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[Federal Register: March 10, 2000 (Volume &5, Number 48)]
[Notices]
[Page 12974-12976] :

From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers

Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction
Study, Port Monmouth, New Jersey

AGENCY: U.S Army Amry Corps of Engineers, DoD.

ACTICN: Notice of Availability.

SUMMARY: The New York District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has
prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DESI) for the Raritan
Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Study,
Port Monmouth, New Jersey. The purpose of the study is to identify a
plan that would protect the Port Monmouth community from damages caused
by hurricanes and storm. The DEIS was prepared to evaluate those
alternative identified in the Feasibility Report. Additional

information on the study is provided the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
section as indicated below.

DATES: The DEIS will be available for public review on or about March
10, 2000. The review period of the document will be for forty five days
from the publication date of the DEIS. To request a copy of the DEIS
please call (212) 264-4663.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:. For further information regarding the
DEIS, please contact Mark Burlas, Project Wildlife Biologist, telsphone
(212) 264-4663, Planning Division, ATTN: CENAN-PL-ER, Corps of
Engineers, New Yorx District, 26 Federal Plaza, New York, New Yorx
10278-0090.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. The Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay (RBSHB), Hurricane and Storm
Damage Reduction Study, Port Monmouth, New Jersey was authorized by the
U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, adopted August 1, 1990, which states " *Resolved by the
Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the United States House
of Representatives, that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors
is requested to review the report of Chief of Engineers on RBSHB, New
Jersey, published as House Document 464, Eighty-seventh Congress,
Second Session, and other pertinent reports, to determine the. )
advisability of modifications to the recommendations contained therein
to provide erosion control and storm damage prevention for the RBSHB.''

2. The 1.8-square-mile Project area is located in Port Monmouth,
Middletown Township, Monmouth County, New Jersey, along the RBSHB,
bounded by Compton Creek to the east, Pews Creek to the west, and New
Jersey State Highway 36 to the south. The Project was divided into
three study area for plan formulation and impact assessment purposes:
the Bay Shoreline Study Area (BSSA), the Pews Creek Study Area (PCSA),
and the Compton Creek Study Area (CCSA). The BSSA is located along the

http://frwebgate3.acce.../waisgate.cgi? W AISdocID=632601 5613+0+0+0& W AlSaction=retriev
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RBSHB, anc comprises the shorefront, beach, and dune compiex that has
historically experienced significant erosion, and consequently provides
limited tidal surge and floed protection tz the adjacent Port Monmounth
community. The PCSA is located in the western portion of the Project
area, and is situated in a highly developed, residential portion of
Middletown Township. The PCSA includes the Pews Creek channel, a tidal
creek that drains to the north into the RBSHB, and is mostly tidal
wetlands. The CCSA is located in the eastern portion of the Project
area, and is associated with & high developed, residential portion of
Middletowr. Township. The CCSA includes the Compton Creek channel, a
tidal creex that drains to the north into RBSHB, and is mostly tidal
wetlands.

3. The selected plan is comprised of levees, floodwzl.s, a storm
gate, road closure gates, fortification of an existing dune, pump
stations, stormwater retention basins, beach nourishment, periodic
beach rencurishment, environmental mitigation, and an offshore borrow
area. The selected plan, which is the environmentally preferred plan,
was determined to be the National Economic Development (NED) Plan. A
NED Plan is one that is consistent with the objectives of contributing
to NED through the reduction of flood hazards and associated flood
damages while protecting the Nation's natural, cultural, biological,
historic, znd social rescurces.

a. The District determined that interior drainage facilities were
required toc safely store and discharge storm water runofs that would
collect on the protected side of the CCSA levee. Specifically, these
facilities were planned and evaluated separately from the line of
protection (levees and floodwalls) and would provide adegquate drainage
at least egual to that of the existing infrastructure.

b. Thrcughout the planning prccess, the District formulated
alternative plans to meet general and specific planning cbjectives
while considering the preferences of various interested parties with
regard to plan selection and

[ [Page 12975]]

design. The District has consulted and coordinated its planning efforts
with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (JNDEP), the
non-Federal sponsor, and representatives of the Middletown Township and
various Mommouth County agencies. The plan formulation process
emphasized the avoidance and minimization of environmental impacts,
especially to wetlands, and then mitigation was included to compensate
for unavoizZable habitat loss.

c. The selected plan consists of approximately: 7,000 linear feet
(ft) of earthen levees average +14 ft National Geodetic Vertical Datum
(NGVD); 3,200 ft of concrete floodwalls averaging about +8 ft NGVD; a
40-ft wide storm gate across Pews Creek with a flood water pump house;
initial bezch nourishment of about 378,500 cubic vards of sand, with
periodic renourishment of approximately 125,000 cubic yards of sand at
10-year intervals; and , three interior drainage ponding areas each
with primary and secondary drainage outlets. )

2. The selected plan without mitigation would directly and
indirectly impact approximately 14.89 acres (ac) of wetlaad and upland
areas. The majority of these impacts would involve the ccnversion of
native habitat types to maintained (grass-covered) levees, permanent
floodwalls, and storm gate. Specifically, the selected plan would
permanently impact several vege:tation cover types. Finallwv, the
selected plan would temporarily impact herbaceous, scrub/shrub,
Phragmites wetlands, and high salt marsh habitats due to clearing and
equipment cperation in temporary work areas.

a. Less mobile aquatic and terrestrial wildlife species within the
footprint cf the selected plan would experience mortality due to
construction. Furthermore, a short-term decrease in reproductive
success of these species could occur due to construction activities. In
the long-term, following habitat conversion, wildlife species would

http:/frwebgate3.acce.. /waisgate.cgi?WAISdocID=6326015613+0+0+0& W AISaction=retriev  3/13/00
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lese or gain habizzt resources bzsed on their hakcitat requiremenzs. No
rare, threatened, or endangered srecies or their critical habitazs
would be adversely affected by the implementation of the selected plan.

b. The Distrizz conducted a Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HZIP)
anzlysis to assess the impacts of the selected plan. This HEP analysis
ccnzluded that impacts associated with the construction of the sslected
pizn (without mitization) will result in the loss of 2.04 black Zuck
(Aras rubripes)- and 3.14 marsh ren (Cistothorus palustris) habizat
unizs (HUs) at ths year of comstruction (Year 2002). At the year of
2032, black duck znd marsh wren habitat gquality would be reducec by
49.94 and 136.71 cumulative habitat units (CHUs). Similarly, the AAHU

" of the black duck and marsh wren decrease by 1.00 and 2.73 over zhe 50-
yezr design life ¢ the Project. In addition, the HEP analysis
derarmined that 2.13 acres of upland habitat would be impacted, ~.13
acras of wetlands would be converted to upland, and additional Z.63
acres of wetland habitat would be indirectly impacted by the selzacted
plan. Indirect imracts to wetlands involve the conversion, not the loss
of non-Phragmites wetlands to Phragmites-dominated wetlands.

c. The selectsd plan is expected to have a direct, short-ter=
imract on benthic resources. Beach nourishment is expected to smcther ~
benthic organisms zausing their mcrtality. However, once buried, some
mocile shellfish species and polycheate worms have the ability t:
burrow upwards anc survive. The rscovery of benthic resources t:
preconstruction csnditions should occur shortly after constructizn. A
benthic-monitorinc plan will be conducted to quantify benthic rezovery
rates and the comgosition of the recolonized benthic community.

d. The Distriz:z developed a tidal hydrodynamic model to comrzre the
effects of a storm gate in Pews Creek to the existing conditions. The
mocdel projected that the selected 40-ft storm gate in the open ptsition
would lower the mean spring high tide by only 0.72 inches and alil other
normal tidal events would be unaffected. Accordingly, the effects to
the daily tidal exchange are expected to be minute. A monitoring plan
is proposed to sugport the prediction of the model. In addition, the
stcrm gate is antizipated to increase peak ebb tidal velocities
pozentially allowing more suspended sediments to be transported cut of
the salt marsh into the RBSHB. As a result, the sedimentation rate of
the salt marsh mav be reduced.

e. In addition, the implementation of the selected plan can rrovide
berefits to horsesaoe crabs (Limulus polyphemus), migratory birds, and
the federally threatened piping plover (Charadrius melodus). A wider
sarndy beach and izproved intertidal habitat conditions may proviZe more
suizable spawning aabitat for the horseshoe crab, thus potentially
increasing prey rssources availakle for consumption by migratory sirds.
It is well documernzed that the timing of the spring migration for many
species is linked o the spawning activity of the horseshoe crakb.
Fur-hermore, a muza larger and wider sandy beach created by the
corstruction of t=e selected plan should provide more roosting scace
for wintering waterfowl and increase the amount of potential nesting
hacitat for shoretirds, such as the piping plover.

f. No areas were identified as containing pctential environmsatal
contamination, or were considered to pose a great risk to human ealth.
Sutsurface testing was performed and evidence of Native American
occupation was found in the vicinity of the selected plan's footzrint.
Fur-her evaluatiorn will be conducted and coordinated with the New
Jersey Historic Prsservation Office, as part of Section 106 of tre
Nazional Historic Preservation Act compliance. Short-term negligible
impacts to air queiity and traffic are expected only during
construction.

3. The Districz, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wild.ife
Service, National Yarine Fisheries Service, and NJDEP, developecd an
array of mitigaticn plans using HEP protocols. The selected mitigzation
plan proposes to restore approximately 12.80 acres of wetland
Phragmites-dominated habitat to salt marsh habitat. As compared to the
No-Action alternative, implementation of the selected plan and selected

http://frwebgate3 .acce../waisgate.cgi?WAISdocID=632601561 3+0+0+0& WAISaction=retriev  3/13/00
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mitization plan would increase black duck habitat quality by 0.78 HUs
and marsh wren habitat quality by 0.96 HUs at the year of construction.
At the year of 2052, black duck and marsh wren habitat quality would
incrsase by 157.83 and 106.55 CHUs. In addition, the AAHU of the black
ducx and marsh wren would increase by 3.16 and 2.13 over the Project's
50-year design life when compared to the No-Action alternative.

5. Based upon a Phragmites Encroachment Model (PEM) developeZd by
the Tistrict specifically for the assessment of future conditions and
impacts, the construction of the selected plan and selected mitigation
plan would prevent the loss of about 15.27 acres of salt marsh habitat
wher compared to the No-Action alternative for the 50-year design-life
of the Project. In summary, the comparison of the selected plan to the
No-~ction alternative suggests that implementation of the selected plan
will provide long-term benefits to wildlife resources of the intertidal
zon2 and the coastal marsh ecosystem at Port Monmouth.

5. Mitigation measures for cultural resources will be developed in
conunction with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, the
Advisory Council cn Historic Preservation (ACHP), and interested
parzies.

{{P=3e 12976]]

<. Based on cocrdination with other federal and state agencies, an
unrssolved issue has been identified. A consensus to determine the
apcropriate level of compensatory mitigation to offset environmental
impzcts has not been reached. The District plans to continue its
ongcing coordination effort with other federal and state agencies to
secire an agreement concerning the amount of mitigation that is needed
to zppropriately compensate for environmental impacts. No other
unresolved issues are known at this time, pending review of this DEIS.

Frank Santomauro,

Chief, Planning Division.

[FR Doc. 00-5839 Filed 3-9-00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710-<36-M
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

* Intent To Prepare a Draft
Environmental impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Raritan Bay-Sandy Hook
Bay, Port Monmouth, New Jersey

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

ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The New York District of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is
preparing a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for proposed measures
to provide flood control and storm
damage protection in Port Monmouth,
New Jersey. For this Notice of Intent, the
Corps is considering protection
measures to reduce damages caused by
flooding and coastal storms. The EIS
will be prepared according to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers procedures for
implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended, (NEPA) 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C).
and consistent with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ policy to facilitate
public understanding and scrutiny of
agency proposals. This notice of intent
is published as required by the
President’s Council on Environmental

' Quality regulations implementing the
provisions of NEPA, 40 CFR Parts 1500~
1508.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions regarding the action can be
addressed to Mark H. Burlas, Project
Environmental Manager, phone (212)
264-4663, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, New York District. Planning
Division, 26 Federal Plaza, New York,
New York 10278-0090.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Authorization. The Raritan Bay-
Sandy Hook Bay flood control and shore
protection project was authorized by the
U.S. House of Representatives,
Committee of Public Works and
Transportation, adopted August 1, 1990.

