  Direct: Physical habitat 
will be dismantled and 
rebuilt sequentially 
which allows habitat to 
remain basically similar 
to pre-construction 
conditions.  Some 
mortality of juveniles 
could be expected but 
high motility should 
allow for prompt escape. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding. 

Direct: Physical habitat 
will be dismantled and 
rebuilt sequentially 
which allows habitat to 
remain basically similar 
to pre-construction 
conditions.  Some 
mortality of juveniles 
could be expected but 
high motility should 
allow for prompt escape. 
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding. 

King mackerel  
(Scomberomorus cavalla) 

Direct Impacts: Eggs 
are pelagic; therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: None 
anticipated. 

Direct Impacts: Larvae 
are pelagic; therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: None 
anticipated. 

Direct Impacts: Adults 
are pelagic and highly 
motile, therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: 
Temporary disruption of 
feeding. 

Direct Impacts: Adults 
are pelagic and highly 
motile, therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: 
Temporary disruption of 
feeding 

Spanish mackerel  
(Scomberomorus maculatus) 

Direct Impacts: Eggs 
are pelagic; therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: None 
anticipated. 

Direct Impacts: Larvae 
are pelagic; therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: None 
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 motile.  

Direct Impacts: Adults 
are pelagic and highly 
motile, therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: 
Minor indirect adverse 
effects on food chain 
through disruption of 
benthic community, 
however, mackerel are 
highly motile. 

Cobia 
 (Rachycentron canadum) 

Direct Impacts: Eggs 
are pelagic; therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: None 
anticipated. 

Direct Impacts: Larvae 
are pelagic; therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: None 
anticipated. 

Direct Impacts: 
Juveniles are pelagic; 
therefore no adverse 
impacts are anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: 
Minor indirect adverse 
effects on prey, however 
cobia are highly motile.  

Direct Impacts: Adults 
are pelagic and highly 
motile, therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: 
Minor indirect adverse 
effects on prey, however 
cobia are highly motile. 

Sand tiger shark  
(Odontaspis taurus) 
 
Sand tiger shark  
(Odontaspis taurus)(cont.) 

 No direct of indirect 
effects are expected 
because they live and 
feed outside of the study 
area. 

  

Ocean pout (Macrozoacres 
americanus) 

Direct Impacts: Eggs 
may be in crevices in the 
crumbling revetment 
and bluffs The project 
site is on the northern 
border of life stage 
habitat, lessening chance 
of any impact.  . 

The project site is on the 
northern border of life 
stage habitat, lessening 
chance of any impact. 

Direct Impacts: Adults 
are highly motile, 
therefore no adverse 
impacts are anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: 
Temporary feeding 
disruption due to 
commotion from 
construction. 

 

Long finned squid (Loligo 
pealei) 
 

  Direct Impacts: Adults 
are pelagic and highly 
motile, therefore no 
adverse impacts are 
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Table 3. Direct and indirect impacts on identified EFH species for  representative life stages 

SPECIES EGGS LARVAE JUVENILES ADULTS 
anticipated.  
Indirect Impacts: 
Temporary feeding 
disruption due to 
commotion from 
construction. 

Spiny Dogfish (Squalus 
acanthias) 
 

  Direct: Site physical 
habitat is not preferred 
habitat, additionally 
high motility allows for 
prompt escape.  
Indirect: Temporary 
disruption of feeding  

 

Blue Shark (Prionace glauca) 
 

  Occur in pelagic waters; 
therefore, no direct or 
indirect effects are 
expected. 

Occur in pelagic waters; 
therefore, no direct or 
indirect effects are 
expected. 

Dusky shark  
(Charcharinus obscurus) 

  Primarily found in 
waters south of Long 
Island, therefore, no 
direct or indirect effects 
are expected. 

Primarily found in 
waters south of Long 
Island, therefore, no 
direct or indirect effects 
are expected. 

Sandbar shark  
(Charcharinus plumbeus) 

 No Direct  
Indirect Temporary 
disruption of feeding. 

No Direct 
Indirect Temporary 
disruption of feeding. 

No Direct 
Indirect Temporary 
disruption of feeding. 

Shortfin mako shark  
(Isurus oxyrhyncus) 

 No Direct  
Indirect Temporary 
disruption of feeding. 

  

Bluefin tuna  
(Thunnus thynnus) 
 

  No more than minimal 
direct or indirect impact 
is expected because their 
vertical distribution 
(surface waters) and 
high motility would help 
this species avoid 
impact.  

 

Clearnose skate  
(Raja eglanteria) 
 

  Direct:  Some skates 
may get crushed, but 
high motility would help 
this species avoid 
impact.  Temporary 
disruption of feeding 

Direct:  Some skates 
may get crushed, but 
high motility would help 
this species avoid 
impact.  Temporary 
disruption of feeding 

Little skate  
(Leucoraja erinacea) 
 

  Direct:  Some skates 
may get crushed, but 
high motility would help 
this species avoid 
impact.  Temporary 
disruption of feeding 

Direct:  Some skates 
may get crushed, but 
high motility would help 
this species avoid 
impact.  Temporary 
disruption of feeding 

Winter skate  
(Leucoraja ocellata) 
 

  Direct:  Some skates 
may get crushed, but 
high motility would help 
this species avoid 
impact.  Temporary 
disruption of feeding 

Direct:  Some skates 
may get crushed, but 
high motility would help 
this species avoid 
impact.  Temporary 
disruption of feeding 
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5.0 IMPACTS ON EFH 
 
5.1 Direct Impacts 
 
The proposed project will have no more than minimal impact on certain species due to preferred 
depths.  These species include whiting, Atlantic sea herring, Atlantic butterfish, spiny dogfish, 
blue shark, shortfin mako shark and bluefin tuna.  As a result, direct impacts should be no more 
than minimal.   
 
The most obvious direct impact will be the potential for certain target species (bluefish, 
windowpane, Atlantic mackerel, summer flounder, migratory species (king mackerel, Spanish 
mackerel and cobia), ocean pout and long-finned squid to be crushed by quarry rock during the 
construction of the revetment.  However, due to the slow nature of the work, this intrusion into 
potential habitat would forewarn designated species, allowing them to flee the area.  Burial of the 
benthic community will have an immediate, albeit temporary, minimal effect on the feeding 
success of those species dependent upon benthic invertebrates.  Once again, by sequentially 
rebuilding the revetment, impact will be minimized spatially and temporally.  The District has 
determined that direct burial of EFH species is possible yet improbable and, therefore, will have 
no more than minimal impact on target species or their EFH.   
 
Furthermore, recolonization of a healthier benthic community may occur through; 1) benthic 
infauna that are able to unbury themselves when rubble is removed, 2) migration of juvenile and 
adult sessile organisms from contiguous areas, and 3) larval sessile organisms that settle on the 
new substrate.  Accordingly, direct impacts should be no more than minimal.   
 
Other species with EFH-designated habitats (e.g. winter flounder) may find that the currents in 
the locale excessive for habitation or spawning.  Furthermore, should winter flounder be present 
in the area during construction they are motile and should escape the activities.  Consequently, 
direct impacts should be no more than minimal.   
 
Black sea bass will most likely be found at the construction site.  The District anticipates that this 
cryptic species will flee the revetment and rubble for concealment nearby.  For this reason, direct 
impacts should be no more than minimal.   
 
 Some species may be included in the 10’ by 10’ grid which determines species for this report, 
however, several species including the sand tiger shark and, dusky shark need no further 
evaluation and direct impacts should be no more than minimal.   
 
5.2 Indirect Impacts 
 
The indirect impact of removal and replacement of stone and rubble from the point would be the 
loss of sessile invertebrate prey species.  Small motile and sessile organisms would be most 
vulnerable to burial or removal.  This would be a temporary condition, lasting only as long as it 
takes for recolonization of revetment by pioneering organisms.  Moreover, winter flounder and 
windowpane may feed opportunistically, minimizing the impact.  Scup and black sea bass may 
also be indirectly impacted by the reduction of prey.  However, they would most likely relocate 
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to adjacent waters with adequate prey.  Therefore, construction operations at Montauk Point 
should result in no more than minimal indirect impacts. 
 
5.3 Cumulative Impacts 
 
Over time, a stable revetment would provide the following: 

• A hard substrate for benthic and sessile organisms to colonize, providing prey for many 
of the designated species, 

• Nooks and crevices for species such as the ocean pout to lay their eggs in, or for cryptic 
species (e.g., black sea bass) to use for concealment. 

• A stable environment for designated species due to the projected long-term durability of 
the proposed revetment.  

 
Given the minimal impact to EFH-designated species and the expected recolonization rates of 
prey species, there would be no cumulative impacts from reconstruction of the revetment. 
 
 

6.0 EFFECTS ON ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
6.1 Marine Mammals 
 
Three endangered marine mammals have been identified by NMFS as occurring proximate to the 
construction site.  These include the northern right whale, the humpback whale, and the finback 
whale.  Due to the shallow nature of the inlet and the disturbance create by dredging operations, 
no direct or indirect impacts to marine mammals are expected as a result of maintenance 
dredging operations. 
 
6.2 Marine Turtles 
 
The disturbance of macroinvertebrate habitat in the area would indirectly impact marine turtles, 
since they feed on organisms such as crabs and some mollusks that inhabit these areas.  
However, these effects would be only temporary since the habitat is expected to return to pre-
existing conditions over time.  In the interim, marine turtles would tend to leave or avoid these 
less desirable areas.  The very low occurrence of marine turtles will result in a very low impact 
potential related to maintenance dredging operations.  
 
6.3 Fish 
 
The shortnose sturgeon prefers deep channels and has been documented in the Hudson Raritan 
Estuary , but is not likely to be found in the project area.  Its preference for less saline waters 
typically keeps the species clear of high salinity areas.  Therefore, no direct impacts to shortnose 
sturgeon are projected as a result of scheduled operations. 
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
The Corps of Engineers, New York District, concludes that there would be no more than 
minimal impact to Essential Fish Habitat for the species and life stages listed in Table 1 as a 
result of the Montauk Point Storm Damage reduction Project.  Impact to winter flounder eggs is 
expected to be minimal, in essence those eggs that may drift under stones as they are emplaced.  
Those species with a designated EFH are overwhelmingly motile and thus able to move to 
contiguous waters for safety, feeding or shelter.  The loss of benthic organisms in the area will be 
balanced by the following recolonization, which may result in a decreased but more diverse 
population. 
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DRAFT SECTION 404(b)(1) GUIDELINES EVALUATION 
Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This document presents a Section 404(b)(1) guidelines evaluation for the construction of a stone 
revetment to protect against shoreline and bluff erosion along the Atlantic coast of Long Island’s 
Montauk Point.  The evaluation is based on the regulations presented in 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 401(1) of the Clean Water Act, which govern disposal 
of dredged and fill material inside the territorial sea baseline [§230.2(b)]. 
 
DRAFT 404(b)(1) EVALUATION 
 
The following Section 404(b)(1) evaluation is presented in a format consistent with typical 
evaluations in the New York/New Jersey Harbor area and addresses all required elements of the 
evaluation. 
 
Project Description 
 

a. Location - The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New York 
District (District), is the lead Federal agency for the Montauk Point Storm 
Damage Reduction Project (Project).  The Project area is located at Montauk 
Point in the Township of East Hampton, Suffolk County, New York.  Montauk 
Point is located on the extreme eastern tip of Long Island and separates the 
Atlantic Ocean to the south and Block Island Sound to the north 

 
b. General Description - The Project is intended to reduce the rate of erosion of the 

bluff and Turtle Hill plateau at Montauk Point due to storm events and continual 
wave action.  The Project primarily consists of upgrading and expanding the 
existing revetment to provide protection to the toe of the bluff by absorbing the 
force of breaking waves, blocking storm overwash, and preventing the loss of fine 
material during storm surge.  The area of shoreline protection by the revetment 
includes the expansion of the existing 320-foot-long revetment by 150 feet to the 
north and 300 feet to the south for a total of 840 linear feet of revetment 
protection.   

 
b. Authority and Purpose – The Project was originally authorized by a resolution of 

the United States Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, adopted 
May 15, 1991, to provide storm damage protection at Montauk Point, New York.  
The District is the lead Federal agency for the Project, and the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) is the non-Federal 
cooperating agency.  This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was initiated 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the purpose of 
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providing storm damage reduction alternatives that provide protection from wave 
attack, recession, and long-term erosion. 

 
c. General Description of Fill Material - Construction of the stone revetment 

structure would require the placement of large boulders and sublayers as specified 
in the standard design procedures. 

 
(1) General Characteristics of Material – The stone revetment was developed 

for long-term erosion control.  The plan consists of 840 linear feet of 
revetment protection. The protection covers the most vulnerable bluff area 
that would directly endanger the lighthouse complex due to bluff failure 
without the project. 
 
The revetment design was based on the EM 1110-2-1614 “Design of 
Coastal Revetments, Seawalls, and Bulkheads.”  A heavily embedded toe 
shall be employed to stand against breaking waves at the structure.  The 
revetment section features a 40 foot wide crest at ±25 feet NGVD, a 
1V:2H side slope, 12.6-ton quarry stone armor units extending from the 
crest down to the embedded toe.  Three layers of 4.5-ton armor units are 
used to construct the splash apron.  Sublayers are specified in accordance 
with standard USACE design procedures. 
 

(2) Quantity of Material – Construction of the revetment would require the 
following quantities of materials (estimated): 
 
51,000 tons of new 12.6-ton armor stone; 
18,500 tons of rehandled 4.5-ton armor stone; 
20,300 tons of new 1.3-ton underlayer stone; and, 
12,200 tons of bedding stone. 
 

d. Proposed Discharge Site - 
 

(1) Location – N/A. 
 
(2) Size – N/A. 
 
(3) Type of Sites/Habitat – N/A. 
 
(4) Time and Duration of Disposal – N/A. 
 

e. Disposal Method – N/A. 
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II. Factual Determinations 
 

a. Physical Substrate Determination - 
 

(1) Substrate Elevation and Slope – The revetment would permanently impact 
the slope and topography of the bluff and shoreline.  However, this action 
would result in preserving the existing bluff and shoreline from ensuing 
erosion.  Additionally, this action would protect the historic lighthouse 
that sits 120 feet from the edge of the bluff. 

 
(2) Sediment Type – N/A. 
 
(3) Dredged Material Movement – N/A. 
 
(4) Physical Effects on Benthos - Some benthic invertebrates may be 

buried/smothered by revetment construction.  However, long-term adverse 
effects to benthic communities are not anticipated. 

 
(5) Other Effects - N/A. 
 
(6) Action to Minimize Impacts - N/A. 

 
b. Water Circulation, Fluctuations, and Salinity Determinations - 
 

(1) Water - consider effects on: 
 

(a) Salinity – No impacts. 
 
(b) Water Chemistry - No impacts. 
 
(c) Clarity - Temporary increases in suspended sediment during 

revetment construction.  No long-term impacts are predicted 
because strong tidal currents in the project area would rapidly 
disperse suspended materials. 

 
(d) Color - Minor short-term changes are possible due to the 

generation of suspended solids during revetment construction. 
 
(e) Odor - Not measurable. 
 
(f) Taste - N/A. 
 
(g) Dissolved Gas Levels – Potential short-term localized decrease in 

dissolved oxygen could occur if organic material is suspended into 
the water column. 
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(h) Nutrients – No major impacts. 
 
(i) Eutrophication – No impacts. 
 
(j) Other - N/A. 

 
(2) Current Pattern and Circulation - 
 

(a) Current Pattern and Flow – Currents in the Project area are 
primarily tidally driven.  The construction of the revetment may 
have an impact on current pattern and flow immediately adjacent 
to the Project.  However, the revetment would not have any 
significant impacts on the general currents off of Montauk Point. 
 

(b) Velocity – The tidal currents around Montauk Point are generally 
strong and can reach velocities of 3 knots according to USACE 
study.  Immediately adjacent to the structures there is anticipated 
to be a reduction in current speed due to the dissipation of energy.  
However, the revetment would have minimal influence on the 
strong tidal currents that occur off of Montauk Point. 

 
(c) Stratification - N/A. 

 
(3) Normal Water Level Fluctuations - N/A. 
 
(4) Salinity Gradients - No impact. 
 
(5) Actions that would be Taken to Minimize Impacts - N/A. 
 

c. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determination - 
 

(1) Expected Changes – Short-term, localized increases during revetment 
construction. 

 
(2) Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column - 

 
(a) Light Penetration - Minor, temporary impacts are anticipated from 

sediment that may enter the water column during construction. 
 
(b) Dissolved Oxygen - No adverse effects. 
 
(c) Toxic Metals and Organics - No adverse effects. 
 
(d) Pathogens - N/A. 
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(e) Aesthetics - Temporary increase in turbidity affecting water 
clarity.  

 
(f) Others as Appropriate - N/A. 
 

(3) Effects on Biota - 
 

(a) Primary Production, Photosynthesis - Potential short-term 
disruption.  No major impacts. 

 
(b) Suspension/Filter Feeders – Short-term insignificant effects. 

 
(c) Sight Feeders - Fishes and motile invertebrates are generally 

capable of avoiding areas of degraded water quality.  Therefore, 
significant effects are not anticipated.  However, suspended 
sediments that settle out of the water column could smother eggs 
of demersal egg-laying fish that may spawn in the work area 
during the construction period. 

 
(4) Action to Minimize Impacts - N/A. 

 
d. Contaminant Determination –  
 

No major pollution or contaminant concerns have been noted. 
 
e. Aquatic Ecosystems and Organisms Determination - 

 
(1) Effects on Plankton/Nekton – Plankton in the nearby water may be 

temporarily impacted by increases in sediment concentrations at the time 
of construction.  However, no long-term impacts are expected.  Nekton 
that does not leave the project during construction area might experience 
periods where their gills become blocked or irritated by suspended 
sediment.  

  
(2) Effects on Benthos - Some benthic species and some embryonic/juvenile 

nekton could be buried during revetment construction. 
 
(3) Effects on Aquatic Food Web - Long-term adverse effects are not 

anticipated. 
 
(4) Effects on Special Aquatic Sites - 
 

(a) Sanctuaries and Refuges – The waters around Montauk Point are 
part of the Peconic Estuary System, which is a USEPA designated 
National Estuary.  The revetment construction would not have any 
long-term adverse impacts on the Peconic Estuary water quality. 
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(b) Wetlands – No impacts 

 
(c) Mud Flat – N/A. 

 
(d) Vegetated Shallows - N/A. 

 
(e) Bay Shoreline – N/A. 

. 
(f) Riffle and Pool Complexes - N/A. 

 
Threatened and Endangered Species - There are no significant coastal fish 
species listed in the New York State Department of State Public Notice.  
The project is not expected to have a significant impact on marine 
fisheries.  The District is currently coordinating with National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) to assess impacts to designated Essential Fish 
Habitat (EFH) as a result of the project.  The NMFS is evaluating the 
existing resources and anticipated project impacts to EFH in conjunction 
with the public and agency review period for the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
 
The federally-listed endangered Atlantic ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) and 
leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea) sea turtles and the threatened 
loggerhead (Caretta caretta) and green (Chelonia mydas) sea turtles have 
been identified as transient species through the Project area (Beach 1992).  
Recent studies indicate that the nearshore waters within Peconic Bay, 
Gardiners Bay, Block Island Sound, and Long Island Sound are critical 
developmental habitat for juveniles of the Atlantic ridley sea turtle and a 
major feeding area for the Loggerhead sea turtle (USFWS 1997, Bortman 
and Niedowski 1998, PEP 2001).  Juvenile Atlantic ridley sea turtles 
recorded in Long Island waters represent the largest concentrations ever 
documented outside the Gulf of Mexico (Morreale et al. 1992).  In the 
Northeast, during the summer months, juveniles (approximately 2 to 5 
years of age) of the Atlantic ridley, loggerhead, leatherback, and green sea 
turtles migrate from the open ocean to inshore waters including areas 
along the coast of Long Island (Bortman and Niedowski 1998). 
 
Federally-listed endangered Northern right whales (Eubalaena glacialis) 
(usually individuals) are regularly sighted migrating through the nearshore 
waters off Montauk Point, usually from March through June (USFWS 
1997) and have been identified as a transient species by the NMFS (Beach 
1992).  Small aggregations of federally-listed endangered finback whales 
(Balaenoptera physalus) feed close to shore from Shinnecock Inlet to 
Montauk Point from January to March, and federally-listed endangered 
humpback whales (Megaptera novaengliae) feed all around Montauk 
Point, primarily between June and September (USFWS 1997).   
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One federally-listed and state-listed endangered plant, the sandplain 
gerardia (Agalinis acuta), has been historically known to have occurred at 
several locations within the Project area (USACE 1993), and there are two 
extant areas containing this plant within two miles of the Project area 
(USFWS 1992).  However, according to the NYSDEC Wildlife Resources 
Center, this plant has not been identified in the Project area since 1927 
(USACE 1993 and USFWS 2003).  Several site visits by District 
personnel along with local naturalists and town biologists have concluded 
that the sandplain gerardia is not present in the Project area.  
 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report concluded that no 
Federally-listed or proposed endangered or threatened species under the 
jurisdiction of the USFWS are known to exist within the Project impact 
area and that no habitat in the Project area is currently designated or 
proposed critical habitat in accordance with the provisions of the ESA 
(USFWS 2003).   
 
Impacts to the state-listed rare seabeach knotweed, endangered Small’s 
knotweed, and threatened saltmarsh spike rush and southern arrowwood, 
which may be present within the Project area (USACE 1993, USFWS 
2003, NYSOPRHP 2003), are not expected because construction activities 
would not impact vegetated areas (see Section 4.3).  To further minimize 
the potential impacts to those species potentially occurring along the 
northern shoreline of the Project area (i.e., seabeach knotweed, saltmarsh 
spike rush, Small’s knotweed), the District has agreed not to use Access 
Road 2, but will use Alternate Access Road 2 (Figure 7) as recommended 
by the USFWS (USFWS 2003).  In addition, the District would implement 
soil and water protection measures and monitoring along access roads and 
staging areas to protect adjacent vegetated habitats from excess erosion 
caused by equipment use.   
 
The state-listed threatened northern harrier may breed in the general 
vicinity of the Project area.  The northern harrier nests on the ground, 
usually in dense vegetation.  This species is more commonly associated 
with vegetated tidal wetlands and marshes.  Because implementation of 
the selected Project alternative would not impact vegetated habitats (see 
Section 4.3), impacts to individual northern harriers or their habitat are 
unlikely due to the Project.   
 
The state-listed threatened least bittern usually breeds in freshwater 
marshes.  The nest, which is constructed by both adults out of dead and 
live plant stems, is a platform with a shallow hollow.  It is placed about 
one foot above water, usually on the base of dried plants.  Because the 
Project would not impact vegetated habitats (see Section 4.3), impacts to 
individual least bitterns or their habitat are unlikely. 
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The red-shouldered hawk may breed in the general vicinity of the Project 
area.  Red-shouldered hawk nests are large, constructed of sticks, bark, 
leaves, and mosses, and built in large trees, usually 20 – 60 feet high 
(USFWS 2003).  Because implementation of the Project would not impact 
vegetated habitats (see Section 4.3), impacts to individual red-shouldered 
hawks and their habitat are unlikely.  Similarly, the osprey builds large 
nest platforms in large diameter trees or on artificial nest structures, 
therefore impacts to individual ospreys and their habitat due to the Project 
are unlikely.    
 
The whip-poor-will prefers open hardwood or mixed woodlands of pine, 
oak, and beech, particularly younger stands in fairly dry habitats (USFWS 
2003).  Because implementation of the Project would not impact vegetated 
habitats (see Section 4.3), and because the whip-poor-will prefers forested 
habitats more inland than the Project area, impacts to individual whip-
poor-wills or their habitat are unlikely.  
 
Although many of the animal and plant species discussed above are 
unlikely to be impacted by the proposed Project, the District would 
conduct pre-construction surveys for state-listed plants and birds and 
would coordinate with the NYSDEC regarding proper survey protocols as 
recommended in the USFWS’s FWCAR.  Further coordination with the 
NYSDEC would be initiated regarding recommendations to minimize and 
avoid disturbance if listed species are encountered.   
 

(6) Other Wildlife - No impacts. 
 
(7) Actions to Minimize Impacts - N/A. 
 

f. Proposed Disposal Site Determination - 
 
(1) Mixing Zone Determination - Because of the short-term duration of the 

effects, the vertical and horizontal mixing zones are negligible. 
 
(2) Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards –

State water quality standards should not be exceeded by the proposed 
action. 

 
(3) Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristic - 
 

(a) Municipal and Private Water Supply - N/A. 
 
(b) Recreational and Commercial Fisheries - No commercial fisheries 

are located within the Project area.  Minimal adverse impacts to 
sport fishery would occur during construction. 
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(c) Water-Related Recreation - Short-term degradation of quality of 
experience due to turbidity.  Increased long-term opportunities due 
to protection of useable shoreline area.  Potential minor impact to 
wave characteristics off of Montauk Point that could impact 
surfing. 

 
(d) Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashores, 

Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Preserves – The 
construction of the revetment would provide significant long-term 
benefit to the Lighthouse, which is listed on the United States 
Department of Interior’s National Register of Historic Places. 

 
g. Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem - None 

anticipated.  Construction of revetment would provide additional habitat for 
nekton, and sessile aquatic vegetation and invertebrates.  All construction work 
would be along a coastal bluff and associated shoreline.   

 
h. Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem - No major 

impacts are anticipated. 
 
III. Findings of Compliance or Noncompliance   
 

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

b. Several alternatives to the alleviation of the bluff and shoreline erosion problem in 
the Project area were considered.   

 
c. The proposed action does not appear to violate applicable state water quality 

standards or effluent standards. 
 
d. The proposed revetment material placement would not violate the Toxic Effluent 

Standards of Section 307 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
e. The proposal would have no significant adverse impact on endangered species or 

their critical habitats.  (Endangered Species Act of 1973). 
 
f. The proposal would have no impact on marine sanctuaries designated by the 

Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. 
 
g. The proposed discharge of fill material would not result in significant adverse 

effects on human health and welfare, including municipal and private water 
supplies, recreational and commercial fishing, plankton, fish, shellfish, wildlife, 
and special aquatic sites.  Significant adverse effects on aquatic ecosystem 
diversity productivity and stability, and recreational, aesthetic and economic 
values would not occur. 
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h. Appropriate steps to minimize potential adverse impacts of the discharge on 
aquatic systems include good engineering practices. 

 
i. On the basis of the guidelines, the proposed discharge site fill material is specified 

as complying with the requirements of these guidelines. 
 