2. Location of the Proposed Action.
The project area is located in the Port
Monmouth section of Middletown
Township. Monmouth County. New
Jersey. The study area is approximately
1.5 miles long and is bounded by
Comptons Creek to the east, Pews Creek
to the west, New Jersey State Highway
36 to the south and the Raritan Bay-
Sandy Hook Bay to the north.

3. Reasonable Alternative Actions. In
addition to the “No Action’ alternative,
the flood control component of the
feasibility study will evaluate

alternatives such as buy-outs, storm
gates and floodwalls to avoid and
minimize impacts to coastal wetlands,
as well as various levee layouts and

‘heights. The shore protection

component will analyze alternatives
such as the expansion of existing-dunes
and various improvements to existing
beaches. -

4. Significant Issues Requiring In-
Depth Analysis. 1. Coastal Wetlands
Impacts; 2. Impacts to Aquatic
Resources; 3. Archaeological and
Cultural Resources Impacts; 4.
Hydrology Impacts; 5. Economic
Impacts.

5. Environmental Review and
Consultation. Review will be conducted
as outlined in the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations
dated November 29, 1983 (40 CFR Parts
1500-108) and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers regulation ER 200-2-2 dated
March 4, 1988.

6. Estimated Date of DEIS
Availability: July 1998.

Gregory D. Showalter,

Army Federal Register Liaison Officer.

[FR Doc. 98-14852 Filed 6-3-98; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3740-06-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

intent To Prepare a Draft
Environmental impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Truckee Meadows,
Nevada General Reevaluation Report

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

ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps). lead agency under
the National Environmental Policy Act
intends to prepare a draft EIS evaluating
the environmental effects of flood
control, environmental restoration, and
recreation proposed for Truckee
Meadows, Sparks, and downtown Reno.
The Corps is working with Washoe
County and the cities or Reno and
Sparks to provide this protection.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions concerning the proposed
action and draft EIS should be
addressed to Ms. Patricia Roberson,
Planning Division, Environmental
Resources Branch, Corps of Engineers,"
1325 ] Street, Sacramento, California
958142922, telephone (916) 557-6705.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Project Location: The Truckee River
basin in eastern California and western
Nevada encompasses about 3,060 square
miles. The drainage area upstream from
Reno includes 1,067 square miles of
mountainous terrain on the eastern
slope of the Sierra Nevada, the crest of
which forms the western boundary of
the basin. The primary study area
includes the Truckee River in Washoe

. and Storey Counties, Nevada, at and

below Reno, Sparks, and the Truckee
Meadows. The Truckee Meadows
encompasses an area along the Truckee
River from the central part of Reno on
the west to the Virginia and Pah Pah
Mountain Ranges on the east, south
along Steamboat Creek to Huffaker Hills,
and includes Sparks to the north.

by

2. Proposed Action and Alternatives:
Alternatives to address resource
problems and needs identified to date
will include: (1) flood control
improvements along the Truckee River
in the Truckee Meadows, (2) non-
structural flood control measures
through downtown Reno, (3) improving
Lake Tahoe operation for flood control,
(4) environmental restoration measures,
and (5) recreation features.

3. Scoping Process:

a. "Scoping” is a process to identify
the action. alternatives. and effects to be
evaluated in an environmental
document. The public is invited to
assist the Corps and non-Federal
sponsor in scoping this EIS. The process
provides an opportunity for the public
to identify significant resources with the
study area that may be affected by the
project. To facilitate this involvement, a
public scoping meeting will be held in
Reno, Nevada on June 10, 1998, from
5:30 to 7:30 p.m. at the Washoe County
Department of Water Resources, 4930
Energy Way, Reno, Nevada. Individuals,
organizations, and agencies are also
encouraged to submit written scoping
comments by July 10, 1998.

b. After the draft EIS is prepared., it
will be circulated to all interested
parties for review and comment. Public

. meetings will be held to receive verbal

and written comments. All comments
will be considered and responded to in
the final EIS.

4. Availability: The draft EIS is
scheduled to be distributed for public
review and comment in spring 1999.
Gregory D. Showalter,

Army Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 98-14851 Filed 6-3-98; 8:45 am]
BILUING CODE 3710-EZ-M



INTRODUCTION

This report provides the names and addfésses of the various agencies, groups, and individuals
that may be directly and indirectly affected by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ proposed
Flood Control and Shore Protection Project in Port Monmouth, Monmouth County, New Jersey.
In particular, this report is divided into the following sections:
* Section 1.0  Elected Officials (page A-1);
e Section 2.0  Agencies (page A-4);
- o Section 3.0 Easements, Utilities, and Railroads (page A-11); -

® Section 4.0 Interested Parties (page A-13); and,
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1.0 ELECTED OFFICIALS

1.1 F;deral Officials (page 2)

1.2 State Officials (page 2)
1.3 County Officials (page 2)
1.4 Local Officials (page 3)
= B
=2 b
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".1 Federal Officials

The Honor_abie Frank Lautenbelfg |

Pappas
United States Senate

506 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-3002

The Honorable Robert Torricelli

United States Senate

113 Diksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0000

The Honorable Frank Pallone, Jr.

US House of Representatives
420 Cannon House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0000

The Honorable Michael

US House of Representatives

1710 Longworth House Office
Building

Washington, DC 20515-0000

1.2 State Officials
Joseph Azzolina Senator Peter Inverso Paul Kramer
'New Jersey Assembly New Jersey State Senate New Jersey State Assembly
1715 Highway 35 . 900 Kuser Road 900 Kuser Road
Middletown, NJ 07748 Hamilton Twp, NJ 07747 Hamilton Twp, NJ 07747
. Senator Joseph Kyrillos Robert Shinn Joann Smith s,
New Jersey State Senate 401 E. State Street New Jersey State Assem
1 Arin Park Building P.0O. Box 402 2B Highway 34
1715 Highway 35, Suite 107 Trenton, NJ 08625 Matawan, NJ 07747
Middletown, NJ 07748
Samuel D. Thompson Barbara Wright
New Jersey Assembly New Jersey State Assembly
2B Highway 34 7 Centre Drive, Suite 6
Matawan, NJ 07747 Jamesburg, NJ 08831
1.3 County Officials
Joseph Azzolina Robert J. Collins M. Claire French
Freeholder County Administrator County Clerk
1 Arin Park Building Hall of Records, 1 E. Main Hall of Records, 1 E. Main
1715 Highway.35, Suite 102 Freehold, NJ 07728 Freehold, NJ 07728
Middletown, NJ 07748
TE==R]T
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Theodore Giannechini

Engineer :
Hall of Records Annex, 1 E. Main
Freehold, NJ 07728

Joseph M. Kyrillos, Jr., Freeholder

Amy H. Handlin
Freeholder

Hall of Records, 1 E. Main
Freehold, NJ 07728

Harry Larrison, Jr.

K. Thomas Kellers
Environmental Planner
Hall of Records, 1-E
Freehold, NJ 07728

Theodore J. Narozanick

1 Arin Park Bdg. Director, Board of Frecholders Freeholder
1715 Highway 35, Suite 107 Hall of Records, 1 E. Main Hall of Records, 1 E. Main
Middletown, NJ 07748 Freehold, NJ 07728 Freehold, NJ 07728
Thomas J. Powers Peter Stagg Edward J. Stominski
Deputy Director Buildings & Grounds Freeholder
Hall of Records, 1 E. Main 250 Center Street Hall of Records, 1 E. Main
Freehold, NJ 07728 Freehold, NJ 07728 Freehold, NJ 07728
Samuel D. Thompson

“reeholder

\...,B Highway 34
Matawan, NJ 07748

1.4 Local Officials
Mayor Richard Brodsky Rosa Garcia, Town Clerk ’ Rose Peters, Councilmember
Town Hall Town Hall Town Hall
1 Kings Highway 1 Kings Highway 1 Kings Highway
Middletown, NJ 07748 Middletown, NJ 04478 Middietown, NJ 04478
Joan Smith, Councilmember Patrick Perkinson, Councilmember Ray O’Grady, Councilmember
Town Hall Town Hall Town Hall
1 Kings Highway 1 Kings Highway 1 Kings Highway
Middletown, NJ 07748 Middletown, NJ 04478 Middletown, NJ 04478
o B2
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2.0 AGENCIES

2.1 Federal Agencies
2.2 State Agencies
2.3 County Agencies

2.4 Local Agencies

(page 5)
(page 8)
(page 10)

(page 10)

June 1998
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2.1 Federal Agencies

e First Coast Guard District , J. Sidoti Anfon
U.S. Coast Guard Federal Energy Regulation Commission
Governors Island, Building 135A - FERC
New York, NY 10040-5073 19 West 34th Street, Suite 400

New York, NY 10001-0000
Clifford G. Day Robert Dieterich
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
927 N. Main Street Strategic Planning & Multimedia Programs Branch
Building D 1 ' Region II
Pleasantville, NJ 08232-0000 New York, NY 10007-1866 -
John Dunnigan, Director Stanley Gorski
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Habitat and Protected Resources Division
1444 Eye Street, NW National Marine Fisheries Service
6th Floor Sandy Hook Biological Laboratory -
Washington, DC 20005-0000 Highlands, NJ 07732-0000
Karen Greene Paula Halupa
 Habitat and Protected Resources Division U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

{  National Marine Fisheries Service 927 N. Main Street

e Sandy Hook Biological Laboratory - Building D 1
Highlands, NJ 07732-0000 Pleasantville, NJ 08232-0000
Robert Hargrove, Chief Gerad Hertel
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Department of Agriculture
Strategic Planning & Multimedia Programs Branch Forest Service
Region II 5 Radnor Corporate Center, Suite 200
New York, NY 10007-1866 Radnor, PA 19087-4585
Thomas Kane Don Kilma, Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Region II The Old Post Office Building
26 Federal Plaza 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW #809
New York, NY 10278-0000 Washington, DC 20004-0000

T
TP
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Mike Ludwig

National Marine Fisheries Service
U.S. Department of Commerce
212 Rogers Avenue

Milford, CT 06460 6499

Thomas McDowell

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.
927 N. Main Street

Building D 1 ,
Pleasantville, NJ 08232-0000

L. Grady Moore, District Chief
U.S. Geological Survey

425 Jordan Road

Troy, NY 12180-0000

Diane Rusanowski

National Marine Fisheries Service
_ U.S. Department of Commerce
212 Rogers Avenue

Milford, CT 06460-6499

Office of Ecology and Conservation

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
Department of Commerce

Room 5813, Commerce Building

Washington, DC 20230

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ATTN: Office of Federal Activities
EIS Filing Section [Mail Code A-104]
Room 2119 Waterside Mall

401 M Street, SW

Washington, DC 20460

Victoria Martinez

Federal Highway. Administration
840 Bear Tavern Road

Suite 310

Trenton, NJ 08628-0000

Robert McKeon -

U.S. Maritime Administration
26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278-0000

Joe Piccianio, Division Chief

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region II

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278-0000

Anthony Ward, Executive Coordinator
Military Ocean Terminal
Bayonne, NJ 07002

Director

Office of Environmental Compliance
Department of Energy

1000 Indepéndence Ave, SW

Room 4G064

Washington, DC 20585

Director, Office of Environmental Compliance

Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW
Room 4G064

Washington, DC 20585

June 1998
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Federal Emergency Management Administration

;\._,/Room 713

i

500 C Street, SW
Washington, DC 20472

Executive Director

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Room 809

Washington, DC 20004

Regional Director

Federal Emergency Mgmt. Administration

26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10278

Thomas Bigford

Chief, Habitat Conservation Branch
NMFS

'One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

David E. Clark

Environmental Compliance Division
National Park Service

North Atlantic Region

15 State Street

Boston, MA 02109

Regional Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Leo O’Brien Federal Building
Clinton Ave & N. Pearl] Street
Albany, NY 12207

= =
=2 i

T 11

Director, Office of Environmental Affairs
Department of Interior

" Main Interior Building, MS 2340

1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240

Director

Department of Health & Human Services
Room 537F, Humphrey Building

200 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20201

Regional Environmental Officer

Dept. of Housing & Urban Development
26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278

Douglas Beach

Habitat and Protected Species
NMFS

One Blackburn Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930

David Cottingham

Director .