IV. 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. 
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APPENDIX F 
 

NEW YORK COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT CONSISTENCY STATEMENT 
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NEW YORK STATE COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION 

 
 

Project:  Montauk Point in the Township of East Hampton, Suffolk County, New York, Storm 
Damage Reduction Project (Project).  The proposed Project consists of the construction of an 
840-linear-foot revetment at Montauk Point for protection of Turtle Hill plateau and securing the 
integrity of the Montauk Point Lighthouse (Lighthouse) and its associated facilities from wave 
and storm activities. 
 
Applicant:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New York District (District). 
 
Applicable Policies:  Based on a review of the Coastal Management Program Policies for New 
York, 21 policies were found to be potentially applicable to the proposed Project.  These policies 
are listed below. 
 
Consistency Determination:  Each of the 21 applicable policies was evaluated with respect to 
the Project’s consistency with their stated goals.  The Project has been found to be consistent 
with each policy. 
 
Policy 1:  Restore, revitalize and redevelop deteriorated and underutilized waterfront areas for 

commercial, industrial, cultural, recreational and other compatible uses. 
Determination:  The proposed reinforcement of the revetment would protect the Plateau, 

Lighthouse and its associated facilities, as well as other unknown historic and cultural 
resources, and enhance recreational activities at Montauk Point State Park. 

 
Policy 2:  Facilitate the siting of water dependent uses and facilities on or adjacent to coastal 

waters. 
Determination:  By restoring the existing shoreline of Turtle Hill plateau with the revetment, 

the Lighthouse and its associated facilities and unknown historic and cultural resources 
would be protected, and made to be more useful for public recreation. 

 
Policy 5:  Encourage the location of development in areas where public services and facilities 

essential to such development are adequate. 
Determination:  The restoration of the Project’s shoreline is necessary due to the need of the 

Lighthouse as an aid for navigation for ships heading for New York Harbor and Long 
Island Sound, as well as other eastern seaboard ports.  The proposed Project would 
protect the Plateau, Lighthouse and its associated facilities, as well as other unknown 
historic and cultural resources, and enhance recreational activities at Montauk Point State 
Park.  Public services such as the museum, concession operations, restrooms, and parking 
facilities appear adequate to support current users. 

 
Policy 7:  Significant coastal fish and wildlife habitats would be protected, preserved and where 

practical, restored so as to maintain their viability as habitats. 
Determination:  The Project is not expected to have a significant impact on marine fisheries.  

The District is currently coordinating with National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to 
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assess impacts to designated Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) as a result of the project.  The 
NMFS is evaluating the existing resources and anticipated Project impacts to EFH in 
conjunction with the public and agency review period for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

 
The federally-listed endangered Atlantic ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) and leatherback 
(Dermochelys coriacea) sea turtles and the threatened loggerhead (Caretta caretta) and 
green (Chelonia mydas) sea turtles have been identified as transient species through the 
Project area (Beach 1992).  Recent studies indicate that the nearshore waters within 
Peconic Bay, Gardiners Bay, Block Island Sound, and Long Island Sound are critical 
developmental habitat for juveniles of the Atlantic ridley sea turtle and a major feeding 
area for the Loggerhead sea turtle (USFWS 1997, Bortman and Niedowski 1998, PEP 
2001).  Juvenile Atlantic ridley sea turtles recorded in Long Island waters represent the 
largest concentrations ever documented outside the Gulf of Mexico (Morreale et al. 
1992).  In the Northeast, during the summer months, juveniles (approximately 2 to 5 
years of age) of the Atlantic ridley, loggerhead, leatherback, and green sea turtles migrate 
from the open ocean to inshore waters including areas along the coast of Long Island 
(Bortman and Niedowski 1998). 
 
Federally-listed endangered Northern right whales (Eubalaena glacialis) (usually 
individuals) are regularly sighted migrating through the nearshore waters off Montauk 
Point, usually from March through June (USFWS 1997) and have been identified as a 
transient species by the NMFS (Beach 1992).  Small aggregations of Federally-listed 
endangered finback whales (Balaenoptera physalus) feed close to shore from Shinnecock 
Inlet to Montauk Point from January to March, and federally-listed endangered 
humpback whales (Megaptera novaengliae) feed all around Montauk Point, primarily 
between June and September (USFWS 1997).   
 
One federally-listed and state-listed endangered plant, the sandplain gerardia (Agalinis 
acuta), has been historically known to have occurred at several locations within the 
Project area (USACE 1993), and there are two extant areas containing this plant within 
two miles of the Project area (USFWS 1992).  However, according to the NYSDEC 
Wildlife Resources Center, this plant has not been identified in the Project area since 
1927 (USACE 1993).  Several site visits by District personnel along with local naturalists 
and Town biologists have concluded that the sandplain gerardia is not present in the 
Project area (USACE 1993).  
 
The Atlas of Breeding Birds of New York State lists the state-listed threatened common 
tern as a confirmed breeder in the Project area and the least bittern and Northern harrier 
as probable breeders (Andrle and Carroll 1988).  According to the 1989 Long Island 
Colonial Waterbird and Piping Plover Survey, the least tern has not nested in the Project 
area since 1984 (Downer and Leibelt 1990) and was not listed by the Atlas of Breeding 
Birds of New York State as occurring in the Project area.   
 
State-listed plant species that may occur in the include the endangered sandplain gerardia 
(see above), which was historically identified as occurring in the Project area, and the 
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rare seabeach knotweed (Polygonum glaucum) and threatened saltmarsh spike rush 
(Eleocharis halophile) are known to be present in the Project area (USACE 1993).   
 
Although several species of federally-listed endangered and threatened species of animals 
and plants discussed above can be expected to occur in the general vicinity of the Project 
area at any time (USFWS 1992, Beach 1992), no impacts to these species are expected to 
occur as a result of construction of the stone revetment alternative.  The sea turtle and 
marine mammal species discussed above are highly mobile and are only considered as 
transient species in the Project area (Beach 1992).  Therefore these species are unlikely to 
be present or would avoid the Project area during construction.  Furthermore, the 
construction of the revetment is not expected to negatively impact the preferred habitat of 
these species since they do not breed in the region and are considered pelagic.   
 
Impacts to the rare seabeach knotweed (Polygonum glaucum) and the threatened 
saltmarsh spike rush (Eleocharis halophile), which are known to be present within the 
Project area (USACE 1993), are not expected because construction activities would not 
impact vegetative areas. 
 
Common terns (state threatened) may be present in the Project area from late April to 
mid-May.  Common terns breed in colonies that may contain several hundred to several 
thousand birds (NYSDEC 1998a).  The nest is a simple scrape built above the high tide 
line in sand, gravel, shells or windrowed seaweed (Andrle and Carroll 1988).  A clutch of 
2-4 (usually 3) eggs is laid during late May through July. Both sexes share incubation 
duties for 21-27 days and the young fledge about 28 days after hatching (Andrle and 
Carroll 1988).  The District will continue to coordinate with the NYSDEC regarding 
anticipated impacts to individual common terns and their habitat due to implementation 
of the Project.  
 
Because the selected Project alternative would not impact vegetated habitats (see Section 
4.3) impacts to individual least bitterns and northern harriers or their habitat is unlikely 
due to the Project.   
 
According to the 1989 Long Island Colonial Waterbird and Piping Plover Survey, the 
least tern has not nested in the Project area since 1984 (Downer and Leibelt 1990) and 
was not listed by the Atlas of Breeding Birds of New York State as occurring in the 
Project area (Andrle and Carroll 1988).   

 
The District will continue to coordinate with the USFWS, NMFS, and NYSDEC to 
resolve any outstanding concerns regarding the occurrence of endangered and threatened 
species within the Project area.   
 

Policy 9:  Expand recreational use of fish and wildlife resources in coastal areas by increasing 
access to existing resources, supplementing existing stocks, and developing new 
resources. 

Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would have a temporary minimal adverse 
affect on fish and wildlife resources and recreation activities directly within the project 
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area.  However, upon completion of the construction, the Project would continue the 
provision of full public access to existing fish and wildlife resources and provide long-
term protection and additional habitat for numerous fish, shellfish, and wildlife resources. 

 
Policy 12:  Activities or development in the coastal area would be undertaken so as to minimize 

damage to natural resources and property from flooding and erosion by protecting natural 
protective features including beaches, dunes, barrier islands, and bluffs. 

Determination:  The proposed Project would reduce the impact of natural erosional processes, 
thus protecting the Lighthouse and its associated facilities from storm and wave 
activities.  This Project would represent a continuation of augmentation of the natural 
features of the bluff.   

 
Policy 13:  The construction or reconstruction of erosion protection structures shall be 

undertaken only if they have a reasonable probability of controlling erosion for at least 30 
years as demonstrated in design and construction standards and/or assured maintenance 
or replacement programs. 

Determination:  The construction of the proposed Project would reduce the impact of natural 
erosional processes and protect Turtle Hill plateau from storm and wave activities.  The 
structure has a reasonable probability of controlling erosion for at least 30 years. 

 
Policy 14:  Activities and development including the construction or reconstruction of erosion 

protection structures, shall be undertaken so that there would be no measurable increase 
in erosion or flooding at the site of such activities or development, or at other locations. 

Determination:  The construction of the proposed Project would protect the Lighthouse and its 
associated facilities, and reduce the impact of natural erosional processes and storm and 
wave activities to Turtle Hill plateau.  The Project is tied back in a manner that will 
prevent flanking and will not increase erosion or flooding in adjacent areas.   

 
Policy 15:  Mining, excavation or dredging in coastal waters shall not significantly interfere with 

the natural coastal processes that supply beach materials to land adjacent to such waters 
and shall be undertaken in a manner which would not cause an increase in erosion of such 
land. 

Determination:  The proposed Project would not involve mining or dredging in coastal waters.  
However, minor excavation may be necessary for proper access to the revetment.  All 
construction activities in coastal waters would not significantly interfere with coastal 
processes, but will act to continue the augmentation of the natural features to protect 
Turtle Hill plateau, the Lighthouse, and other facilities.   

 
Policy 16:  Public funds shall only be used for erosion protective structures where necessary to 

protect human life, and new development which requires a location within or adjacent to 
an erosion hazard area to be able to function, or existing development; and only where 
the public benefits outweigh the long term monetary and other costs including the natural 
protective features. 

Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would have a long-term benefit for the 
public in that it would maintain recreational and educational opportunities at Montauk 
Point State Park.  In addition, construction of the proposed Project would protect Turtle 
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Hill plateau from natural erosional processes, thus protecting the Lighthouse and its 
associated facilities for aiding in navigation. 

 
Policy 18:  To safeguard the vital economic, social and environmental interests of the State and 

of its citizens, proposed major actions in the coastal area must give full consideration to 
those interests, and to the safeguards which the State has established to protect valuable 
coastal resource areas. 

Determination:  The proposed construction activities would provide a means of protecting an 
important public navigational aid and recreational area with minimal short-term impacts 
to natural resources.  The protection provided will act to preserve the economic and 
social interests of the State of New York derived from visitation to Montuak Point State 
Park and the Lighthouse.   

 
Policy 19:  Protect, maintain, and increase the level and types of access to public water-related 

recreation resources and facilities. 
Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would protect, maintain, and enhance the 

Montauk Point State Park and adjacent recreational areas. 
 
Policy 20:  Access to publicly-owned foreshore and to lands immediately adjacent to the 

foreshore or the water’s edge that are publicly-owned shall be provided and it shall be 
provided in a manner compatible with adjoining uses. 

Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would protect Turtle Hill plateau from 
natural erosional processes and increase public access to Montauk Point State Park and 
adjacent recreational areas. 

 
Policy 21:  Water dependent and water enhanced recreation would be encouraged and facilitated, 

and would be given priority over non-water related uses along the coast. 
Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would support the continuation of water 

dependent recreation activities such as fishing, surfing, sightseeing, and boating.   
 
Policy 22:  Development, when located adjacent to the shore, would provide for water-related 

recreation, whenever such use is compatible with reasonably anticipated demand for such 
activities, and is compatible with the primary purpose of the development. 

Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would protect Turtle Hill plateau from 
natural erosional processes and increase public access to Montauk Point State Park and 
support the continuation of water dependent recreation activities such as fishing, surfing, 
sightseeing, and boating. 

 
Policy 23:  Protect, enhance and restore structures, districts, areas or sites that are of significance 

in the history, architecture, archaeology or culture of the state, its communities, or the 
nation. 

Determination:  The Lighthouse was commissioned by President Washington in 1796 and was 
completed in 1797.  Since its construction, the Lighthouse has served as an important 
navigation aid for the first land encountered by ships headed for New York Harbor and 
Long Island Sound, as well as other eastern seaboard ports.  In addition, the Lighthouse is 
included in the U.S. Department of Interior’s National Register of Historic Places.  
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Construction of the proposed Project would protect Turtle Hill plateau from natural 
erosional processes, thus securing the integrity of the Lighthouse, its associated facilities, 
and other unknown artifacts that might be present in the area.   

 
Policy 24:  Prevent impairment of scenic resources of statewide significance. 
Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would protect Turtle Hill plateau from 

natural erosional processes, thus preserving the scenic resources at Montauk Point State 
Park and the Lighthouse and its associated facilities. 

 
Policy 25:  Protect, restore or enhance natural and man-made resources which are not identified 

as being of statewide significance, but which contribute to the overall scenic quality of 
the coastal area. 

Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would protect Turtle Hill plateau from 
natural erosional processes, thus enhancing recreational activities and preserving scenic 
quality at Montauk Point State Park and the Lighthouse and its associated facilities.   

 
Policy 35:  Dredging and filling in coastal waters and disposal of dredged material would be 

undertaken in a manner that meets existing State permit requirements, and protects 
significant fish and wildlife habitats, scenic resources, natural protective features, 
important agricultural lands, and wetlands. 

Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project may require minor excavation along 
coastal waters and may have a short-term, temporary impact on fish and wildlife 
resources.  However, the proposed project would secure the integrity of Turtle Hill 
plateau, thus enhancing and protecting wildlife habitats and scenic resources.  In addition, 
the revetment from the high tide mark seaward would have a long-term beneficial affect 
for fish and shellfish in providing shelter and forage opportunities. 

 
Policy 38:  The quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater supplies, would be 

conserved and protected, particularly where such waters constitute the primary or sole 
source of water supply. 

Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would cause a short-term, temporary 
increase in turbidity and sedimentation of adjacent surface waters.  However, the increase 
in sedimentation is expected to settle quickly out of the water column and would not 
cause any adverse harmful affect to fish and wildlife.  No impacts to groundwater are 
expected from the proposed Project. 

 
Policy 44:  Preserve and protect tidal and freshwater wetlands and preserve the benefits derived 

from these areas. 
Determination:  Construction of the proposed Project would protect Turtle Hill plateau and not 

have any direct or indirect impacts to freshwater wetlands, coastal ponds, or interdunal 
swales in the project area. 
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CLEAN AIR ACT 
AIR CONFORMITY STATEMENT 
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        31- March 2003  
 
 
The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments include the General Conformity (GC) Rule, which ensures 
that Federal actions conform to a nonattainment area’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) thus not 
adversely impacting the area’s progress toward attaining the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS).   
 
In the case of the Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project (MPSDRP);  
The Federal Action is the construction of the in-kind replacement of the existing stone revetment 
wall that surrounds Montauk Point by the USACE, New York District.  The Federal Action will 
take place within the New York-New Jersey-Long Island Nonattainment Area (NYNJLINA) that 
is classified as severe nonattainment for ozone (oxides of nitrogen [NOx] and volatile organic 
compounds [VOCs]) and as a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO).  For this conformity 
analysis, only NOx was evaluated, because it is the most prevalent pollutant from diesel marine/ 
internal combustion engines.  If the project conforms for NOx then by default it will likely 
conform for VOCs and CO as their emissions will be lower then NOx levels. 
 
GC is applicable to the Federal Action associated with MPSDRP.   However after completing the 
air analyses required for the MPSDRP, the results show that the total direct and indirect 
emissions associated with the project do not exceed GC trigger levels for the NYNJLINA 
Nonattainment area, as presented in Table 1 below.     
 
GC is not triggered as the MPSDRP total NOx emissions do not exceed the deminimus level of 
25 tons per year (over a rolling monthly average).   
 
Attached are the preliminary NOx emissions estimates for the first and second years of project 
construction with a breakdown of equipment information.  Also note that the majority of 
emissions are from land based sources. 
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Table 1. Project Emissions as Compared to General Conformity Trigger Levels. 
 

Pollutant 
General Conformity 
Trigger Levels (tpy) 

2003 
Project Emissions 

(tpy) 

2004 
Project Emissions 

(tpy) 
NOx 25 19.66 19.66 

Note:  tpy – tons per year 
 
 
To conclude, this project conforms to the requirements of the regulation (40CFR§93.150-160) as 
the GC trigger level will not be exceeded during the 2-year project duration. 
 
 
Bonnie Hulkower 
Project Air Coordinator  
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Montauk Point Storm Damage 
Reduction Project 
Version 2.1 March 27, 2003 
 
Preliminary NOx Estimates – First Year 
 
EQUIPMENT HOURS HP LOAD NOX_EF 

g/hp-hr 
NOX_TONS PCNT 

Crane 2,620 275 43% 7.60 2.60 13% 
Excavator 2,620 275 70% 6.50 3.61 18% 
Truck 8,042 300 57% 5.60 8.49 43% 
Tug 240 350 68% 13.32 0.84 4% 
subtotal     15.54 100% 
 
EQUIPMENT HOURS SPEED VMT NOX_EF 

g/mile (1) 
NOX_TONS PCNT 

Truck (HDDV8A) 5,240 43 225,320 16.6 4.12 21% 
Total     19.66 100% 
       
(1) source: MOBILE6.2       
 
 
Preliminary NOx Estimates – Second Year 
 
EQUIPMENT HOURS HP LOAD NOX_EF 

g/hp-hr 
NOX_TONS PCNT 

Crane 2,620 275 43% 7.60 2.60 13% 
Excavator 2,620 275 70% 6.50 3.61 18% 
Truck 8,042 300 57% 5.60 8.49 43% 
Tug 240 350 68% 13.32 0.84 4% 
subtotal     15.54 100% 
 
EQUIPMENT HOURS SPEED VMT NOX_EF 

g/mile (1) 
NOX_TONS PCNT 

Truck (HDDV8A) 5,240 43 225,320 16.6 4.12 21% 
Total     19.66 100% 
       
(1) source: MOBILE6.2       
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DRAFT GENERAL CONFORMITY – RECORD OF NON-APPLICABILITY 

 

Project/Action Name:  Montauk Point Storm Damage Reduction Project 

Project/Action Identification Number:  N/A 

Project/Action Point of Contact:  Christopher Ricciardi, Project Archaeologist  (917) 790-8630 

Estimated Begin Date:  January 2008 

Estimated End Date:  January 2010 

 

General Conformity under the Clean Air Act, Section 176 has been evaluated for the project described 

above according to the requirements of 40 CFR 93, Subpart B.  The requirements of this rule are not 

applicable to this project/action because: 

 

  X          Total direct and indirect emission of from this project/action have been estimated that Ozone 

(NOx & VOC’s) 19.66 tons are below the conformity threshold value established at 40 CFR 93.153(b) of 

25 tons per year. 

 

AND 

 

The project/action is not considered regionally significant under 40 CFR 93.153(i). 

 

Supporting documentation and emissions estimates are 

  ( X   ) ATTACHED 

  (   )  APPEAR IN THE NEPA DOCUMENTATION (PROVIDE REFERENCE) 

  (   )  OTHER                                                                                             .  

 

    SIGNED                                                                        .  

    (Frank Santomauro, Chief, Planning Division) 
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APPENDIX H 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS AND ECERRETRA  
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As part of the Draft EIS process, comments were solicited from Federal, State, Local agencies as 
well as interested groups and individuals.  What follows is a summary of the correspondences 
submitted to the Corps and a review of the Public Information Session. 
 
Twenty-nine (29) letters were sent to the Corps.  Of those, 9 were of an identical form letter; two 
others added an additional comment to the form letter.   
 
The comments were grouped according to Federal, State, Local agency responses, groups and 
finally individuals.  The letters are numbered from 01 to 28 and are presented in the format: L01, 
L02, L03, etc.  Individual comments within a letter were assigned alphabetical letters.  
Therefore, when the notation on the letter is (for example) L10a, L10b, L10c, this means that it is 
the tenth letter and there are three different comments and/or questions. 
 
The letters are presented as sent to the Corps, with this identification system marked.  The 
responses are found preceding the letter and are in a similar format.  The comment and/or 
question are summarized followed by the response. 
 
A table summarizing the Public Information Session that was held on 19 September 2005 at the 
Montauk Point Fire House follows.  There were five main questions, mirroring the types of 
comments and/or questions presented in the letters.  Therefore, the comments and/or questions 
are highlighted and reference is made as to which letter response answers them.  Therefore, if the 
response is “see L04a” this means that the reader should look to the answer section of Letter 
Number 04, question 1. 
 
Finally, attached to one of the standardized form letters, from a teacher at East Hampton High 
School, is a form signed by thirty-eight (38) students stating that they agreed with the form letter 
submitted by their teacher.  The signatures were on three separate pages, which are included after 
the general letters.  
 
Several minor typographical changes were made to the DEIS Report itself.  These changes 
included: 
 
INTERNAL CHANGES: 
 
Section 2.2.1 – Moving the Lighthouse.  An additional sentence was added as the last sentence of 
the final paragraph in the section. 
 
Section 4.2.4 – Erosion and Downdrift Sand Movement section added in. 
 
Section 4.21.2 - Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions – three paragraphs added after the 
introduction of the FIMP Project.  
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USACE NORTH ATLANTIC DIVISION COMMENTS: 
 
1. The district should be prepared to select a Preferred Environmental Alternative when 
preparing the ROD.  
 
The District concurs and the Preferred Environmental Alternative will be added to the ROD. 
 
USACE HEADQUARTERS COMMENTS: 
 
1.  Study Authority.  The feasibility report (pages 7 and 45) states that the U.S. Senate, 
Environment and Public Works Committee authorized the study.  The DEIS (page i executive 
summary, page 3 DEIS, and page 1 of Appendix D) states that the U.S. House of 
Representatives, Environment and Public Works Committee authorized the study.  Given that 
EPW is a Senate committee, it is likely that the Senate authorized the study.  Verify study 
authority and revise report and EIS accordingly.   
 
The District concurs and changes have been made on page i, page 3 and page 1 of Appendix D to 
reflect the Senate authorized this section of the study. 
 
2. Table 3.  
 

(a) Clean Water Act.  This table on page 10 of the DEIS, notes that Nationwide Permit 12 
would be issued for the project.  It is unclear why NWP 12 (Utility Lines) would be required for 
this revetment project, because there is no discussion of utility line issues on the report or DEIS.  
Should utility line relocations or installations be required for the project, this statement should be 
re-worded to state that the project would be in compliance with the terms and conditions of NWP 
12.  Normally, the Corps does not issue permits to itself for Civil Works projects.     
 
The District concurs and the reference to NWP 12 will be removed from Table 3. 
 

 (b) Clean Air Act.   This table does not include a reference to the Clean Air Act.  A 
statement concerning the status of compliance with the CAA should be provided.   A statement 
of conformity for the CAA is found in Appendix G of the DEIS.     
 
The District concurs and changes to Table 3 have been made to reflect the Clean Air Act 
Conformity Statement. 
 
3.  The second paragraph in Section 1.3 on page 4 of the EIS contains a sentence that starts 
with the phrase “The World Ware Two ear...” This typographical error should be corrected in the 
final report. 
 
The District concurs and the typographical error has been corrected in Section 1.3, page 4. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR COMMENT: 
 
Page 44. The Montauk Point Lighthouse is not a National Landmark.  It is listed on the 
National Register and on the State Register only.  Please change the comment. 
 
The Corps concurs and the change was made.  However, it is also noted that the Montauk 
Lighthouse is considered of “National Significance” and is in the process of requesting listing as 
a National Landmark. 
 
 
SURFRIDER FOUNDATION COMMENT: 
 
Section 4.1 – ambiguous statement with regard to the proposed revetment wall – the last two 
sentences. 
 
The Corps has updated the last two sentences of this first paragraph in Section 4.1 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Public Information Session – 19 September 2005 – Montauk Fire House, Montauk, New York 
 
82 Individuals attended the meeting. 
 
16 Individuals Spoke: 
 

5 in support (Town of East Hampton, Montauk Historical Society (2), Surfer, Surfacsters) 
 

11 not in support (Surfrider (7x), Homeowner (4x)) 
 
--------------------------------------------- 
 
Support: 
 
1) Good for economy and area  (1 person) 
 
2) Good for fishing   (1 person) 
 
3) Good for history of area  (2 people) 
 
4) Good for surfing   (1 person) 
 
--------------------------------------------- 
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Issues and Concerns Raised: (more than one person raised an individual issue) 
 
1) Want the Lighthouse moved      (8 people) 
 
Response 1: See Response L05d: 
 
2) Negative impacts to littoral drift and downdrift beaches   (6 people) 
 a. pg 60 of Feasibility Report – how is sand stabilized 
 b. no talk of sand in the littoral drift 
 c. pg 32 of EIS – plans must minimize impacts – but does not list the impacts 
 d. F&WS says wait till FIMP – why not? 
 e. revetment is the cause of the littoral drift problem 
 
Response 2: See Response L05a and b: 
 
3) Too many changes to wave reflection/refraction    (4 people) 
 a. wave modeling does not work 
 b. wall just fine – not moving 
 c. where are the “numbers” to prove what you are saying? 
 d. pg 65 of EIS – no effect?  How? 
 
Response 03: See Response L05a and b: 
 
4) Sets precedent for future shoreline hardenings    (4 people) 
 a. what will stop private landowners from hardening the shore? 
 