Ecology and Conservation Office
Dept. of Commerce, NOAA

14™ & Constitution Ave, NW
CS/EC, Room 6222
Washington. DC 20230

Maritime Environmental Protection Branch

Third Coast Guard District
Govemors Island
New York, NY 10004

- June 1998
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2.2 State Agencies

William Connolly, Jr.

Department of Community Affairs -
State of New Jersey

P.O. Box 800

Trenton, NJ 08625-0800

Andrew Fekete

NIJ Department of Transportation
1035 Parkway Avenue

P.O. Box 600

Trenton, NJ 08625-0600

Lonna R. Hooks
Secretary of State

State House

CN300 :

Trenton, NJ 08625-0000

Frank McDonough, Director

Department of Commerce & Economic Development
State of New Jersey

P.O. Box 820

Trenton, NJ 08625-0820

James Mumman, Administrator
Water Monitoring Management.
401 E. State Street

CN409

Trenton, NJ 08625-0000

Ruth Ehinger, Bureau Chief

Bureau of Coastal Regulation

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
501 E. State Street, CN401

Trenton, NJ 08625-0000

Howard Golub, Acting Director
Interstate Sanitation Commission
311 West 43rd Street

Suite 201

New York, NY 10036-0000

Jane Kenny, Commissioner
Dept. of Community Affairs
101 S. Broad Street

CNS800

Trenton, NJ 08625-0000

Bemnie Moore, Administrator

Division Of Engineering & Construction

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
1510 Hooper Avenue

Toms River, NJ 09753-0000

Joel Piccohilo

Office of Program Coordination

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
P.O.Box 418

Trenton, NJ 98625-0418

June 1998
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Robert Piel

Manager, Land Use Regulation Program
 NJ Department of Environmental Protection
P.O. Box 401

Trenton, NJ 08625-0401

Robert C. Shinn Jr.

Commissioner

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
401 E. State Street, CN402

Trenton, NJ 08625

William E. Ward, Chief

Office of Real Property Management.
50 W. State Street

2nd F1., CN229

Trenton, NJ 08625-0000

John Yencik

State of New Jersey

- Dept. of Labor & Industry
P.O.BoxV

Trenton, NJ 08625-0000

Paul A. Dodd

State Conservationist

US Department of Agriculture-SCS
100 S. Clinton Street

Room 771

Svracuse. NY 13260

Dr. Alan Mytelka

Interstate Sanitation Commission
Room 201

311 W. 43" Street

New York, NY 10036

Lawrence Schmidt, Director

Office of Program Coordination

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
P.0.Box 418

- Trenton, NJ 98625-0418

Herbert Simmens, Director
Office of State Planning
Department of the Treasury
33 W. State St., CN204
Trenton, NJ 08625

Wes Whaler

Highway Authority

State of New Jersey

P.O. Box 5050

Woodbridge, NJ 07095-5050

USDA, Forest Service
Northeast Area Director

5 Radnor Corporate Center
100 Matsonford Road
Radnor, PA 19087

Mr. James Tripp
Environmental Defense Fund
257 Park Ave South

New York, NY 10016

June 1998
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23 County Agencies

Environmental Commission. Monmouth County Environmental

Ken Sheinbaum

A-10

1 Kings Highway Commission Monmouth County Library
Hall of Records Annex Hall of Records Annex 125 Symes Road
Middletown, NJ 07748 1 East Main Street Manalapan, NJ 07726
Freehold, NJ 07728
Laura Kirkpatrick _ Leo Carlin Robert W. Clark
Monmouth County Park System Public Works Planning Board Director
805 Newman Springs Road 250 Center Street Hall of Records, 1 E. Main
Lincroft, NJ 07738 Freehold, NJ 07728 Freehold, NJ 07728
Martin Chomsky
Mosquito Extermination Commission
P.O. Box 162
Eatontown, NJ 07724
2.4 Local Agencies
- Mike Fedosh, Chair Keith Henderson James Hinckley, Chair
Town Hall, Environmental Commission Environmental Engineer Zoning Department
1 Kings Highway T & M Associates 12 Emory Drive
Middietown., NJ 07748 11 Tindill Road Lincroft, NJ 07738
Middletown, NJ 04478

Tony Mercantante Gregg Silva, Chair Larry Werger, Director
Town Hall, Planning Board Town Hall, Parks & Recreation Public Works
1 Kings Highway 1 Kings Highway Kanes Lane
Middletown, NJ 07748 Middletown, NJ 04478 Middletown, NJ 04478

L i

1R

June 1998 Project Mailing List



3.0 EASEMENTS, UTILITIES, AND RAILROADS

Project Mailing List
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Janis Beauford-Ares John Wyckoff Mickey Bucci
GPU Genco Energy NJ Natural Gas, Engineering Conrail Rail Road
195 Eeonardville Road 1415 Wyckoff Road 405 Division Street
Belford, NJ 07718 Wall, NJ 07719 Elizabeth, NJ 07201
Deiter Wolf James A. Shissias
AT&T PSE&G
4260 US Highway 1 80 Park Plaza
Monmouth Junction, NJ 08852 Newark, NJ 07102

oz =2

1= 41l
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4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES

TP
o

June 1998

Project Mailing List
A-13



American Littoral Society
Sandy Hook

Building # 18

Highlands, NJ 07732

Baymen's Protective Association

Asbury Park Press

Attn: Todd Bates :

3601 Highway 66, P.O. Box 1550
Neptune, NJ 07754-1551

Brown's Point Marina

Assoc of NJ Environments’

Commissions o
300 Mendham Road,Box 157
Mendham, NJ 07945

Captain Cove Marina

Dennis Kavanaugh 357 W. Front Street 61 Park Avenue
8 Bay Street Keyport, NJ 07735 Hazlet, NJ 07730-1338
Rumson, NJ 07718 '
Clean Action Ocean Garden State Audubori Council Home News Tribune
P.O. Box 505 c/o 325 South Shore Road - Attn: Editor
Highlands, NJ 07732 Absecon, NJ 08201 P.O. Box 1049 =
East Brunswick, NJ 08816
Hudson River Foundation Jersey Shore Audubon Society Keansburg Borough
40 West 20th Street, 9th Floor c/0 1916 Kenilworth Court. Envircamental Commission
New York, NY 10011 Toms River, NJ 08753 29 Chaurch Street
' Keansburg, NJ 07734
Manomet Bird Observatory Monmouth County Audubon Society Monmoﬁth County Citizens for
Kathrine Parsons, Ph.D. P.O. Box 542 Clean Air & Water e
P.O.Box 1770 Redbank, NJ 07701 189 Swimming River Ro.
Manomet, MA 02345 Tinton Falls, NJ 07724
Monmouth Conservation Foundation = Monmouth County New Jersey Audubon Society
P.O. Box 191 Friends of Clearwater , Headquarters & Lorrimer
Middletown, NJ 07748 P.O.Box 303 - P.O. Box 125, 790 Ewing St.
Redbank, NJ 07701 Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417
NJ Alliance for Action NJ Conservation Foundation NJ Environmental Federal
P.O. Box 6438 300 Mendham Road Shore Office
Raritan Plaza I Morristown, NJ 07748 808 Belmar Plaza
Edison, NJ 08818-6438 Belmar, NJ 07719
NJ Pinelands Commission NIJ Public Interest Research Group NJ Sea Grant Marine
P.O.Box 7 (NJPIRG) | Advisory Service
Springfield Road 119 Somerset Street /o Institute of Marine
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 New Srunswick, NJ 08901 Cook College, P.O. Box 231
: New Brunswick, NJ 08903
=~
k= 11 -
HngRune
June 1998 Project Mailing List
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NJ Water Environment Federation
44 Wesleyan Drive '
Trenton, NJ 08690-1925

Save Our Bay Foundation
Mercedes & Jim Kelly

50 Washington Avenue
Keansburg, NJ 07734

NY/NJ Baykeeper

c/o American Littoral Society
Sandy Hook, Building # 18
Highlands, NJ 07732 '

The Star-Ledger

Attn: Jim Willse, Editor
1 Star-Ledger Plaza
Newark, NJ 07102-1200

Pedersens Store &Marina
165 W. Front Street
Keyport, NJ 07735-1041

Trust for Public Land

NJ Field Office

1095 Mount Kemble Avenue
Morristown, NJ 07960

Wagner's Twin Towers Marina WCMX FM Radio WHSE-TV, Ch. 68
483 Amboy Road Attn: Jason Ulanet Attn: Barry Diller
Keyport, NJ 07735-5004 Monmouth University 390 W. Market Street
Cedar and Norwood Avenue Newark, NJ 07107
West Long Branch, NJ 07764
WNJU-Ch. 47 WPRB WRSU Radio
Attn: Ricardo Alvarez P.O. Box 342 "The Voice of Rutgers"
; +7 Industrial Avenue Princeton, NJ 08542-0342 126 College Avenue
\__Teterboro, NJ 07608 | New Brunswick, NJ 08903
T
iI'lIIl__@l 1]

June 1998
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FEIS APPENDIX B

CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404(B)(1) GUIDELINES EVALUATION



CLEAN WATER ACT 404(B)(1) EVALUATION REPORT

COMBINED FLOOD CONTROL AND SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT

PORT MONMOUTH, NEW JERSEY '

L GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF FILL MATERIAL

A.

General Characteristics of Material

. Areas impacted by the levee will consist primarily of compacted earth fill. Such

fill is expected to be comprised of clay-loam or other clay containing soils as
described in the Monmouth County Soil Survey.

. Floodwalls have a smaller footprint than the levee. Floodwalls will be

constructed of concrete material.

. The Bay Shore dune, initial beach nourishment, and each beach renourishment

will be constructed with fill comprised of sand.

Quantity of Materials

While the exact amount of material in cubic feet is yet to be determined, the
selected plan is expected to directly and indirectly impact approximately 14.9
acres. The exact amount of fill material will be determined during the design and
specifications phase of the Selected plan.

Source of Materials

Sources for fill material may include on-site and off-site substrate dependent upon
the composition of soils at the site-specific locations. Rocks and concrete
materials will be obtained from commercial sources proximal to the selected plan.
The sand used to fortify the dune and berm will come from an existing permitted
and approved offshore borrow area known as the Sea Bright offshore borrow area.

I11. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DISCHARGE SITE

A

B.

The Selected plan is described in DEIS Section 1.4.

Levees within the Selected plan will be +14 ft in height and approximately 65 ft

wide at the base. Such levees will be constructed with approximately 2.5:1
slopes.

Floodwalls will have a top elevation of +14 ft NGVD, but will only be
approximately 2 feet wide.



D. The 14.89 acres of impact is broken down into habitat cover types as follows:

1. Upland Forest/Scrub Shrub — 0.01 acres
2. Upland Grass — 0.01 acres
3. Upland Herbaceous — 0.08 acres
4. Upland Herbaceous/Scrub Shrub — 0.23 acres
5. Upland Phragmites — 1.33 acres
6. Upland Phragmites/Scrub Shrub — 0.24 acres
7. Wetland Herbaceous/Scrub Shrub — 0.06 acres
8. Wetland Phragmites — 6.64 acres
9. Wetland Phragmltes/Scrub Shrub — 1.24 acres
10. Salt Marsh — : 3.59 acres
11. Wetland Scrub/Shrub — 0.32 acres
12. Open Water — 0.49 acres ~
13. Wetland Disturbed — 0.42 acres
14. Upland Disturbed — -0.23 acres
E. Time and Duration of Disposal/Fill Placement

The Selected plan will be constructed in various increments over a two-year
period. Construction of the first elements of the selected plan is pro_]ected to
begin in 2002.