Response 4:  The Corps recommends individuals contact their particular regulatory agency for 
issues relating to regulations as to what an individual can and cannot do on their particular 
property. 
 
5) Cannot trust anything the Corps of Engineers says or does   (2 people) 
(NOTE: with regard to the issue of the jetties at Lake Montauk/Culloden Point) 
 
Response 5: These two comments were with regard to the Corps ongoing Lake Montauk 
Navigation and Shoreline Protection Project and not related to the Montauk Point Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.  Comments were referred to the Lake Montauk Project 
Delivery Team. 
 
6) Access Road – which will be used?     (1 person) 
 
Response 6: See Response L06a 
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Comments in Letter Number 01: 
 
Sloane Bullough 
Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator 
The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Service Bureau 
Peebles, Island, P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
 
L01a: Concur with the archaeological findings and recommendations of the DEIS. 
 
Response: Thank you with your concurrence.  The District will coordinate with your Office  

on the specifics of the monitoring plan during the Plans and Specifications 
portion of the project. 

 
L01b: “We understand that moving the lighthouse was explored, but will not take place.   

We feel strongly that it should not be moved and are pleased that it is not 
being considered.” 

 
Response: The District acknowledged the NYSOPRHP’s strong opinion on this alternative. 
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Comments in Letter Number 02: 
 
Jim Ralston, Director 
Bureau of Air Quality Planning 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Air Resources 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12233-3251 
 
L02a: Issues of Air Quality Analysis: 
  a) The number and age of each piece of equipment needs to be provided 
  b) Include maintenance in your calculations 
  c) Recalculate truck speed from 43mph to 10mph 
  d) Calculate using truck idling speed and time 
  e) Base findings on Year 2008 and 2009 not 2002 and 2003 
 
Response: The Corps concurs with your findings.  Since this report is only a preliminary 
assessment, the Air Conformity Statement will be updated and submitted for approval during the 
Plans and Specifications stage of the project.  During this stage, which occurs approximately one 
and a half years prior to the proposed construction, more specific and detailed information will 
be available that addresses the concerns raised.  However, due to Corps contracting practices and 
regulations, the report will not be able to take into account the specific age of the vehicles to be 
used during construction.   
 
Additionally, we would like to discuss these comments at our meeting on the 19 of October as 
they relate to not only Montauk Point specifically, but the overall Civil Works Program. 
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Comments in Letter Number 3: 
 
Andrew L. Raddant, Regional Environmental Officer 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
408 Atlantic Avenue – Room 142 
Boston, MA 02210-3334 
 
Comment L03a: The Lighthouse is not a National Landmark, but only on the National 
Register. 
 
Response L03a: The Lighthouse is in the process of being named a National Landmark, but 
the FEIS will be changed to reflect that it is only on the Register at this time. 
 
Comment L03b: Issues of Staging Area #1/Access Road #1 
 
Response L03b: At this time, the area in question is owned and maintained by the Town of 
Easthampton.  The Town is fully aware of the proposal.  Final determination for access and 
staging will be made during the Plans and Specification portion of the project.  All interested 
user groups will be invited to participate to insure that the short term construction period only 
impacts are minimized. 
 
Comment L03c: The FEIS should recognize that the National Park Service may take 
control of Turtle Cover. 
 
Response L03c: Although this may be true, at this time Turtle Cove is owned and 
controlled by the Town of East Hampton.  If during the Project’s duration the disputed area in 
question is transferred the Corps will coordinate with whomever is the property owner at that 
time. 
 
Comment L03d: The EIS must reflect the impacts to recreation at Turtle Cove and how the 
project will comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
 
Response L03d: The EIS takes into account the short term impacts that will be caused 
during construction only.  However, there will be no long term impacts to recreation at the 
Lighthouse, Montauk State Park or Turtle Cove.  Since the Project’s design does not call for a 
pedestrian walkway, the ADA does not apply to the reinforcing of the existing stone revetment 
wall. 
 
Comment L03e: The construction project will conflict with fishing.  How will this be 
handled as well as comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act? 
 
Response L03e: With regard to the Americans with Disabilities Act please refer to 
Response L03d.  Coordination has been ongoing with the Montauk Surfactsers Association 
throughout the EIS Process. Please refer to the Coordination section for information on this 



subject.  Note also, Letter 06 from the Surfcasters in which they support the recommended 
alternative. 
 
Comment L03f: NPS and the Town of East Hampton are preparing environmental 
documentation with regard to the “parking area” near the proposed Staging Area #1. 
 
Response L03f: The Corps requests a copy of this report upon its completion. 
 
Comment L03g: The Corps needs to clarify how it will change the “parking lot” back into a 
beach. 
 
Response L03g: As per Corps regulation and guidance, the project will return whatever 
may be affected during construction to whatever condition it was prior to the beginning of the 
process.  If the current property owner, the Town of East Hampton, would like the area changed, 
that would have to be coordinated and agreed upon by all parties.  Funding for this change in the 
current condition to something else may be subjected to alternative funding that may not be 
considered a Federal responsibility.  This issue, if so desired by the Town will require further 
coordination and policy review. 
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Comments in Letter Number 04: 
 
Larry Penny, Director and Bob Masin, Environmental Analyst 
Natural Resources – Environmental Protection Department 
Town of East Hampton 
300 Pantigo Place – Suite 107 
East Hampton, New York 11937-2684 
(631) 324-0496 
 
Comment L04a: Perhaps more clearly defined drawings of the current and proposed 
revetment wall can be included in the report? 
 
Response L04a: Concur.  We are separately providing all requesting agencies, 
organizations and individuals with larger scale drawings and we will send a copy to your office. 
 
Comment L04b: Can the report comment more on the downdrift and littoral processes? 
 
Response L04b: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, though lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 



of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 



The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study.  
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment L04c: In conclusion it would seem that the less costly alternative, rebuilding the 
revetment and keeping the lighthouse in its present spot is the best alternative.  Such rebuilding 
is expected to have very little negative impact, if any, on the site’s environment. 
 
Response L04c: We acknowledge your concurrence with the DEIS. 
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Comments in Letter Number 05: 
 
Scott M. Cullen 
Coastal Conservation Director 
The Nature Conservancy 
 
Comment L05a: 1) Segmentation:  Although this project originates from a separate 
authorization, we believe that any action taken at Montauk Point should be part of the 
Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study (FIMP).  It has consistently been our 
position that the Long Island coastal system is a dynamic and inter-related system that 
should be addressed by a comprehensive, and long-term regional strategy for the 83 mile 
portion of the south shore of Suffolk County, Long Island.  Moreover, the danger to the 
lighthouse is not imminent and there is no reason to proceed with this project, within the 
FIMP boundaries, before FIMP.  Segmentation of the Montauk Point project will only 
address the environmental issues of a small segment of the FIMP study area and may 
preclude FIMP alternatives in the future.  
 
Response L05a: The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was 
authorized in 1960 based a report in 1958, did not include protective works at Montauk 
Point.   It is likely that the Congress was cognizant of that when it authorized a separate 
study for the protection of Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of 
the present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and 
the Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the 
Point, the Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain 
some form of the present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to 
expect it to be removed.  Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively 
estimated that no littoral material is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral 
system from the Montauk Point area that is protected by the existing revetment.  The 
small amount of material that potentially could enter the south shore littoral system upon 
the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly affect the evaluation of 
without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   With regard to 
coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk Point Storm 
Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing revetment 
and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the 
FIMP Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk 
Point Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for 
construction, the FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its 
cumulative effects analysis.  
 
 



Comment L05b: Tidal influences: page 29 states that tidal currents off of Montauk 
Point are generally strong and ‘are strong enough to affect littoral processes.”  However, 
there is no discussion in the draft EIS on how this project would impact the littoral 
process or the natural coastal processes of the FIMP system.  Moreover, the impacts of 
this action upon the larger system must be better quantified. 
 
Response L05b: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives 
agreed to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential 
project effects on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, though 
lengthy, provides a fairly simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and 
littoral process considerations involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will 
essentially continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 
year planning horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made 
intervention date back nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many 
factors including the type of material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at 
each location, and the wave energy impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both 
north and south of Montauk Point consists of a series of concave and convex shoreline 
reaches, indicating a variation in erodability alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping 
shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, preceding construction of revetments at 
Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at Turtle Cove, similar to the 
shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove reach erodes at a 
faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by construction 
of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has been 
generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While 
the proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point 
protecting the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will 
continue to erode the north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, 
especially immediately adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for 
the material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral 
system.  Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same 
lineal extent of the shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will 
continue this trend.  The effect of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment 
on the downdrift, unprotected shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving 
alongshore by a small amount estimated to be approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south 
shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the erosion rate of shoreline 
immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a short distance 
downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows approximately a 2-
ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as compared to 
the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction of 
the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by 



the revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at 
which point the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  
Shorelines north of the existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue 
with the proposed structure in place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small 
amount of reduced littoral material due to the revetment also diminishes because the net 
amount of littoral material moving westerly along the shores gradually increases as the 
waves and currents act upon the more westerly shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will 
not pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation 
period.  It is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, 
there would be a tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing 
coastal forces.  Subject to the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion 
observed in relatively recent years could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved 
in determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk 
Lighthouse does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves 
along the Atlantic shore southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island 
Sound shore northwest of the lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of 
record (1868-1993) the average annual erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the 
Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards per year per foot of shoreline.  This 
average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered by a revetment, as well as 
prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term average is a 
reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when the 
protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works 
have lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is 
virtually identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion 
rate of 6 cubic yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can 
be assumed lost from the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the 
bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the 
eroded material is lost to the net longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too 
coarse.  This percentage could be in the 10-30% range, but for this discussion no 
reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse material to the quantity of sediment 
transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the 
point, except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that 
settles out.  Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, 
approximately 60% of the eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and 
approximately 40% can be expected to move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year 
will be contributed to the littoral drift along the Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 



cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the revetted shoreline.  The shores to 
the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of the revetment by 
contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 
cy per year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to 
approximately 100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget 
calculations, such that the given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both 
the existing structure at Montauk and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport 
are small and are expected to be local, i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to 
developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more developed points further west, especially in 
view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this 
small amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short 
distance west of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment 
alternative are not considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas 
being considered for protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point 
Reformulation Study.  
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which 
might effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in 
Section 4.0 – Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less 
for the proposed revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan 
will not change wave conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment L05c: Bluffs:  page 31 states that there are “steep coastal bluffs around 
Montauk Point to the north, east and south” and that “bluff erosion can act as a sand 
supply for the beach.”  Moreover, the draft EIS recognizes that the processes influencing 
bluff erosion include “intervention in natural erosion and sediment supply processes.”  
However, the EIS does not then answer the important question of what impact the 
proposed action would have on littoral processes.  Moreover, it is not clear whether the 
project would create more erosion of other bluffs due to changes in the littoral processes 
or the absence of sand supply resulting from the stabilization at the Point.   
 
Response L05c: Please see Response L05b. 
 
Comment L05d: Moving the Lighthouse: This alternative is not given enough 
consideration.  The consideration of this alternative is premised on the unsupported 
conclusion that the lighthouse would have to remain at its present elevation.  However, 
although the lighthouse may have a symbolic or sentimental appeal, its navigational 
functions have long since been the primary function.  In fact, this is clearly evidenced by 



the fact that the lighthouse is no longer owned or operated by the U.S. Coast Guard and 
the light and fog horn have both been dramatically reduced in recent years.  Therefore, 
given the reality of sea level rise and the challenges this will pose in the future, we 
believe that this alternative should be given much more careful evaluation.   
 
Response L05d: The moving of the Lighthouse was given considerable weight 
during the Feasibility phase of the project.  However, several factors contributed to the 
decision not to make this proposal the preferred alternative.  They included: a) the overall 
cost of the alternative b) the engineering requirements of having to build up land to meet 
the hill of Montauk Point to create a level moving surface, c) the destruction of a 
National Register Landmarked complex - by moving it, the setting is destroyed thus 
violating the spirit of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, d) the 
loss of value to the Town of Easthampton, Montauk Point and Montauk Point State 
Parks, as several hundred thousand visitors come to this area each year, in part to see “the 
end”, i.e. Montauk Point Lighthouse, e) the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation 
and Historic Preservation (see Letter Number 01), the Regulatory Agency that would 
have to approve any move of a National Register structure has already stated, and has 
done so throughout the entire process, that they would not approve the moving of the 
Lighthouse, which would lead to the destruction of the Lighthouse complex area. 
 
Additionally, while the Montauk Historical Society maintains the lighthouse complex, the 
U.S. Coast guard still operates the beacon and the foghorn as working aids-to-navigation.  
If the lighthouse were not present, the U.S. Coast Guard would likely erect a tower of 
which to mount a replacement beacon.  As per the agreement signed during the transfer 
of the property from the Federal Government to the Montauk Historical Society, If the 
Montauk Historical Society fails to protect or maintain the lighthouse, the property would 
revert back to the USCG.  Please note that in the analysis of the without and with-project 
conditions adjustments were made to account for sea level rise. 
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Comment in Letter Number 06: 
 
William Young, President 
Montauk Surfcasters Association 
P. O. Box 497 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
L06a: Will the parking area adjacent to Staging Area #1 be open for public use from September 
to November? 
 
Response: As this is an unofficial parking area, on the property of the Town of East 
Hampton, the Corps has no authority with regard to its use.  Furthermore, we have only 
identified the area as the potential Staging Area.  The exact size and location of the Staging Area 
will be determined in the Plans and Specification stage of the project.  During this design phase 
all user groups will be invited to provide input as to their concerns so that the project can best 
minimize any of the short-term impacts associated with construction. 
 



Comment in Letter Number 06: 
 
William Young, President 
Montauk Surfcasters Association 
P. O. Box 497 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
L06a: Will the parking area adjacent to Staging Area #1 be open for public use from September 
to November? 
 
Response: As this is an unofficial parking area, on the property of the Town of East 
Hampton, the Corps has no authority with regard to its use.  Furthermore, we have only 
identified the area as the potential Staging Area.  The exact size and location of the Staging Area 
will be determined in the Plans and Specification stage of the project.  During this design phase 
all user groups will be invited to provide input as to their concerns so that the project can best 
minimize any of the short-term impacts associated with construction. 
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Comments in Letter Number 07: 
 
Thomas B. Muse, Environmental Director 
Surfrider Foundation Eastern Long Island Chapter 
3 Locust Drive 
Sag Harbor, New York 11963 
Phone: 631.921.1842, cell: 631.725-8725, office: 631.725-4792 fax 
E- Mail: museman@hamptons.com 
 
L07a.    Surfrider Foundation questions why this project is being considered on it’s own and not 
as part of the Fire Island to Montauk Point Study (FIMP).  Montauk point is in the FIMP study 
area and Surfrider Foundation suggests that determinations on Montauk Point storm damage 
reduction should be considered under FIMP and not on its own.  This appears to be study 
segmentation which is expressly not allowed under NEPA. 
  
Response L07a: The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was authorized in 
1960 based a report in 1958, did not include protective works at Montauk Point.   It is likely that 
the Congress was cognizant of that when it authorized a separate study for the protection of 
Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of the 
present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and the 
Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the Point, the 
Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain some form of the 
present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to expect it to be removed.  
Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively estimated that no littoral material 
is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral system from the Montauk Point area that 
is protected by the existing revetment.  The small amount of material that potentially could enter 
the south shore littoral system upon the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly 
affect the evaluation of without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   
With regard to coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk 
Point Storm Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing 
revetment and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the FIMP 
Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk Point 
Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for construction, the 
FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its cumulative effects analysis.  
 
L07b.  The bluffs of Montauk are mined 24 hours a day,  7 days a week by ocean waves.  These 
mined sediments add to the littoral budget for all of Long Island’s south shore beaches.  The 
Montauk Point storm damage reduction revetment will result in the loss of some sediment to the 
south shore beaches. The Corps’ EIS must address how much of a loss will occur as a result of 
the project.  The current DEIS does not address this issue.  



 
The Corps’ EIS should project and quantify the short term or long term potential impacts to 
beaches down drift of the Montauk Point.   Surfrider Foundation request that the Corps’ EIS, 
characterize the recreational, economic, social and environmental impacts of this loss, and state 
the project’s plans to mitigate such loss. 
 
Response L07b: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, though lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 



existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 



For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study. 
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
L07c. The phenomenon of sea level rises and its impact on design considerations for the new 
revetment is addressed in the Feasibility study.  However,  sea level rise and the associated 
erosion of coastal land masses expected as a result of this phenomenon are not studied in the 
Corps’ DEIS with respect to landforms adjoining the proposed revetment.  Surfrider Foundation 
request that the Corps’EIS characterize shoreline conditions adjoining the proposed revetment 
for the short and long term and indeed for the projected life of the proposed revetment.  The 
Corps’ DEIS states the proposed revetment is designed to be effective for 55 to 75 years.  
Knowing the current rate of bluff retreat in the Montauk area, we can expect shorelines adjoining 
the revetment to be  radically different from what they are today.   With the proposed revetment 
remaining virtually unchanged while nearby shore lines retreat quickly landward, how will this 
conflicting dynamic change the recreational, economic and environmental assets of Montauk 
Point?  Surfrider Foundation believes all Montauk point user groups, The Montauk Historical 
Society, and the citizens of Montauk have the right to know what Montauk Point will look like in 
the future.  What will the Montauk Point coastline look like some 10, 20, 30, 40 (and so on)  
years from now if the proposed revetment is constructed? 
 
Response L07c: We could not locate the statement, “the proposed revetment is designed to 
be effective for 55 to 75 years.”, in the DEIS.   It is evaluated over a 50 year economic period. 
 
The effects on nearby shorelines are discussed in the Response to Comment 2 above.   
 



L07d.   Recently, Long Islanders have seen a lot of controversy regarding revetments, jetties and 
other forms of shoreline hardening.  In almost all cases, such structures have been shown to be 
damaging to down drift shorelines.  Surfrider Foundation is concerned that approval of such a 
high profile shore hardening project like the proposed Lighthouse revetment will send the wrong 
message to water-front homeowners across Long Island.  This project has the potential to set 
president and encourage others to construct similar structures.     The establishment of stone 
revetments as a best management practice (BMP) for Long Island shoreline erosion control is a 
dangerous move.  Will this type of revetment proposed for Montauk Point be considered a BMP 
under FIMP?  If not, then why is it being considered for Montauk Point?   
  
Response L07d: A wide array of structural and non-structural measures are being 
considered for application as appropriate over the nearly 83 mile shoreline from Fire Island Inlet 
to Montauk Point.  The Montauk Point bluff fronting the Lighthouse complex is different in 
many ways from much of the rest of the FIMP Reformulation Study area.  The screening and 
comparison of alternatives for Montauk Point showed the selected revetment alternative to be the 
best solution for this site under Federal evaluation criteria.  The non-Federal sponsor, the 
NYSDEC, also supports the selected plan and there have been no substantive issues raised by 
concerned agencies. One size does not fit all. 
 
L07e.  It is unclear in the Corps’ DEIS if upper bluff work in included in the proposed 
revetment’s Scope of Work.  Will the upper bluff be included in the project and if so what will 
be done, and how? 
 
Response L07e: The proposed plan does not include any construction above elevation +25 
ft. NGVD.  The local sponsor is expected to continue to upkeep the plantings on the upper bluff. 
 
L07f.  The Corps’ DEIS includes a ‘typical revetment section’ drawing with little or no reference 
to the specific existing site conditions currently existing at Montauk Point.  The plan view 
drawing for the proposed revetment has 7 profile transects indicated on it.  Surfrider Foundation 
requests detailed cross section drawing for each transect showing existing and proposed features, 
included but not limited to:  near shore bathymetric data, current armoring elevations and angles, 
upper bluff intersection with existing and proposed revetment, upper bluff conditions and 
proposed changes.  This information will make it possible for Surfrider Foundation to 
constructively contribute to potential design alternatives.  Surfrider Foundation is committed to 
working with the Corps to help protect the Lighthouse structures while causing no change in 
wave patterns around the point.   
 
Response L07f: Larger scale drawings of the revetment plans and profiles will be sent to 
you and all who request them.  This should provide the information you have requested.  
Additional cross-section detail would be developed as part of the Plans and Specifications phase 
of the project. 
 
L07g.    The Corps’ DEIS waffles on the subject of the proposed revetment’s impact on wave 
action around Montauk Point.    Table 4 on page 25 list the proposed revetment’s impact to 
recreation as “No-effect”.  However, in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter of the report, 
page 65, section 4.1 the report states that  “The new revetment might also influence localized 



wave refraction patterns around Montauk Point.”   In order for Surfrider Foundation members to 
feel comfortable with supporting the Corps’ proposal to protect the Lighthouse, members will 
need a clear and detailed plan.  A plan that demonstrates clearly and states emphatically that 
there will be NO impacts on current wave patterns at the point. 
 
Surfrider Foundation challenges the Corps do these two things successfully?  Protect the 
Lighthouse and protect the Waves?    
Response L07g: The sentence quoted (“The new revetment might also influence localized 
wave refraction patterns around Montauk Point”) and the one following are incorrect and will be 
changed to:  “The new revetment will not change wave refraction patterns around Montauk 
Point, significantly change erosion or accretion rates of the adjacent shoreline, or alter the near 
shore bathymetry.  Existing wave down-rush conditions will be maintained by replacing existing 
large loose toe stones at the base of the revetment that are not required for construction in their 
existing patterns.” 
 
L07h.  Conclusion section of the FWS report was cut off, only a few sentences are viewable.  
Surfrider Foundation request a complete copy of this report, please. 
 
Response L07h: A complete copy of the FWS report is contained in Appendix E.  A 
separate copy has already been emailed to you. 
 
L07i.  Surfrider Foundation requests information related to the stated failure of the current 
revetment.  The Corp’ DEIS claims that the current revetment is failing and is expected 
to be ineffective in 5-7 years, however, the report offers no field data related to this failure.  In 
order for Surfrider Foundation to constructively contribute to the project, we will need all 
historical and current data on the existing revetment.  
  
Response L07i: The DEIS does not claim that the existing revetment will be ineffective in 
5-7 years.  Evaluation of the existing revetment failure mechanisms was accomplished both 
analytically and through physical modeling techniques.  These are discussed in the Feasibility 
Report Main Body and in Appendix A.  Reports from the Montauk Historical Society and recent 
site inspections by the Corps confirm that the process of revetment failure is already evident near 
the southern end of the existing revetment. 
 
L07j.  The Corps’ DEIS describes the project’s primary mission on page 13, section 1.1.   In the 
third paragraph, 4th sentence the report states that “The Project will provide protection for the 
various cultural resources associated with the Lighthouse complex and stability to the natural 
environment.”   Surfrider Foundation finds the phrase  “stability to the natural environment”,  to 
be very curious, and requests that the Corps. clarify this statement since it offers insight into the 
Corps. stated “primary mission” for the Lighthouse revetment.  
 
Response L07j: The natural environment that would be protected is located in and around 
the Lighthouse complex that would be protected from storm damages.  The referenced paragraph 
clearly states that this protection is a secondary benefit. 
 



L07k.   Moving the Lighthouse:   More consideration needs to be given to the Lighthouse 
relocation alternative.  The DEIS’s consideration of this alternative is limited and premised on 
the unsupported conclusion that the lighthouse would have to remain at its present elevation and 
that the structure is currently too unstable to move.  Acknowledging the importance of the 
lighthouse’ symbolic or sentimental appeal, we should also acknowledge that the former primary 
function of the lighthouse, manly as an aid to marine navigation, has been willfully reduced.  
This is clearly evidenced by the fact that the lighthouse is no longer owned or operated by the 
U.S. Coast Guard and the light and fog horn have both been dramatically weakened in recent 
years.  Therefore, given the reality of sea level rise and the challenges this will pose in the future, 
we believe that this alternative should be given much more careful evaluation.   
Response L07k: The moving of the Lighthouse was given considerable weight during the 
Feasibility phase of the project.  However, several factors contributed to the decision not to make 
this proposal the preferred alternative.  They included: a) the overall cost of the alternative b) the 
engineering requirements of having to build up land to meet the hill of Montauk Point to create a 
level moving surface, c) the destruction of a National Register Landmarked complex - by 
moving it, the setting is destroyed thus violating the spirit of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended, d) the loss of value to the Town of Easthampton, Montauk Point and 
Montauk Point State Parks, as several hundred thousand visitors come to this area each year, in 
part to see “the end”, i.e. Montauk Point Lighthouse, e) the New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation (see Letter Number 01), the Regulatory Agency that would 
have to approve any move of a National Register structure has already stated, and has done so 
throughout the entire process, that they would not approve the moving of the Lighthouse, which 
would lead to the destruction of the Lighthouse complex area. 
 
Additionally, while the Montauk Historical Society maintains the lighthouse complex, the U.S. 
Coast guard still operates the beacon and the foghorn as working aids-to-navigation.  If the 
lighthouse were not present, the U.S. Coast Guard would likely erect a tower of which to mount 
a replacement beacon.  As per the agreement signed during the transfer of the property from the 
Federal Government to the Montauk Historical Society, If the Montauk Historical Society fails to 
protect or maintain the lighthouse, the property would revert back to the USCG.  Please note that 
in the analysis of the without and with-project conditions adjustments were made to account for 
sea level rise. 
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Comment in Letter Number 08: 
 
Laurence P. Redican 
Board of Managers 
Montauk Shores Condo 
100 Deforest Road 
Montauk, New York 11954 
 
 
Comment LO8a: No mention of littoral drift of sand downdrift and west of the Project area 
 
Response L08a: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, though lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 



compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 



Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study. 
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment L08b: Don’t hard structures contribute to scalping of the beaches? 
 
Response L08b: In some cases, particularly with vertical structures, but not in every case, 
such as Montauk Point, where both the structure, slope and wave reflection are mild.  
Generalizations about hard shoreline structures are just that.  Depending on the site specifics 
conditions, hard structures can contribute to desired shore protection results, while minimizing 
adverse downdrift effects. 
 
Comment L08c: No mention of this “truism” in the report 
 
Response L08c: Refer to the response to Comment 2.  
 
Comment L08d: Town of Easthampton will not allow hardened structures – why haven’t 
they said anything about this? 
 