F. Description of Disposal/Fill Placement Methods

Construction equipment such as bulldozers, backhoes, and dump trucks will be
used. Soil and rocks will be obtained from quarries and suitable sources.

IIL. FACTUAL DETERMINATIONS
A. Physical Substrate Determinations
1. Substrate Elevation and Slope:

Levees will be constructed at 2.5:1 foot slopes. Floodwalls will have straight
vertical rises.

2. Sediment Type:
Sediments similar to those present in the area will be utilized.
3. Dredged/Fill Material Movement:

Impacts to wetlands and streams will occur as a result of fill from levees.



Physical Effects on Benthos:
Some benthic invertebrates may be buried/smothered by fill material.
However, long-term effects are not anticipated. Monitoring the recovery of
intertidal and subtidal benthos will be conducted.
Other Effects:

No additional major impacts are anticipated from the Selected plan.

Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts:

Selected plan design was modified to fill only areas necessary for a
comprehensive flood control and shore protection project. -

B. Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations

1.

Water Quality:

(a) Salinity — Not Applicable (N/A).

(b) Water Chemistry (pH, etc.) — No major impacts.

(c) Clarity — Temporary increases in turbidity during localized hydraulic
dredging during beach nourishment and the construction of the Pews
Creek storm gate, and during other near-stream construction activities.

(d) Color — Possible minor short-term change.

(e) Odor — Not measurable.

(f) Taste —N/A.

(g) Dissolved Gas Levels - Possible short-term variations due to turbulence
caused by construction activity.

(h) Nutrients - Potential short-term increase.

(1) Eutrophication — N/A.

() Others as Appropriate — N/A.

Current Pattern and Circulation:

(2) Current Pattern and Flow — Areas that normally flow directly into Pews
Creek during storm events will be retained by the storm gate, and the
creek will be emptied through use of the pump station. Normal flow will
continue when the storm gate is open.

(b) Velocity — Velocity of water will decrease compared to the natural state
during storm events at the Pews Creek storm gate.

(c) Stratification ~ N/A.
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3. Normal Water Level Fluctuations:

The proposed action will reduce the 100-year floodplain throughout most of
the Selected plan.

4. Salinity Gradients:

5.

No impacts are anticipated.
Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts:

Selected plan designed to minimize the number of levees and floodwalls.
Revegetation plans will be incorporated onto levee and dune reconstruction
designs. Wetland mitigation will be implemented to offset wetland impacts.,
as a result of the selected plan.

C. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations

1.

3.

Expected Changes in Suspendedb Particulates and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity
of Construction Site(s):

Temporary increases in turbidity due to construction activity.
Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column:

(a) Light Penetration — Particles will settle fairly rapidly. Minor impacts are
anticipated.

(b) Dissolved Oxygen - Possible short-term affects due to in-stream
disturbance of particulates.

(c) Toxic Metals and Organics — No adverse effects are anticipated.

(d) Pathogens — N/A. '

(e) Aesthetics — N/A.

(f) Others as appropriate — Floodwalls will be constructed in a manner
considered to be generally pleasing to the public.

Biota:

(a) Primary Production, Photosynthesis-None

(b) Suspension/Filter Feeders — Minor short-term impacts are anticipated.

(c) Sight Feeders — Fish and motile invertebrates (such as dace, shiners, and
dragonfly larvae) may be affected due to temporary increases in turbidity
during construction. No trout production waters occur within the Selected
plan. Short term effects to fish mobility during severe storm conditions
will be experienced upon temporary closure of the storm gate in Pews
Creek.



4. Actions taken to Minimize Impacts:

In-stream construction activity has been reduced from original plans such
that only the minimum amount of in-stream and near-stream construction
necessary to complete the Selected plan will occur. :

D. Contaminant Determinations

Testing of materials to be used for construction will be made prior to the initiation of
the Selected plan. Only clean material will be used.

E. Agquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations
1. Effects on Plankton: ~
No major impacts are anticipated.

2. Effects on Nekton:

Temporary turbidity during in-stream or near-stream construction and

dredging may block gills of nekton unable to escape or relocate to adjacent
areas. .

3. Effects on Benthos: 5 .

Some benthic forms and the eggs/juveniles of nektonic species may be buried -
by dredging or other in-stream and/or shoreline operations.

4. Effects on Aquatic Food Web:

Impacts to aquatic organisms due to increased turbidity caused by in-stream
and near-stream construction activities would be temporary and minor.

5. Effects on Special Aquatic Sites:

(a) Sanctuaries and Refuges — N/A.

(b) Wetlands — Approximately 12.76 acres of wetlands will be impacted due
to fill activities and removal of vegetation.

(c) Mud Flat — No impacts.

(d) Vegetated Shallows —N/A.

(e) Intertidal and Subtidal — Monitoring program will be implemented to
assess recolonization of benthic resources.
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IVv.

FINDING OF COMPLIANCE OR NONCOMPLIANCE WITH THE RESTRICTIONS ON
DISCHARGE

A.

B.

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

Sixty-eight (68) alternatives to the alleviation of the flood damage problem in the
study area were considered. There are no practicable altematives under the
jurisdiction of Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines (see DEIS Section 2).

The proposed action does not appear to violate applicable state water quality
standards or effluent standards. '

The proposed fill material placement will not violate the Toxic Effluent Standards of
Section 307 of the Clean Water Act. ~

The proposal will have no adverse impact on endangered species or their critical
habitats (Endangered Species Act of 1973).

The proposal will have no impact on marine sanctuaries designated by the Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972.
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NEW JERSEY COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT EVALUATION
OF PROPOSED FLOOD PROTECTION IMPROVEMENTS TO PORT MONMOUTH
MIDDLETOWN TOWNSHIP, MONMOUTH COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

INTRODUCTION

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§1451-1464) was enacted by
Congress in an effort to balance the often competing demands of growth and development with
the protection of coastal resources. Its stated purpose is to “...preserve, protect, develop, where
possible, to restore or enhance, the resources of the nation’s coastal zone...”. The Act established
the framework for achieving this balance by encouraging the states to develop coastal zone
management programs, consistent with minimum federal standards, designed to regulate land use
activities that could impact coastal resources. The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Act
Amendments of 1990 further strengthened the act by requiring the state programs to focus more
on controlling land use activities and the cumulative effects of activities within designated
coastal zones.

The State of New Jersey administers its Federally-approved coastal zone program through the
Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Coastal Resources (NJDCR). Pursuant to
the federal CZMA, New Jersey has defined its coastal zone boundaries and developed policies to
be utilized to evaluate projects within the designated coastal zone, as set forth in New Jersey's
Rules on Coastal Zone Management (CZM) (N.J.A.C. 7:7, 7:7E, dated July 18, 1994 and
addendum to 7:7E-5 and 7:7E-8.7, dated August 19, 1996). The Waterfront Development Law
(N.J.S.A. 12:5-3) and related requirements (N.J.A.C. 7:7-23) provide the authority for issuance
of permits for, among other activities, the placement or construction of structures, pilings, or
other obstructions in any tidal waterway. New Jersey’s Rules on Coastal Zone Management are
employed by the State’s Land Use Regulation Program in the review of permit applications and
coastal decision making; they address issues of location, use, and resources. New Jersey’s rules
provide for a balance between economic development and coastal resource protection,
recognizing that coastal management involves explicit consideration of a broad range of
concerns, in contrast to other resource management programs that have a more limited scope of
concern.

The selected plan is located within the coastal zone of New Jersey. The following assessment

identifies the coastal zone management policies relevant to the proposed combined flood control
and shore protection project. ‘
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SUBCHAPTER 3 - SPECIAL AREAS

7:7E-3.2 SHELLFISH HABITAT

This policy generally limits disturbance of shellfish habitat. The selected plan, including beach
nourishment, will not effect the mean low tide line; therefore, the selected plan is compatible
with this policy.

7:7E-3.3 SURF CLAM AREAS

This policy prohibits development that would destroy or contaminate surf clam areas. The

selected plan is not located in a surf clam area nor will it contaminate surface water; therefore,
this policy is not applicable. ' e

7:7E-3.4 PRIME FISHING AREAS

This policy prohibits sand or gravel submarine mining in pﬁme fishing areas where the activity
would not significantly alter the bathymetry. The selected plan does not involve submarine
mining; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.5 FINFISH MIGRATORY PATHWAYS

This policy prohibits development such as dams, dikes, spillways, channelization, tide gates, and
intake pipes that would create physical barriers to migratory fish. Development that would lower
water quality so as to interfere with fish movement is also prohibited.

Compton Creek is documented as a migratory run; however, the proposed construction of flood
control measures (levee) will not create physical barriers to migratory fish.

Pew’s Creek has not been documented as a migratory run. Therefore, construction of the
stormgate will not create a physical barrier to migratory fish.

7:7E-3.6 SUBMERGED VEGETATION HABITAT

This policy prohibits or restricts permanent significant impacts to submerged vegetation habitats
unless compensation/mitigation efforts are enacted. Direct and indirect impacts to 12.76 acres of
wetlands will be associated with the construction of the selected plan. Impacts will be
compensated through a wetland mitigation plan.

7:TE-3.7 NAVIGATION CHANNELS
This policy prohibits construction that would extend into a navigation channel that would result

in the loss of navigability. The majority of Pew’s Creek use is on the northern side of the Port
Monmouth Bridge, from the marina to the bay. Navigability at Pew’s Creek is slightly impeded



by the Port Monmouth Bridge at the northern portion of the creek. Construction of a storm gate
will not further impede navigation of Pew’s Creek.

Navigability of Compton Creek will not be affected by the selected plan.
7:7E-3.8 CANALS

This policy prohibits actions that would interfere with boat traffic in canals used for navigation.
The selected plan does not contain a canal as defined by the New Jersey State Department of
Environmental Protection; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.9 INLETS

This policy prohibits filling and discourages submerged infrastructure in coastal inlets. The
selected plan is not located in an inlet as defined by the NJIDEP; therefore, this policy is not
- applicable. '

7:7E-3.10 MARINA MOORINGS

This policy prohibits non-water dependent development in marina mooring areas. Construction
of the selected plan would not involve development in any marina mooring areas nor is the
selected plan non-water dependent; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.11 PORTS

This policy prohibits actions that would interfere with port uses. The selected plan is not located
in a significant shipping port; therefore, the selected plan would not interfere with port uses.

7:7E-3.12 SUBMERGED INFRASTRUCTURE ROUTES

This policy prohibits any activity that would increase the likelihood of submerged infrastructure
damage, or interfere with maintenance operations. There are no submerged infrastructures in the
selected plan; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7TE-3.13 SHIPWRECKS AND ARTIFICIAL REEFS

This policy restricts the use of special areas with shipwrecks and artificial reefs that would
adversely affect the usefulness of the area as a fisheries resource. Also, construction of new or
expanded artificial reefs by the deposition of weighted non-toxic material is conditionally
acceptable provided that (1) it is demonstrated that the material will not wash ashore and
interfere with either navigation or commercial fishing operations; and (2) placement of material
and management of the habitat is coordinated with the NJDEP Division of Fish, Game, and
Wildlife. The selected plan does not contain any known shipwrecks or artificial reefs, and new
ones will not be constructed; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

C-3



7:7E-3.14 WET BORROW PITS

This policy restricts the use and filling of wet borrow pits. The selected plan does not contain
any known wet borrow pits; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.15 INTERTIDAL AND SUBTIDAL SHALLOWS

This policy discourages disturbance of shallow water areas (i.e., permanently or twice daily
submerged areas from the spring high tide to a depth of four feet below mean low water). The
selected plan involves beach nourishment to stabilize and enhance intertidal and subtidal
shallows. The filling of intertidal and subtidal shallows for beach nourishment will meet the
requirements found under the filling rule (N.J.A.C. 7:7E-4.2 (1)) and the coastal engineering rule
(7:7E-7.11 (d)); therefore, the selected plan would be consistent with this policy.