 



Response L08d: The Town of East Hampton has been aware of the project and alternatives  
throughout this process. 
 
Comment L08e: Wants an explanation 
 
ResponseL08e: See responses to Points 1 through 4. 
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Comment in Letter Number 09: 
 
Chris Manthey 
80 Osprey Road/POB 1636 
Amagansett, NY 11930 
Cmanthey@backtrackreports.com 
917-763-8854 
 
 
LO9a: Exclusion of the Fire Island to Montauk Point study from the MPSDRP Study Constitutes 
Prohibited Segmentation under NEPA 
 
Response L09a: The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was authorized in 
1960 based a report in 1958, did not include protective works at Montauk Point.   It is likely that 
the Congress was cognizant of that when it authorized a separate study for the protection of 
Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of the 
present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and the 
Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the Point, the 
Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain some form of the 
present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to expect it to be removed.  
Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively estimated that no littoral material 
is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral system from the Montauk Point area that 
is protected by the existing revetment.  The small amount of material that potentially could enter 
the south shore littoral system upon the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly 
affect the evaluation of without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   
With regard to coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk 
Point Storm Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing 
revetment and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the FIMP 
Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk Point 
Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for construction, the 
FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its cumulative effects analysis.  
 
L09b: Sediment Reduction May Have Adverse Environmental Impact Which Would Require 
Mitigation 
 
Response L09b: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, though lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     



 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 



the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 



The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study. 
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
L09c: Sediment Reduction on Beaches as a result of Revetment may have Endangered & 
Threatened Species Act Implications 
 
Response L09c: Please see Responses 1 and 2 above. 
 
L09d: Environmental and Economic Benefit from Relocation Alternative Not Included in 
Feasibility Analysis 
 
Response L09d: Please see Responses 1 and 2 above. 
 
L09e: Life Expectancy of Lighthouse not Addressed in Feasibility Report 
 
Response L09e: Your comment is incorrect regarding the Feasibility Report.  The report 
does not address the structural integrity of the lighthouse.  The projects life span for evaluation is 
50 years, and the project is designed to protect against a 73 year storm event.  You also did not 
mention that a representative from the Montauk Historical Society said at the meeting that the 
lighthouse would be maintained.  As stated on page 9 of the Feasibility Report the Society must 
maintain the Montauk Light Station in accordance with the provisions of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 
 
L09f: Misuse of Statistical Methods in Feasibility Report 
 
Response L09f: The commenter is correct to say that the fact that a 15 year or greater 
storm has not occurred for 13 years says nothing about the probability of such an event occurring 
in the coming year.  The past, through, is not the issue being considered in the economic analysis 
to which, presumably, the commenter is referring.  The issue is the most likely future pattern of 
storm damage.  The commenter evidently has confused two aspects of the process of damage.  
One process is the progressive deterioration of the armor stone (see the 4th column of Table 7 of 
the Economic Appendix).  After that process has progressed, a subsequent 15 year return period 
storm would directly affect the bluff on which the lighthouse is situated.   
 



The commenter is correct when he points out the fact that a 15 year return period storm has not 
occurred for 13 years says nothing about the probability of such a storm occurring in the next 
year.  That is not the event whose probability is being cumulated to 59.2% in 2006.  The 
probability that is being cumulated is the probability of failure of the revetment by that date.  The 
failure of the revetment does not require the occurrence of a storm event of any given magnitude.  
Indeed, its deterioration has already progressed substantially, and actual observation of the 
revetment reveals that its deterioration has progressed as predicted. 
 
L09g: Reduction of Sediments and Related Beach Widths May be Grounds for Class Action 
Suit on Behalf of Homeowners/Beachgoers 
 
Response L09g: Your comment is noted.  It provides no grounds for modifying the 
benefit/cost analysis. 
 
L09h: What amount of the $27 million relocation estimate represents moving the lighthouse and 
what remainder represents the cost of archeological investigations?  Can you provide the original 
documents, including price quotes from contractors, used to derive these estimates? 
 
Response L09h: Feasibility Report Appendix B, Paragraph 9 and Table 4 provides a 
breakout of the costs.  
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Comment in Letter Number 10: 
 
Gay Leonhardt 
Amagansett, New York 
 
Comment L10a: In light of FIMP how you the Corps consider a hard structure? 
 
Response L10a:  The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was authorized in 
1960 based a report in 1958, did not include protective works at Montauk Point.   It is likely that 
the Congress was cognizant of that when it authorized a separate study for the protection of 
Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of the 
present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and the 
Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the Point, the 
Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain some form of the 
present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to expect it to be removed.  
Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively estimated that no littoral material 
is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral system from the Montauk Point area that 
is protected by the existing revetment.  The small amount of material that potentially could enter 
the south shore littoral system upon the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly 
affect the evaluation of without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   
With regard to coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk 
Point Storm Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing 
revetment and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the FIMP 
Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk Point 
Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for construction, the 
FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its cumulative effects analysis.  
 
Comment L10b: Hard structures further the erosion of beaches 
 
Response L10b: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, though lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 



impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 



Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study.  



Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment 10c:  Don’t do anything more to the site that would be in addition to the existing 
rock sea wall. 
 
Response L10c: The current recommended project answers your comment in that the 
proposal is nothing essentially more than a re-strengthening of the existing stone revetment wall 
and not the construction of a newly proposed wall. 
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Comment in Letter Numbers 11 through 19: 
 
Dr. Susan Christoffersen 
14 Hunters Lane 
Southampton, New York 11968 
(631) 680-8308 
christoffersens@philau.edu 
 
Derrick T. Galen 
36 Richards Drive 
Sag Harbor, New York 11963 
(631) 725-7253 
derrick@galennative.com 
 
Michael Hastalis 
285 Gerard Drive 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
(631) 324-6178 
Shastalis@hotmail.com 
 
Bruce Lieberman 
115 Narrow Lane S. 
Water Mill, New York 11972 
brupaint@optonline.net 
 
Jake Lesnick 
1131 Walk Circle 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 
(973) 986-5875 
jakelesnik@gmail.com 
 
Sherly Maskalis 
285 Gerard Drive 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
(631) 324-6178 
Shastalis@hotmail.com 
 
Robert Mirsky 
796 Bretton Wood Road 
Coram, New York 11737 
murielbob@aol.com 
 
Philip O’Connell, Esq. 
132 Newtown Lane 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
(631) 287-6419 



Stephan Roussan 
415 Third Street  
New Suffolk, New York 11956 
(631) 734-2083 
 
NOTE:  The following nine (9) letters were form letters sent in with the only difference 
being the name of the individual sending in the comment.  Therefore, all nine letters are 
answered once below.   
 
Comment L11-19a: Do not proceed due to the imminent impact to surfing waves and the long 
term environmental effects from down drift erosion and scouring. 
 
Response L11-19a: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, through lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 



approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 



move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study. 
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment L11-19b: More information is requested on the failure of the current revetment. 
 
Response L11-19b: Surfrider Foundation requests information related to the stated failure of 
the current revetment.  The Corp’ DEIS claims that the current revetment is failing and is 
expected to be ineffective in 5-7 years, however, the report offers no field data related to this 
failure.  In order for Surfrider Foundation to constructively contribute to the project, we will 
need all historical and current data on the existing revetment.   
 
The DEIS does not claim that the existing revetment will be ineffective in 5-7 years.  Evaluation 
of the existing revetment failure mechanisms was accomplished both analytically and through 
physical modeling techniques.  These are discussed in the Feasibility Report Main Body and in 
Appendix A. 
 
 
 



Comment L11-19c: Incorporate this project into FIMP. 
 
Response L11-19c: The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was authorized in 
1960 based a report in 1958, did not include protective works at Montauk Point.   It is likely that 
the Congress was cognizant of that when it authorized a separate study for the protection of 
Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of the 
present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and the 
Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the Point, the 
Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain some form of the 
present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to expect it to be removed.  
Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively estimated that no littoral material 
is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral system from the Montauk Point area that 
is protected by the existing revetment.  The small amount of material that potentially could enter 
the south shore littoral system upon the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly 
affect the evaluation of without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   
With regard to coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk 
Point Storm Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing 
revetment and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the FIMP 
Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk Point 
Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for construction, the 
FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its cumulative effects analysis.  
 
Comment L11-19d: Create a plan that does not damage the environment or the surf breaks. 
 
Response L11-19d: The proposed revetment alternative does just that. 
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Comment in Letter Number 20: 
 
Jay Levine 
P.O. Box 2150 
Montauk, New York 11954 
(631) 668-6319 
 
Comment L20a: Do not proceed due to the imminent impact to surfing waves and the long 
term environmental effects from down drift erosion and scouring. 
 
Response L20a: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, through lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 



of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 



revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study. 
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment L20b: More information is requested on the failure of the current revetment. 
 
Response L20b: The DEIS does not claim that the existing revetment will be ineffective in 
5-7 years.  Evaluation of the existing revetment failure mechanisms was accomplished both 
analytically and through physical modeling techniques.  These are discussed in the Feasibility 
Report Main Body and in Appendix A. 
 
Comment L20c: Incorporate this project into FIMP. 
 
Response L20c: The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was authorized in 
1960 based a report in 1958, did not include protective works at Montauk Point.   It is likely that 
the Congress was cognizant of that when it authorized a separate study for the protection of 
Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of the 
present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and the 
Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the Point, the 



Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain some form of the 
present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to expect it to be removed.  
Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively estimated that no littoral material 
is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral system from the Montauk Point area that 
is protected by the existing revetment.  The small amount of material that potentially could enter 
the south shore littoral system upon the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly 
affect the evaluation of without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   
With regard to coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk 
Point Storm Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing 
revetment and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the FIMP 
Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk Point 
Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for construction, the 
FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its cumulative effects analysis.  
 
Comment L20d: Create a plan that does not damage the environment or the surf breaks. 
 
Response L20d: The proposed revetment alternative does just that. 
 
Comment L20e: Why am I not permitted to put in a seawall if the Government can do it at 
Montauk Point? 
 
Response L20e: Questions with regard to New York State regulatory issues should be 
addressed to the appropriate State regulatory agency. 
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Comment in Letter Number 21: 
 
Marilyn Levine 
P.O. Box 2150 
Montauk, New York 11954 
(631) 668-6319 
 
Comment L21a: Do not proceed due to the imminent impact to surfing waves and the long 
term environmental effects from down drift erosion and scouring. 
 
Response L21a: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, through lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 



of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  
Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 



revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 
the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study. 
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment L21b: More information is requested on the failure of the current revetment. 
 
Response L21b: The DEIS does not claim that the existing revetment will be ineffective in 
5-7 years.  Evaluation of the existing revetment failure mechanisms was accomplished both 
analytically and through physical modeling techniques.  These are discussed in the Feasibility 
Report Main Body and in Appendix A. 
 
Comment L21c: Incorporate this project into FIMP. 
 
Response L21c: The Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Project, which was authorized in 
1960 based a report in 1958, did not include protective works at Montauk Point.   It is likely that 
the Congress was cognizant of that when it authorized a separate study for the protection of 
Montauk Point. 
 
The Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study is premised on the existence of the 
present revetment at Montauk Point that was constructed by the U.S. Coast Guard and the 
Montauk Historical Society in 1992-1993.  In the absence of a project decision at the Point, the 



Reformulation Study has assumed that local interests would likely maintain some form of the 
present revetment for the foreseeable future and there is no reason to expect it to be removed.  
Accordingly, the FIMP Reformation Study has conservatively estimated that no littoral material 
is generated into the south shore of Long Island littoral system from the Montauk Point area that 
is protected by the existing revetment.  The small amount of material that potentially could enter 
the south shore littoral system upon the failure of the existing revetment would not significantly 
affect the evaluation of without and with-project alternatives in the FIMP Reformulation Study.   
With regard to coastal and littoral processes, the revetment selected for a potential Montauk 
Point Storm Damage Reduction Project would tend to continue the effects of the existing 
revetment and the nearly 60 year history of efforts to reduce erosion.  These effects are small and 
diminish with distance from the revetment well before, or east of, any area where the FIMP 
Reformulation Study would be evaluating protection measures. 
 
In summary, the proposed alternative has independent utility and does not foreclose any 
alternatives being considered under the FIMP Reformulation Study.  If the Montauk Point 
Feasibility Report is approved and the proposed alternative is recommended for construction, the 
FIMP Reformulation Study will include analysis of this project in its cumulative effects analysis.  
 
Comment L21d: Create a plan that does not damage the environment or the surf breaks. 
 
Response L21d: The proposed revetment alternative does just that. 
 
Comment L21e: The project will increase erosion along the South Shore. 
 
Response L21e: See Response L20a  
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Comment in Letter Number 22: 
 
Jesse Boone 
jesseboone@hotmail.com 
 
Comment L22a: Can the economic benefit of saving the lighthouse be better explained? 
 
Response 22a:  The Feasibility Report addresses the economic benefits of the project. 
Please review the sections on the Economic Benefits. 
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Comment in Letter Number 23: 
 
Herman Dau 
16 Borden Lane 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
(631) 329-9224 
h.dau@att.ent 
 
Comment L23a: Consider recreation and surfing as a priority to the lighthouse. 
 