-

7:7E-3.16 DUNES

This policy protects and preserves ocean and bayfront dunes. The proposed dune restoration and
enhancement, including construction of walkways across the dune, and planting of native
vegetation to stabilize the dune, are acceptable activities; therefore, the selected plan would be
consistent with this policy.

7:7E-3.17 OVERWASH AREAS

This policy restricts development in overwash areas due to their sensitive nature. The creation of
dunes or expansion of existing dunes and shore protection structures are acceptable activities;
therefore, the selected plan would be consistent with this policy.

7:7E-3.18 COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS

This policy restricts development in coastal high hazard areas (i.e., flood prone) as delineated on
the FEMA maps. The selected plan involves construction of shore protection structures to
increase protection to Coastal High Hazard Areas, thereby enhancing public use and enjoyment
of the beach and ocean. Therefore, the selected plan would be consistent with this policy.
7:7TE-3.19 EROSION HAZARD AREAS

This policy prohibits development in erosion hazard areas under most circumstances, to protect
public safety. The selected plan involves acceptable shore protection activities including
restoration of erosion hazard areas; therefore, the selected plan would be consistent with this
policy.

7:7E-3.20 BARRIER ISLAND CORRIDOR

This policy restricts new development on barrier islands. The selected plan does not contain a
barrier island corridor; therefore, this policy is not applicable.
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7:7TE-3.21 BAY ISLANDS

This policy restricts development on bay islands. The selected plan does not contain any bay
islands; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.22 BEACHES

This policy restricts development on beach areas. The selected plan involves dune restoration
and planting of vegetation for dune stabilization, construction of shore protection structures, and
the placement of clean sand on beaches. These are all acceptable activities that will meet the
conditions listed within this coastal zone management plan; therefore, the selected plan would be
consistent with this policy.

7:7E-3.23 FILLED WATER'S EDGE -
This pdlicy seeks to promote water dependent uses at areas along the waterfront that have been
previously filled. The selected plan does not contain any filled water edge sites; therefore, this
policy is not applicable. ‘

7:7E-3.24 EXISTING LAGOON EDGES

This policy restricts development at lagoon edges because of potential water quality problems.
The selected plan does not include any lagoon edges; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.25 FLOOD HAZARD AREAS

This policy is designed to restrict development in flood hazard areas and ensure that the
waterfront is not pre-empted by uses that could function equally well at inland locations. The
goal of this rule is to reduce losses of life and property resulting from unwise development of
flood hazard areas, and allow uses compatible with periodic flooding. The selected plan would
_involve construction of flood control and shore protection measures, thereby protecting life and
property; therefore, the selected plan is compatible with this policy.

7:7E-3.26 (RESERVED)
7:7E-3.27 WETLANDS

This policy restricts disturbance in wetland areas and requires mitigation if wetlands are
destroyed or disturbed. The selected plan would convert 7.13 acres of wetlands to upland and an
additional 5.63 acres of wetland habitat would be indirectly impacted by the selected plan.
Indirect impacts involve the conversion, not the loss, of non-Phragmites wetlands to Phragmites-
dominated wetlands.

Constniction of the project would comply with all applicable permit requirements, including any

required post-construction monitoring/mitigation. Therefore, the project is consistent with this
policy.
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7:7E-3.28 WETLAND BUFFERS

This policy restricts development in wetland buffer areas in order to protect wetlands.
Construction of the project would comply with all applicable permit requirements, including any
required post-construction monitoring/mitigation. Therefore, the selected plan is consistent with
this policy. ’

7:7E-3.29 (RESERVED)
7:7E-3.30 (RESERVED)
7:7TE-3.31 COASTAL BLUFFS

This policy restricts development on coastal bluffs. The selected plan does not contain any
coastal bluffs; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.32 INTERMITTENT STREAM CORRIDORS

This policy restricts actions in intermittent stream corridors. The selected plan does not contain
any intermittent stream corridors; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7TE-3.33 FARMLAND CONSERVATION AREAS

This policy seeks to preserve large parcels of land used for farming. There are no farmland
conservation areas located within the selected plan; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.34 STEEP SLOPES

This policy seeks to preserve steep slopes by restricting development in such areas. There are no
steep slopes in the selected plan; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E -3.35 (RESERVED)
7:7E;3.36 HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This policy protects the value of historic and archaeological resources and may require cultural
resource surveys and other protective measures. Final results of cultural resource investigations
for the Bay Shore, Pew’s Creek, and Compton Creek Protection Areas have not yet been
completed. However, the selected plan design for the Bay Shore Protection Area, consisting of a
combination of new dune construction and seawall construction, has been modified to the
maximum extent possible to prevent physical encroachment on the Spy House (a National
Register property) grounds. Partial mitigation of the visual impacts to the Spy House may be
necessary to make them compatible with the appearance of the historic and archeological
resource. The project is taking protective measures to preserve historical and archeological
resources; therefore, this project is consistent with this policy.



7:7E-3.37 SPECIMEN TREES

This policy seeks to protect specimen trees. The selected plan does not contain any known
specimen trees; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.38 ENDANGERED OR THREATENED WILDLIFE OR VEGETATION SPECIES HABITATS

This policy restricts development in endangered or threatened wildlife or vegetation species
habitat areas. The NJNHP indicated that two states listed endangered or threatened species, the
pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus podiceps) and the Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperii) may occur
in the selected plan. However, the selected plan is not expected to adversely affect these species. -
No Federally-listed species have been identified in the selected plan

The USACE will continue to coordinate with the USFWS, NMFS, and/or NJDEP to assess~
project impacts and identify appropriate mitigation measures, as necessary.

7:7E-3.39 CRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITATS

This policy discourages development that would adversely affect critical wildlife habitat. The
selected plan would not affect any critical habltats therefore, the selected plan would be
consistent with this policy.

7:7TE-3.40 PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

This policy encourages new public open spaces and discourages development that might
adversely affect existing public open space. The Spy House Museum and surrounding grounds
are dedicated to permanent recreation and open space use as part of the Green Acres Local
Assistance Program, sponsored by the NJDEP. The selected plan would serve to protect public
open space from storms and floods; therefore, the selected plan would be consistent with this
policy.

7:7E-3.41 SPECIAL HAZARD AREAS

This policy discourages development in hazard areas. The selected plan does not contain any
special hazard areas; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:TE-3.42 EXCLUDED FEDERAL LANDS

Federal lands are beyond the jurisdiction of the New Jersey Coastal Zone. New Jersey has the
authority to review activities on Federal lands if impacts may occur in New Jersey's Coastal
Zone. The project would not involve actions on or disturbance to Federal land; therefore, this
policy is not applicable.
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7:7E-3.43 SPECIAL URBAN AREAS

This policy seeks to encourage development that would help to restore the economic and social
viability of certain municipalities that receive state aid. The project would not involve a Special
Urban Area; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7TE-3.44 PINELANDS NATIONAL RESERVE AND PINELANDS PROTECTION AREA

This policy allows the Pinelands Commission to serve as the reviewing agency for actions within
the Pinelands National Reserve. The selected plan is not located within the Pinelands Area;
therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.45 HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS DISTRICT

-

This policy allows the Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commission to serve as the
reviewing agency for actions within the Hackensack Meadowlands District. The selected plan is
not located within the Hackensack Meadowlands District; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.46 WILD AND SCENIC RIVER CORRIDORS

This policy recognizes the outstanding value of certain rivers ih New Jersey by restricting
development to compatible uses. The selected plan is not located within a wild and scenic river
corridor; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.47 GEODETIC CONTROL REFERENCE MARKS

This policy discourages disturbance of geodetic control reference mai'ks. There are no known
geodetic control reference marks in the selected plan; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-3.48 HUDSON RIVER WATERFRONT AREA

This policy restricts development along the Hudson River Waterfront and requires development,
maintenance, and management of a section of the Hudson Waterfront Walkway coincident with
the shoreline of the development property. The selected plan is not located within the Hudson
River Waterfront Area; therefore, this policy is not applicable.



SUBCHAPTER 3A - STANDARDS FOR BEACH AND DUNE ACTIVITIES
7:7E-3A.1 STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO ROUTINE BEACH MAINTENANCE

Routine beach maintenance is part of the selected plan, and is therefore consistent with this
policy. '

7:7E-3A.2 STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO EMERGENCY POST-STORM BEACH RESTORATION

Restoration beyond the pre-storm beach condition is encouraged by the Department, but will not
be considered “emergency post-storm beach restoration,” pursuant to this section; therefore, this
policy is not applicable.

7:7TE-3A.3 STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO DUNE CREATION AND MAINTENANCE , -

All dune restoration activities will be conducted in accordance with the specifications found in
Guidelines and Recommendations for Coastal Dune Restoration and Creation Projects (NJDEP,
1985), and/or Restoration of Sand Dunes Along the Mid-Atlantic Coast (Soil Conservation
Service, 1992). Construction of dune walkover structures will be in accordance with the
standards and specifications described in Beach Dune Walkover Structures (Florida Sea Grant,
1981). Therefore, the project is consistent with this policy.

7:7TE-3A.4 STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF BOARDWALKS

Boardwalks will not be constructed; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

SUBCHAPTER 3B - WETLAND MITIGATION PROPOSALS
7-7TE-3B.1 MITIGATION PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS

This section details the requirements of a wetland mitigation proposal. Any wetland mitigation
proposals will conform to the mitigation proposal requirements listed in this policy; therefore,
the selected plan is consistent with this policy.

SUBCHAPTER 3C - IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR ENDANGERED AND
THREATENED WILDLIFE SPECIES.

This section details the performance and reporting standards for impact assessments for
endangered and threatened wildlife species. If required, based on updated relevant agency
correspondence, habitat/impact assessments for endangered and threatened species will conform
- to the performance and reporting standards listed.
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SUBCHAPTER 4 - GENERAL WATER AREAS
7:TE-4.2 ACCEPTABILITY CONDITIONS FOR USES

This section defines the important uses of general water areas and sets conditions or standards of
acceptability for certain uses. Only those standards applicable to the selected plan are listed:

() Standards relevant to filling.
Filling is necessary for the construction of the selected plan. There is a demonstrated
need for levee construction that cannot be satisfied by existing facilities, the minimum
practicable area will be filled, and wetland mitigation measures will take place; therefore,
the selected plan is consistent with this policy.

SUBCHAPTER 5‘- GENERAL LAND AREAS

This rule defines the acceptability of developme;nt in general land areas. The selected plan is
considered a linear development as defined in N.J.A.C. 7:7E-6.1. The requirements of this
subchapter do not apply to linear developments; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

SUBCHAPTER 6 - GENERAL LOCATION RULES

7:7TE-6.1 LOCATION OF LINEAR DEVELOPMENT

This rule sets conditions for acceptability of linear development (e.g., roads, walkways,
pipelines). The selected plan involves construction of an approximately 7,975 foot-long levee at
the Compton Creek area, and a 6,000 foot-long dune in the Bay Shore area, which have a linear
alignment. There is no prudent or feasible alternative alignment which would have less impact
on sensitive areas, appropriate measures will be used to mitigate adverse environmental impacts
to the maximum extent feasible, and there will be no long term or permanent loss of unique or
irreplaceable areas; therefore, the selected plan is consistent with the rules on location of linear
development. :

7:7TE-6.2 BASIC LOCATION

This rule states that the NJDEP may reject or conditionally approve a project for safety,
protection of certain property, or preservation of the environment. The selected plan involves
promoting public safety and welfare and protecting public and private property, through
construction of flood control measures. An alternative and design analysis, in coordination with
the NJDEP, has ensured that the selected plan is consistent under the location rule.
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7:7E-6.3 SECONDARY IMPACTS
This rule sets the requirements for the secondary impact analysis. Additional development is not
expected as a result of the selected plan; therefore, there will be no secondary impacts associated

with the proposed combined flood control and shore protection project; therefore, this policy is
not applicable.

SUBCHAPTER 7 - USE RULES

7:7TE-7.2 HOUSING USE

These rules set standards for housing construction in the coastal area. The selected plan does not
involve housing construction; therefore, this policy is not applicable. -

7:7E-7.3 RESORT RECREATIONAL USE

This rule sets standards for resort and recreational uses in the coastal area. The selected plan
does not involve resort recreational uses; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-7.3A MARINA DEVELOPMENT

This rule sets standards for marina development in the coastal area. The selected plan does not
involve marina development; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7TE-7.4 ENERGY USE

This rule sets standards for energy uses in the coastal area. The selected plan does not involve
new construction that would require long-term energy use; therefore, this policy is not
applicable.

7:7E-7.5 TRANSPORTATION USE

This rule sets standards for roads, public transportation, footpaths and parking facilities in the
coastal area. The selected plan does not involve construction of roads, public transportation,
footpaths, or parking facilities. Levee maintenance will be accomplished using the levee itself as
the means of transportation, additional roads will not be constructed; therefore, the selected plan
is compatible with this policy. ' ,

7:7E-7.6 PUBLIC FACILITY USE

This rule sets standards for public facilities (e.g., solid waste facilities) in the coastal area. The
selected plan does not involve construction of a public facility; therefore, this policy is not
applicable.

C-11



7:7E~7.7 INDUSTRY USE

This rule sets standards for industrial uses in the coastal area. The selected plan does not involve
construction of industrial facilities; therefore, this policy is not applicable.

7:7E-7.8 MINING USE

This rule sets standards for mining in the coastal area. The selected plan does not involve
mining; therefore, this policy is not.applicable.

7:7E-7.9 PORT USE

This rule sets standards for port uses and port-related development. The selected plan does not
involve construction of a port; therefore, this policy is not applicable. -

7:7E-7.10 COMMERCIAL FACILITY USE

This rule sets standards for commercial facilities such as hotels, and other retail services in the
coastal zone. The selected plan does not involve construction of commercial facilities; therefore,
this policy is not applicable.

7:7E -7.11 COASTAL ENGINEERING

This section sets standards to protect the shoreline, maintain dunes, and provide beach
nourishment. Only those standards applicable to the selected plan areas are listed:

(c) Standards relevant to dune management
Dune restoration, creation, and maintenance projects as non-structural shore protection
measures are encouraged. The selected plan is in accordance with Subchapter 3A;
therefore, the selected plan is consistent with this policy.

(d) Standards relevant to beach nourishment
Beach nourishment projects, such as non-structural shore protection measures are
encouraged provided that certain guidelines are met. The selected plan will meet the
guidelines; therefore, the selected plan is consistent with this policy.

(e) Standards relevant to structural shore protection”
The construction of new shore protection structures, including seawalls, to prevent tidal
waters from reaching erodible material is acceptable if it meets certain conditions. The
selected plan will meet the conditions listed in this policy; therefore, the selected plan is
consistent with this policy.

7:7E-7.12 DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL ON LAND

This rule sets standards for disposal of dredged materials. The selected plan does not involve
any dredge material disposal; therefore, this policy is not applicable.
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7:7E-7.13 NATIONAL DEFENSE FACILITY USE

This rule sets standards for the location of defense facilities in the coastal zone. The selected
plan does not involve location of a defense facility; therefore, this policy is not applicable. |

7:7E-7.14 HiGH RISE STRUCTURES

This rule sets standards for high rise structures in the coastal zone. The selected plan does not
involve construction of high rise structures; therefore, this policy is not applicable. -

SUBCHAPTER 8 - RESOURCE RULES

7:7E-8.2 MARINE FiSH AND FISHERIES -
This rule sets standards of acceptability so as to cause minimal feasible interference with the
reproductive and migratory patterns of estuarine and marine species of finfish and shellfish. The
selected plan will cause minimal feasible interference with the documented species of finfish and
shellfish known to occur in the selected plan; therefore, the selected plan is consistent with this
policy.

7:7TE-8.3 (RESERVED)
7:7E 8.4 WATER QUALITY

This rule sets standards for coastal development to limit effects on water quality. Short-term
water quality impacts resulting from construction activities would be localized proximal to the
selected plan. In the long term, water quality in Pew’s Creek is expected to be comparable to
pre-construction quality. Following construction of flood control measures, water quality at
Compton Creek during storm events is expected to improve. The construction of the
levee/floodwall/berm will positively impact the interior drainage system during storm events by
controlling flooding, thereby alleviating the current storm sewer back up problem, and improving
water quality. No long-term impacts to the offshore or nearshore water quality are anticipated as
a result of the selected plan. Therefore, the selected plan is consistent with this policy.

7:7TE-8.5 SURFACE WATER USE

This rule sets standards for coastal development so as to limit effects on surface water. The
selected plan will protect the area from flooding, and will not involve the use of surface water;
therefore, the selected plan will be consistent with this policy.

7:7E-8.6 GROUNDWATER USE

This rule sets standards for coastal development so as to limit effects on groundwater supplies.

The selected plan will not involve or effect future use of groundwater supplies; therefore, this
policy is not applicable.

C-13



7:7E-8.7 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

This rule sets standards for coastal development so as to limit effects of stormwater runoff. The
selected plan is designed to improve storm water management by protecting the area from
flooding; therefore, the selected plan will be consistent with this policy.

7:7E-8.8 VEGETATION

This rule sets standards for coastal development while protecting native vegetation. A
permanent loss of native vegetation associated with the construction of levees on 12.76 acres of
wetlands will be mitigated by creation of approximately 12.80 acres of salt marsh wetlands.
Restoration of the sand dune along the bay shoreline will include planting of native vegetation to
help stabilize the dune. :

-

7:7TE-8.9 (RESERVED)
7:7TE-8.10 AIR QUALITY

This rule sets standards for coastal development with requirements that projects must meet
applicable air quality standards. The selected plan is not anticipated to increase air emissions
above existing levels. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this policy.

7:7E-8.11 PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE WATERFRONT

This rule requires that coastal development adjacent to the waterfront provide perpendicular and
linear access to the waterfront to the extent practicable, including both visual and physical
access. The dune restoration involves construction of walkways over the dune to allow public
access to the beach. The selected plan will not impede public access to the waterfront; therefore,
the project is consistent with this policy. -

7:7E -8.12 SCENIC RESOURCES AND DESIGN

This rule sets standards that new coastal development be visually compatible with its
surroundings. The proposed design for the Bay Shore project has been modified to the
maximum extent possible to prevent physical encroachment on the Spy House grounds. Partial
mitigation measures have been proposed to lessen the visual impacts associated with the project.

The aesthetic and scenic impacts from construction of the levee are expected to be of moderate
significance to the Compton Creek study area.

Aesthetic and visual impacts resulting from construction of the pump station, storm gate,
floodwall, and levee are expected to be of minimal significance to the Pews Creek study area.
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7:7E-8.13 BUFFERS AND COMPATIBILITY OF USES

This rule sets standards for adequate buffers between compatible land uses. The selected plan is
compatible with adjacent land uses; therefore, it would be consistent with this policy.

7:7E-8.14 TRAFFIC

This rule sets standards that restrict coastal development that would disturb traffic systems. The
selected plan will make every effort possible to mitigate temporary impacts on traffic during
construction activities. Traffic flow during flooding should improve, as the project’s goal is to
lessen the impact of flooding. The closure structures associated with the Compton Creek project
may result in alternative evacuation routes if the structures are triggered to close due to high
water. The selected plan is compatible with traffic systems; therefore, the selected plan would be
consistent with this policy.

-

7:7E-8.15 THROUGH 8.20 (RESERVED)
7:7E-8.21 SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS

This rule sets standards for subsurface sewage disposal systems in the coastal zone. The selected
plan does not involve sewage disposal; therefore, this policy is not applicable.
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Mr. Frank Santomanro, P.E. T SO SO R

Chief, Planning Division

ATTN: Mark H. Burlas

CENAN-PL-EA

26 Federal Plaza o

New York, New York 10278-0090 Class: EO-2

Dear Mr. Santomauro:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS) for the Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project, Port Monmouth (CEQ
No.000075), located in Monmouth County, New Jersey. This review was conducted in
accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7609, PL 91-604
12(a), 84 Stat. 1709), and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The project area has a bayshore of approximately 7,000 feet extending along the shoreline of
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay. Pews Creek and Compton Creek represent the western and
castern limits of the project area, respectively. The southern limit is the existing inland 15-foot
National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) contour line, which lies a short distance south of
Route 36, approximately 6,000 fect (ft) from the bayshore. Port Monmouth is composed mainly
of residential structures. There are 940 residential structures and 60 commercial structures in the
study arca; nearly all are affected by extreme coastal storm events.

Historically, northeasters and hurricanes impact the Raritan and Sandy Hook Bayshore (RSHB)
area, especially the community of Port Monmouth. The Port Monmouth area experiences most
of its problems from tidal inundation from Pews Creek and Compton Creek. A storm stage of
ten feet NGVD causes severe flooding that strands most residents north of Route 36. This
project has the following goals: a) to reduce the threat of potential future damages due to the
effects of inundation and storm recession and related processes; b) to prevent or mitigate the
effects of long-term erosion that is now being experienced; ¢) to enhance the recreation potential
of the area; and d) to enhance the function of significant environmental resources.

To arrive at the overall preferred alternative, the DEIS considered four separate components of
the study area, namely: Raritan Bay Shorefront, Pews Creek, Compton Creek, and interior

drainage. The alternatives considered were: No Action, non-structural measures, and structural
measures for a total of 68 permutations. The non-structural measures considered were buy-out
plan, structural raising, and floodproofing. The structural measures evaluated included various
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combinations of flood control and shore protection measures such as, floodwalls, levees, storm

gates, shore stabilization, channelization, beach nourishment, beach nourishment with structures,
and dune fortification.

The preferred alternative will result in the unavoidable loss of 7.11 acres of estuarine/emergent
wetland, including 2.25 acres of salt marsh habitat. Additionally, 5.24 acres of wetlands will be
indirectly impacted by hydrologic modifications that result from the project. The DEIS

evaluations conducted pursuant to the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP), using the black duck
and marsh wren as indicator species. Unfc_ortunately, because the compensation plan is based

In a related matter, the DEIS does not claborate on the proposed enhancement makmg it difficult
for EPA to determine whether the Plau is feasible. Moreover, the proposed monitoring plan
provides no specific information regarding‘ duration, success criteria, or potential corrective
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An essential component of this project is the borrow areas, which will supply the fill material for
the initial construction and for the subsequent nourishments for a period of 50 years. The draft
feasibility study report (FS) indicates that the Sea Bright borrow source will be utilized for the
initial construction, and that Amboy Aggregates will be the source for subsequent renourishment
(Appendix D, Borrow Areas). The DEIS also indicates that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer is
currently investigating other potential offshore borrow areas for economic reasons. If the
decision is made to use these other sources for the project, the characterization of such sources
and the evaluation of their environmental impacts on critical environmental habitats and fishing
ground should be presented in the FEIS or in supplemental NEPA documentation.

Section 4.1.22, Cumulative Impacts, discusses the curnulative effect of the project and the
selected mitigation plan on black duck and marsh wren habitat values. However, it does not
consider the potential cumulative impacts of this project and other erosion/storm damage
protection projects on relevant environmental resources in the New Jersey coastline. To comply
with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1508.25(2a)(2) and (3)
and (c)), the DEIS should include a discussion on how the project and other on-going similar
projects within a geographically related area may cumulatively impact environmental resources
of concern, such as water quality and intertidal/nearshore/offshore (borrow area) benthos.

The project is located in the New Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer System, which was designated by
EPA as a Sole Source Aquifer on June 24, 1988 (53 F.R. 2379). Our review indicates that the
project would not adversely impact ground water and satisfies the requirements of Section

1424(¢) of the Safe Drinking Water Act. Accordingly, the Safe Drinking Water Act should be
included in Table 1. Environmental Compliance Regulation.

In conclusion, based on our review and in accordance with EPA policy, we have rated this DEIS
as EO-2 indicating that we have environmental objections (EQ) about the adequacy of the
wetland mitigation being proposed, and additional information (2) should be presented in the
final EIS to address the lack of information conceming the proposed mitigation plan, the
monitoring plan to ensure success of the enhancement plan, potential borrow area sources, and
cumulative effects data on environmental resources of concern.