Response L23a:  Thank you for your statement.  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ regulations 
and policy to do allow for Recreational Benefits to be considered as the main benefit cost 
category.  However, recreation is taken into consideration during the Feasibility/Environmental 
Impact Statement phase of a project, as it has been done during this project.  Issues relating to 
recreational use including hiking, scenic views, fishing, surfing and historical importance have 
been taken into account and discussed throughout the DEIS.   
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Comment in Letter Number 24: 
 
Tony Filippelli 
20 Bryant Avenue 
Roslyn, New York 11576 
(516) 625-2683 
 
Comment L24a: Building the wall will cause erosion of the beaches.  
 
Response L24a: At the recent public information session, the Corps representatives agreed 
to develop additional explanation for the Feasibility Report regarding the potential project effects 
on coastal and littoral processes.  The following explanation, though lengthy, provides a fairly 
simple, yet thorough, discussion regarding the coastal and littoral process considerations 
involved in the plan formulation evaluation.     
 
Coastal Processes.  The proposed project alternative to protect Montauk Point will essentially 
continue the coastal process impacts of the 1992-1993 revetment over the 50 year planning 
horizon.  The effects on coastal processes at the Point from the man made intervention date back 
nearly 60 years.  Shoreline erosion rates are a function of many factors including the type of 
material at each shoreline location, total mass of material at each location, and the wave energy 
impinging upon it.  The Long Island shoreline both north and south of Montauk Point consists of 
a series of concave and convex shoreline reaches, indicating a variation in erodability 
alongshore.  Historic shoreline mapping shows that the 1870, 1933 and 1938 shorelines, 
preceding construction of revetments at Montauk Point in the 1940’s, all have an indentation at 
Turtle Cove, similar to the shoreline shape that exists now.  This indicates that the Turtle Cove 
reach erodes at a faster rate than the point, and that this indented curvature was not caused by 
construction of the revetment.  Shorelines also show that the Atlantic shore west of the point has 
been generally erosive over the 1870-1995 period. The existing and the proposed revetment 
alternative will act to hold or anchor the eastern most end of the Turtle Cove area.  While the 
proposed revetment alternative will continue to limit the coastal erosion at the Point protecting 
the Lighthouse complex, forces such as the tidal currents and waves will continue to erode the 
north and south downdrift shores continuing the curvature process, especially immediately 
adjacent to the revetment.  
 
Downdrift Effects.   The erosion of the areas just west of the Point tends to make up for the 
material covered by the existing revetment that is prevented from entering the littoral system.  
Since the proposed revetment alternative will extend over virtually the same lineal extent of the 
shoreline as the existing revetment, the proposed revetment will continue this trend.  The effect 
of both the existing revetment and the proposed revetment on the downdrift, unprotected 
shoreline is to reduce the amount of sand moving alongshore by a small amount estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 cy/yr for the south shore.  The sediment deficit would tend to increase the 
erosion rate of shoreline immediately adjacent to the revetment by a similar increment, over a 
short distance downdrift.  Shoreline change mapping for the Turtle Cove area shows 
approximately a 2-ft/yr increase in retreat rate in the post-revetment period (1938-to 1995) as 
compared to the pre-revetment period (1870-1938), which may be due in part to the construction 
of the existing revetment, as well as to all other factors contributing to shoreline erosion.  



Indications from the shoreline change mapping are that any sediment deficits caused by the 
revetment are made up within approximately 2,500 feet of the end of the structure, at which point 
the shorelines changes to one of fluctuation of erosion and accretion.  Shorelines north of the 
existing revetment have a similar response, which would continue with the proposed structure in 
place. At the same time, the relative impact of the small amount of reduced littoral material due 
to the revetment also diminishes because the net amount of littoral material moving westerly 
along the shores gradually increases as the waves and currents act upon the more westerly 
shores. 
 
The curvature of the immediately downdrift or westerly shore areas will continue but will not 
pinch off or cause flanking of the protected area during the 50 year project evaluation period.  It 
is also likely that as the curved recession due to waves and currents continues, there would be a 
tendency toward stabilization as the landform adjusts to the prevailing coastal forces.  Subject to 
the occurrence of future storm events, the rate of erosion observed in relatively recent years 
could be somewhat reduced.   
 
The following paragraphs give an indication of the volumes of littoral material involved in 
determining downdrift impacts of the project: 
 
Contribution to Littoral Drift.  Erosion of bluffs and beach fronting the Montauk Lighthouse 
does contribute a small amount of material to the littoral drift that moves along the Atlantic shore 
southwest of the lighthouse as well as along the Block Island Sound shore northwest of the 
lighthouse.  Based on measurement over the period of record (1868-1993) the average annual 
erosion rate of bluff and beach as stated in the Feasibility Report, is estimated at 6 cubic yards 
per year per foot of shoreline.  This average includes periods of time when the bluff was covered 
by a revetment, as well as prior to the construction of protective works.  As such, this long-term 
average is a reasonable estimate for shoreline loss for periods of time covering conditions when 
the protective works are intact and limit loss, and periods of time when the protective works have 
lost integrity, resulting in greater amounts of erosion. 
 
The proposed revetment covers approximately 840 linear feet of shoreline, which is virtually 
identical to the length of the existing revetment.  Using the long-term erosion rate of 6 cubic 
yards(cy) per linear foot per year, approximately 5,000 cy of material can be assumed lost from 
the beach and bluff per year.  Note that the material comprising the bluff is a mix of sand, gravel, 
and silt, based on boring logs.  Some percentage of the eroded material is lost to the net 
longshore sand transport as it is either too fine, or too coarse.  This percentage could be in the 
10-30% range, but for this discussion no reduction has been taken for loss of fines or coarse 
material to the quantity of sediment transport. 
 
The estimated volume of material per year will move either northwest or southwest of the point, 
except for some finer sediment moved permanently offshore or larger material that settles out.  
Based on the shape of the point and the length of the revetment, approximately 60% of the 
eroded material can be expected to move southwest, and approximately 40% can be expected to 
move northwest, i.e. approximately 3,000 cy/year will be contributed to the littoral drift along the 
Atlantic shore and approximately 2,000 cy/year along the Block Island Sound shore from the 
revetted shoreline.  The shores to the northwest and southwest tend to make up for the effects of 



the revetment by contributing substitute littoral material over a relatively short distance 
downdrift. 
 
For comparative purposes along the Atlantic shore, sediment budget estimates of the net 
longshore sand transport rate moving westward at Ditch Plains is approximately 70,000 cy per 
year.  At the Montauk beaches, the net longshore transport rate increases to approximately 
100,000 cy/yr.  There is considerable uncertainty in sediment budget calculations, such that the 
given amount may differ by +/-40,000 cy/yr.  Effects of both the existing structure at Montauk 
and the proposed structure on the littoral sand  transport are small and are expected to be local, 
i.e. are not likely to extend as far alongshore to developed areas such as Ditch Plains or more 
developed points further west, especially in view of the variable shoreline shape and materials in 
between. 
 
The amount of material that would be contributed downdrift if the proposed revetment 
alternative was not constructed is very small relative to the total sediment budget and this small 
amount is added back by some equally minor increase in erosion, a relatively short distance west 
of the revetment.  Any adverse impacts from the proposed revetment alternative are not 
considered to be significant, and would not materially effect areas being considered for 
protection under the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point Reformulation Study.  
 
Surfing Effects. There is a revetment in place at Montauk Point now, and the surfing is 
considered to be good.  The proposed revetment will be in the same place as the existing 
revetment, made of similar rock material, and will be similar to it in all particulars which might 
effect waves.  As shown in the Feasibility Report, Table 10, and discussed in Section 4.0 – 
Recreation, wave reflection coefficients are estimated at 13-19 percent less for the proposed 
revetment alternative than for the existing revetment.  The proposed plan will not change wave 
conditions in any perceivable way. 
 
Comment L24b: Will destroy the surfing areas. 
 
Response L24b: See Response L23a.  
 
Comment L24c: The Lighthouse does not need any further protection. 
 
Response L24c: Your statement is incorrect.  The existing wall is nearing the end of its 
projected lifespan and has already shown signs of weakening as described at the Public 
Information Session. 
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Comment in Letter Number 25: 
 
Joseph Giannini 
90 Isle of Wight 
East Hampton, New York 11937 
(631) 324-4718 
Giannini43@yahoo.com 
 
Comment L25a: against building a revetment - just move the lighthouse 
 
Response L25a: The moving of the Lighthouse was given considerable weight during the 
Feasibility phase of the project.  However, several factors contributed to the decision not to make 
this proposal the preferred alternative.  They included: a) the overall cost of the alternative b) the 
engineering requirements of having to build up land to meet the hill of Montauk Point to create a 
level moving surface, c) the destruction of a National Register Landmarked complex - by 
moving it, the setting is destroyed thus violating the spirit of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended, d) the loss of value to the Town of Easthampton, Montauk Point and 
Montauk Point State Parks, as several hundred thousand visitors come to this area each year, in 
part to see “the end”, i.e. Montauk Point Lighthouse, e) the New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation (see Letter Number 01), the Regulatory Agency that would 
have to approve any move of a National Register structure has already stated, and has done so 
throughout the entire process, that they would not approve the moving of the Lighthouse, which 
would lead to the destruction of the Lighthouse complex area. 
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Comment in Letter Number 26: 
 
Robert A. Siegel, Esq. 
205 East 60th Street  
New York, New York 10022 
(212) 750-1000 
 
Comment L26a: Do not destroy the waves, the look, the feel and function of the area 
around Montauk Point.  Building an unsightly and unnatural structure will destroy this.  Can you 
make it look “more natural” if it has to be built? 
 
Response L26a: The Corps is not proposing to build a new stone revetment wall at 
Montauk Point.  The recommended alternative is to strengthen the existing stone revetment wall 
and to have the final product look much in the same way the wall is viewed now.  By recreating 
what is already there, the recommended alternative seeks to minimize any additional changes to 
the project area. 
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Comment in Letter Number 27: 
 
Gerald Starr 
30 A. Race Lane 
Easthampton, New York 11937 
(631) 329-0395 
 
Comment L27a: Something does not need to be done - but all areas should be explored. 
 
Response L27:  As your comment suggested, several alternatives were considered and 
discarded during the Feasibility process.  Please review the Alternatives section of the Feasibility 
Report. 
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Comment in Letter Number 28: 
 
J. Albano 
100 Deforest Road - Apt. 24 
Montauk, New York 1196 
(631) 668-8933 
 
Comment L28a: The lighthouse must be protected, the surfers are not the only user group 
of the area, and building this wall will only save what we already have. 
 
Response L28a:  Thank you for your comment and your acknowledgment of the assessment 
in the Draft EIS. 
 
Comment L28b: The surfers do not want to save the lighthouse.  They have not told the 
truth and the project should move forward. 
 
Response L28b: Thank you for your comment. 
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MONTAUK POINT, NEW YORK 
STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT 

October 2005 Environmental Impact Statement – Response to FINAL EIS Reviews 

 
As part of the Final EIS process, comments were solicited from Federal, State, Local agencies as 
well as interested groups and individuals.  What follows is a summary of the correspondences 
submitted to the Corps during the final thirty (30) day review period. 
 
INTERNAL CHANGES: 
 
As a result of the final comment period, no changes were made to the EIS.   
 
The Record of Decision (ROD) has been inserted after the title page to the EIS 
 
RESPONSES: 
 
Two letters were submitted to the Corps after the initial review period during the Draft EIS 
phase.  These letters were included in the FEIS. 
 
Finally, two information letters, one to the EPA and the other to the mailing list, are also 
included.  These information letters inform the public about the signing of the ROD and the 
Chief’s Report. 
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Comments in Letter Number 29: 
 
John Filippelli, Chief 
Strategic Planning Multi-Media Programs Branch 
United States Environmental Protection Agency – Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
 
Comment L29a: Please strengthen the connection between this project and the other 
projects that are underway in the general vicinity. 
 
Response L29a: Thank you for your comment and your overall approval of the proposed 
project.  For information on other projects in the general vicinity of Montauk Point and the Long 
Island sound, please see the responses to questions L4, L5, L6, L7, L8, L9, L10. 
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United States Department of h e  Interior Bklj 
OFPICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Wuhin~ton. DC 20240 , 

' W  
?&fkRlS 

UEC - 6 2005 

d 

MI-. nomas W. Waters 
Chief, .Pqlic y and Policy Compliance Division 
Directorate of Civil Works 
Head.quarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
CECW-P (SA) 
770 1 Telegraph Road 
Alexandria, VA 223 15-3860 

-. 
Dear Mr. Waters: 

As requested, the U.S. Department of the Interior has reviewed the Chief of 
Engineers' Proposed Report on Montauk Point, Humcane and Storm Damage 
Reduction, New York. 

The Department does not object to the proposed project and has no comments to 
offer. The point of contact is Ms. Loretta Sutton, 202-208-7565. We appreciate 
t,he opportunity tb rcvicw the Chiefs Proposed Report and supporting documents. 

Sincerely, 

Director, Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance 
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Comments in Letter Number 30: 
 
Willie R. Taylor, Director 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance  
United States Department of the Interior 
Washington, DC 20204 
 
Comment L30a: The Department does not object to the EIS, nor has any comments. 
 
Response L30a: The Corps thanks you for your concurrence letter.   
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