My staff will be contacting your office shortly to schedule a meeting to discuss our
environmental objections to the project. In the meantire, if you have any questions concerning
our comments on the wetland mitigation plan, please contact Robert Montgomerie of the
Wetlands Protection Section at (212) 637-3813; for other questions, you can call Raymond P.
Reyes of my staff at (212) 637-3748.

Sincerely yours,

e i

Robert W. Hargrove, Chief
Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch
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The District Response to USEPA DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project

Port Monmouth, New Jersey

USEPA Comment 1 (page 1, paragraphs 2, 3 and 4: page 2, paragraph 1): The
USEPA describes the selected plan and the purpose and need for the project.

The District’s Response 1: The District agrees with the USEPA comment.

USEPA Comment 2 (page 2, paragraph 2): - The USEPA commented that the HEP

analysis does not adequately measure other wetland values (i.e., such as primary
production and nutrient export) that may be lost as a result of the proposed project. Asa
result, the USEPA believes that the proposed mitigation plan will not adequately
compensate for wetland losses associated with the proposed project. The USEPA
recommends that the District revise the compensatory mitigation plan to provide 3 acres
of wetland enhancement for every acre of wetland impact.

The District’s Response 2: One of the goals of the HEP process was to assess potential
impacts of the project to ecological communities by documenting changes in habitat
quality and quantity. Through the HEP species selection process, wildlife species are
chosen based on their significance and/or applicability to the proposed project. Careful
selection of the appropriate species allows predicted impacts to be extrapolated to a larger
segment of the wildlife community (USFWS 1980). At Port Monmouth, species were
carefully selected based upon their associations with the habitats most likely impacted by
the proposed project and that they represent a guild. Wetland communities were
expected to receive the most impacts therefore the black duck, marsh wren, and clapper
rail were chosen as evaluation species that represented different guilds and their various
utilization within the coastal marsh ecosystem. These three species are commonly
associated with wetland habitats and certain combinations of wetland habitat
characteristics outlined within their respective HSI models will determine their
abundance and distribution (USFWS 1980).

The habitat variables associated with the evaluation species used at Port Monmouth can
be indirectly related to some common wetland functions and values used in other
assessment techniques such as the Wetland Evaluation Techniques (WET [Adamus et al.
1987]) and the Evaluation for Planned Wetlands (EPW [Bartoldus et al. 1994]). Table 1
outlines the various habitat variables measured and their relationships to common
wetland functions and values. In addition to the variable description, the relationship
between the variable and the resulting suitability index is indicated. This relationship can
be used to demonstrate that the model interpretation of the relationship between the
habitat value of the variable to the particular species is equal to the interpretation of the
relationship between the variable and particular wetland functions and values.

For example, Black Duck V6 is a positively correlated variable; habitat quality is
increased in areas when the percent cover of submergent vegetation is increased. The
function that submergent vegetation is playing on primary production also represents a
positive correlation, since it is assumed that as submergent vegetation abundance
increases so does the value of a wetland as a primary producer.
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The District Response to USEPA DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

Table 1. HEP Species Habitat Variables and Their Relationship With Common Wetland
Functions and Values

Wetland
Species/ HSI Model Function or Function and Value
Variable | Variable Description Relationship Value Relationship
Black Duck | Percent of each emergent Positive/Negative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
Vs and forested wetland cover stabilization and
types occupied by open nutrient retention
water
Black Duck . | Percent of open water Positive Primary production | Positive
Vé substrate occupied by and nutrient
submergent vegetation retention
Black Duck | Percent of non—forested Positive Water quality Positive
\'Z} wetlands that supports >
750 snails/m’
Black Duck | Percent of total land and - | Positive/N egative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
V8 water area occupied by salt ‘ stabilization and
marsh nutrient retention
Marsh Wren | Growth form class of NA Primary production | NA
V1 emergent hydrophytes and sediment -
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent herbaceous canopy | Positive Primary production | Positive
V2 cover and sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Mean water depth Positive Hydrology and Positive
V3 sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent shrub canopy cover | Negative Sediment Positive
V4 stabilization
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent and Positive Shoreline bank Positive
Vi scrub-shrub wetland erosion control and
shoreline that borders flat to sediment
gently sloping banks or stabilization
tidal flats exposed at low
tide
Clapper Rail | Percent of the total landand | Positive Sediment Positive
V2 water area that is emergent or stabilization and
scrub-shrub wetland nutrient retention
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent or Positive Shoreline bank Positive
V3 scrub-shrub wetlands that is erosion control and
within 15 m of tidally sediment
influenced waterbodies stabilization

*  athreshold value is reached
NA not applicable
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The District Response to USEPA DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

Due to the selected species’ preference of wetland habitats and the characteristics of the
habitat variables used in the HEP process, the District believes that an overall assessment
of wetland functions and values is an inherent part of the HEP assessment. Through the
use of the HEP process, the District was able to quantify project impacts and develop the
appropriate mitigation plan.

The District used HEP to determine the appropriate mitigation effort needed to offset
project associated impacts. Although the results of the HEP resemble a 1:1 acre
mitigation ratio, the selected mitigation plan is not acre ratio based. The determined
mitigation effort is solely driven by the HEP process. Through the HEP process, the
District determined that 12.76 acres of direct and indirect wetland impacts during the year
of construction would result in the loss of a total of 5.38 black duck and 5.40 marsh wren
wetland HUs. In addition, the District determined that the indirect impacts would not
result in permanently lost wetlands and that 1.91 black duck and 2.27 marsh wren
wetland HUs would be returned. Therefore, the total .loss of wetland habitat value
associated with the project would be 3.47 black duck and 3.13 marsh wren HUs during
the year of construction. The restoration/enhancement of 12.80 acres of wetland
Phragmites into emergent salt marsh habitat during the year of construction would result
in a gain of 7.68 (12.80 x 0.60 HSI for SM) black duck HUs and 9.22 (12.80 x 0.72 HSI
for SM) marsh wren HUs. In terms of wetland HUs, the black duck is mitigated for at a
2.21:1 ratio (7.68 mitigated HUs for 3.47 impacted HUs) and the marsh wren at a 2.95:1
ratio (9.22 mitigated HUs for 3.13 impacted HUs), during the year of construction.

In addition, the District through habitat modeling and HEP calculations determined that
12.80 acres of mitigation would be needed to offset the impacts associated with the
project by the year 2052. In order to select the appropriate mitigation effort, the District
implemented a step-wise procedure to determine the level of mitigation needed to offset
impacted HUs. Using a range of mitigation acreages, the District calculated the available
HUs at year 2052 for six mitigation scenarios: 25.60 acres (200%), 16.00 acres (125%),
12.80 acres (100%), 10.24 acres (80%), 6.40 acres (50%), and 3.84 acres (30%). The
District determined that at year 2052, marsh wren HUs were almost (-0.33) compensated
for with 6.40 acres of mitigation and that a net gain of 1.87 black duck HUs was still
observed at the lowest level of 3.84 acres. Based on this evaluation, the District
determined that at the year 2052 in terms of HUs the marsh wren is mitigated for at
approximately 2:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum required 6.40 acres) and the
black duck is mitigated for at a greater than 3:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum
required <3.24 acres). In addition, at year 2052, there is a net gain of 5.49 black duck
and 3.57 marsh wren HUs resulting from the selected mitigation effort.

The District is unaware of any existing process or rationale that is uniformly accepted,
'used and/or agreed upon by regulatory and resource agencies that justifies an acreage
based compensatory mitigation ratio. The results of the Mitigation Report (USACE
2000) and the rationale as discussed above, provide a quantitative assessment of habitat
values that justify the appropriate acreage needed to offset direct and indirect wetland
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The District Response to USEPA DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

impacts. Accordingly, the District believes that the selected mitigation plan adequately
replaces the quality and quantity of immediate and long-term impacts to wetlands
habitats.

USEPA Comment 3 (page 2, paragraph 3): The USEPA is concerned that the DEIS
does not elaborate enough on the proposed mitigation enhancement/restoration making it
difficult to determine feasibility.

The District’s Response 3: The District will continue to coordinate with USEPA and
other resource agencies during the development of the details of the Wetland Mitigation
Plan to ensure its success. A detailed Wetland Mitigation Plan will be prepared in the
next Pre-construction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase.

USEPA Comment 4 (page 3, paragraph 1): If the decision is made to use other offshore
borrow areas other than the Sea Bright and Amboy. Aggregates areas then the
characterization of such sources and the evaluation of their environmental impacts on
critical habitats and fishing grounds should be presented in the FEIS or in supplemental
NEPA documentation.

The District Response 4: The characterization of the existing resources and impacts to
other potential offshore sand sources will be addressed under a separate NEPA document.
The Sea Bright borrow area is estimated to contain a sufficient amount of sand for the life
- of the project. To reduce overall project costs, the District is currently investigating other
potential offshore borrow areas. The sand that was dredged by Amboy Aggregates was
analyzed and found to be unsuitable because of incompatible grain size. Appropriately,
Amboy Aggregates was eliminated from further consideration as a source of sand.

USEPA Comment 5 (page 3, paragraph 2): The DEIS does not address cumulative impacts
beyond those calculated for the HEP. The DEIS should include discussion on how the project
and other on-going similar projects within a geographically related area may cumulatively
impact environmental resources such as water quality and intertidal/nearshore/offshore
benthos.

The District’s Response 5: The District has revised the cumulative impact sections. For
further discussion, please see FEIS sections 4.1.22, 4.2.22 and 4.3.22

USEPA Comment 6 (page 3, paragraph 3): A Safe Drinking Water Act should be
included in DEIS Table 1, Environmental Compliance Regulation.

The District’s Response 6: The District agrees with the USEPA comment and has
revised FEIS Table 1 to indicate full compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act.
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April 17, 2000

Mr. Frank Santomauro, Chief -
Planning Division

New York District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278-0900

ATTN: Mark Burlas
Dear Mr. Santomauro: .

We have reviewed the Draft Feasibility Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
included in the Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, New Jersey Feasibility Report for Hurricane
and Storm Damage Reduction - Port Monmouth, New Jersey. Overall, we have no objections t0
the selected flood control plan. We have been involved in the development of the plan and the
evaluation of its impacts for several years, and we recognize the work your office has done to
minimize impacts to aquatic resources. However, there are 2 few outstanding issues that should
be resolved as the plan is finalized and the final environmental impact statement is prepared.
These issues are essential fish habitat, mitigation and monitoring.

Essential Fish Habitat _

As you know, section 305 (b)(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) requires that federal
action agencies such as the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) consult with NMEFS regarding
actions they authorize, fund, or undertake that may adverseiy affect EFH. Because the proposed
flood control project involves wettands fill, beach nourishment and the installation of a storm gate
across Pews Creek, EFH may be affected adversely. As a result, the ACOE must consult with us
on this project. To do so, your staff must provide us with a written assessment of the effects this
project'will have on EFH. EFH assessments can be incorporated into NEPA documents suchas a
draft EIS, but they must be identified as such within the larger document. Since the draft EIS has
already been prepared, we suggest that the ACOE prepare a separate EFH assessment, 5o that any
conservation recommendations resulting from our review of the assessment can be included in the
final EIS. ' :

P
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Mitigation

Although we have been involved in this project for several years, and have participated in the

" Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) team, there are still some outstanding concerns about the
mitigation proposed for this project. The selected plan will impact approximately 12.76 acres of
wetlands. The proposed mitigation involves the enhancement of 12.80 acres of Phragmites
dominated wetlands. The results of the HEP study indicate that this amount of enhancement will
compensate for the habitat units lost for the selected evaluation species, black duck and marsh
wren. However, because the HEP addresses only wildlife use, the mitigation may not compensate
adequately for the losses of the other wetland functions and values. In the absence of a functional
assessment with evaluates the proposed mitigation plan’s ability to compensate for all wetland
functions and values, an acreage basis should be used to select the appropriate size mitigation site.
The typical ratio for creation is 2 acres of creation for each acre impacted. The typical ratio for
enhancement is 3 :1. As currently proposed, the selected mitigation site is not large enough to
accommodate the needed mitigation ratio, and additional mitigation is necessary.

Monitoring

Several type of monitoring are proposed as part of this project including monitoring of the
mitigation site, the intertidal and subtidal areas and post-construction monitoring of the Pews
Creek tidal marsh. We have a copy of the proposed mitigation monitoring plan, and we will be
providing your office with comments separately. The draft EIS does not include details of the
proposed intertidal and subtidal monitoring plan and the Pews Creek marsh monitoring plan. We
request that copies of these plans be provided to us once they are completed. :

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. We look forward to continued
coordination on this and the many other flood control projects being planned by your office. If
you would like to discuss this matter further, please contact Ms. Karen Greene at (732) 872-3023.

Sincerely,
Stznlreyé;vv. Gorski

Field Offices Supervisor

kmé:ponmon.dcs

cf: FWS - Pleasantville
NJDEP - LURP, C. Dolphin



The District Response to NMFS DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

NMFS Comment 1 (page 1, paragraph 2): A separate Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)

assessment document should be prepared to be included in the FEIS.

The District’s Response 1: The District is in the process of preparing an EFH report and
will forward the report to NMFS upon its completion, which is expected in the very near
future. The report includes discussion of designated essential fish habitats in the
nearshore area, fish species of concern, and the potential direct and indirect effects that
may result from project implementation.

NMFS Comment 2 (page 2, paragraph 1): NMFS is concerned that the HEP only

addresses wildlife values of the impacted wetlands and that the wetland functions and
values are not adequately addressed through the use of HEP. With the absence of a
functional assessment of the impacted wetlands NMFS suggests that mitigation should be
based upon typical mitigation ratios. The typical ratio for wetland enhancement is 3
acres to every 1 acre of impacts. NMFS states that the currently proposed mitigation is
not large enough to accommodate the 3:1 ratio.

The District’s Response 2: One of the goals of the HEP process was to assess potential
impacts of the project to ecological communities by documenting changes in habitat
quality and quantity. Through the HEP species selection process, wildlife species are
chosen based on their significance and/or applicability to the proposed project. Careful
selection of the appropriate species allows predicted impacts to be extrapolated to a larger
segment of the wildlife community (USFWS 1980). At Port Monmouth, species were
carefully selected based upon their associations with the habitats most likely impacted by
the proposed project and that they represent a guild. Wetland communities were
expected to receive the most impacts therefore the black duck, marsh wren, and clapper
rail were chosen as evaluation species that represented different guilds and their various
utilization within the coastal marsh ecosystem. These three species are commonly
associated with wetland habitats and certain combinations of wetland habitat
characteristics outlined within their respective HSI models will determine their
abundance and distribution (USFWS 1980).

The habitat variables associated with the evaluation species used at Port Monmouth can
be indirectly related to some common wetland functions and values used in other
assessment techniques such as the Wetland Evaluation Techniques (WET [Adamus et al.
1987]) and the Evaluation for Planned Wetlands (EPW [Bartoldus et al. 1994]). Table 1
outlines the various habitat variables measured and their relationships to common
wetland functions and values. In addition to the variable description, the relationship
between the variable and the resulting suitability index is indicated. This relationship can
be used to demonstrate that the model interpretation of the relationship between the
habitat value of the variable to the particular species is equal to the interpretation of the
relationship between the variable and particular wetland functions and values.
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The District Response to NMFS DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

function that submergent vegetation is playing on primary production also represents a
positive correlation, since it is assumed that as submergent vegetation abundance
increases so does the value of a wetland as a primary producer.

Due to the selected species® preference of wetland habitats and the characteristics of the
habitat variables used in the HEP process, the District believes that an overall assessment
of wetland functions and values is an inherent part of the HEP assessment. Through the
use of the HEP process, the District was able to quantify project impacts and develop the
appropriate mitigation plan.

The District used HEP to determine the appropriate mitigation effort needed to offset
project associated impacts. Although the results of the HEP resemble a 1:1 acre
mitigation ratio, the selected mitigation plan is not acre ratio based. The determined
mitigation effort is solely driven by the HEP process. Through the HEP process, the
District determined that 12.76 acres of direct and indirect wetland impacts during the year
of construction would result in the loss of a total of 5.38 black duck and 5.40 marsh wren
wetland HUs. In addition, the District determined that the indirect impacts would not
result in permanently lost wetlands and that 1.91 black duck and 2.27 marsh wren
wetland HUs would be returned. Therefore, the total loss of wetland habitat value
associated with the project would be 3.47 black duck and 3.13 marsh wren HUs during.
the year of construction. The restoration/enhancement of 12.80 acres of wetland
Phragmites into emergent salt marsh habitat during the year of construction would result
in a gain of 7.68 (12.80 x 0.60 HSI for SM) black duck HUs and 9.22 (12.80 x 0.72 HSI
for SM) marsh wren HUs. In terms of wetland HUs’ the black duck is mitigated for at a
2.21:1 ratio (7.68 mitigated HUs for 3.47 impacted HUs) and the marsh wren at a 2.95:1
ratio (9.22 mitigated HUs for 3.13 impacted HUs), during the year of construction.

In addition, the District through habitat modeling and HEP calculations determined that
12.80 acres of mitigation would be needed to offset the impacts associated with the
project by the year 2052. In order to select the appropriate mitigation effort, the District
implemented a step-wise procedure to determine the level of mitigation needed to offset
impacted HUs. Using a range of mitigation acreages, the District calculated the available
HUs at year 2052 for six mitigation scenarios: 25.60 acres (200%), 16.00 acres (125%),
12.80 acres (100%), 10.24 acres (80%), 6.40 acres (50%), and 3.84 acres (30%). The
District determined that at year 2052, marsh wren HUs were almost (-0.33) compensated
for with 6.40 acres of mitigation and that a net gain of 1.87 black duck HUs was still
observed at the lowest level of 3.84 acres. Based on this evaluation, the District
determined that at the year 2052 in terms of HUs the marsh wren is mitigated for at
approximately 2:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum required 6.40 acres) and the
black duck is mitigated for at a greater than 3:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum
required <3.24 acres). In addition, at year 2052, there is a net gain of 5.49 black duck
and 3.57 marsh wren HUs resulting from the selected mitigation effort.
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The District Response to NMFS DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

Table 1. HEP Species Habitat Variables and Their Relationship With Common Wetland
Functions and Values

‘ Wetland
Species/ HSI Model Function or Function and Value
Variable | Variable Description | Relationship Value Relationship
Black Duck | Percent of each emergent Positive/Negative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
V5 and forested wetland cover stabilization and
types occupied by open nutrient retention
water . .
Black Duck | Percent of open water Positive Primary production | Positive
V6 substrate occupied by and nutrient =
submergent vegetation retention
Black Duck | Percent of non—forested Positive Water quality Positive
v7 wetlands that supports >
750 snails/m’
Black Duck | Percent of total land and Positive/Negative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
V8 water area occupied by salt stabilization and
marsh nutrient retention
Marsh Wren | Growth form class of NA Primary production | NA
Vi emergent hydrophytes and sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent herbaceous canopy | Positive Primary production | Positive
V2 cover ' and sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Mean water depth Positive Hydrology and Positive
V3 : sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent shrub canopy cover | Negative Sediment Positive
V4 stabilization
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent and Positive Shoreline bank Positive
Vi scrub-shrub wetland erosion control and
shoreline that borders flat to sediment
gently sloping banks or stabilization
tidal flats exposed at low
tide
Clapper Rail | Percent of the total landand | Positive Sediment Positive
V2 water area that is emergent or stabilization and
scrub-shrub wetland nutrient retention
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent or Positive Shoreline bank Positive
V3 scrub-shrub wetlands that is erosion control and
within 15 m of tidally sediment
influenced waterbodies stabilization

*  a threshold value is reached where the relationship is inversed
NA not applicable
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The District Response to NMFS DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

The District is unaware of any existing process or rationale that is uniformly accepted,
used, and/or agreed upon by regulatory and resource agencies that justifies an acreage
based compensatory mitigation ratio. The results of the Mitigation Report (USACE
2000) and the rationale as discussed above, provide a quantitative assessment of habitat
values that justify the appropriate acreage needed to offset direct and indirect wetland
impacts. Accordingly, the District believes that the selected mitigation plan adequately

replaces the quality and quantity of immediate and long-term impacts to wetlands
habitats.

NMFS Comment 3 (page 2, paragraph 2): NMFS is concerned that the current DEIS
does not include details of the proposed intertidal and subtidal monitoring plan nor the
Pews Creek marsh monitoring plan. NMFS is requesting that copies of these plans be
provided to their office upon completion.

The District’s Response 3: Based on the District’s hydrodynamic model of Pews Creek,
the placement of a storm gate in Pews Creek will have minimal effect on the daily tidal
cycle. Post-construction monitoring of the Pews Creek marsh is proposed to substantiate
this position. The District will continue to coordinate with the NMFS and other resource
agencies regarding the development of monitoring details, sampling methodologies and
impact threshold levels. A detailed Pews Creek monitoring plan will be prepared in the

next Pre-construction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase. Please refer to FEIS section
2.7.5 for additional discussion.

In addition, the District proposes to monitor the effects of beach nourishment in the
intertidal and subtidal zones. The District will continue to coordinate with the NMFS and
other resource agencies during the development of monitoring details and sampling
methodologies. A detailed intertidal and subtidal monitoring plan will be prepared in the
next PED. Please refer to FEIS section 2.7.4 for additional discussion.
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
408 Atantic Avenue - Room 142
Boston, Massachuserts 02210-3334

April 18,2000

ER 00/191

Colonel William H. Pearce
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New York District

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278

Dear Colonel Pearce:

The Department is in receipt of the Draft Feasibility Report, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Appendices for the Raritan Bay, Sandy Hook Bay, Hurricane and Storm Damage
Reduction Project, Port Monmouth, Monmouth County, New Jersey. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide comment on this multiple volume document. Due to the breadth and
complexity of the document, the Department will not be able to meet the April 24 due date for
comments. However, our need for a comment extension is modest, and we anticipate providing
you with comments by or before May 1, 2000.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (617) 223-8565, or at the above noted address, if there are
questions concerning this correspondence.

Sincerely,

Andrew L. Raddant
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: C. Day, FWS/NJFO
F. Santomauro, USACOE/NY
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
408 Atlantic Avenue - Room 142
Boston, Massachusetts 02210-3334

May 1, 2000

ER 00/0191

Colonel William H. Pearce

District Engineer, New York District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278-0090

Dear Colonel Pearce:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
(Corps) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS) entitled, Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook
Bay Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project; Port Monmouth, New Jersey; Middletown
Township, Monmouth County and is providing the following comments. The proposed project
includes the following actions: construction of approximately 7,070 linear feet of levee;
construction of 3,585 linear feet of flood wall; nourishment of 4,640 linear feet of beach;
fortification of 2,640 linear feet of existing dune; construction of a storm gate on Pews Creek;
construction of two pumping stations; raising of three roads; and construction of interior drainage
structures including detention basins.

WETLAND DMPACTS

The proposed flood control project would adversely impact 12.76 acres of wetlands.
Approximately 7.13 acres of wetlands would be filled and approximately 5.63 acres of wetlands
would be indirectly impacted through altered hydrology. The Corps proposes to compensate for
these impacts to wetlands by enhancing 12.80 acres of Phragmites-dominated wetlands. The
amount of compensatory mitigation proposed for wetland impacts is unacceptable to the

'Department. Specifically, a 1:1 ratio involving enhancement of existing wetlands is inadequate
to compensate for the net loss of wetland acreage due to the project.

The amount of compensatory mitigation proposed for the project is based upon the results of 2.
Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) study that was conducted by the Corps in conjunction with
‘the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection. The HEP is a method, developed by the
Service, to assess the value of an area (including uplands and wetlands) to selected species or
guilds of wildlife. The HEP does not assess all of the functions and values (e.g., water quality
maintenance, aquatic productivity, aesthetics) of wetlands, and therefore is not an appropriate



tool for determining compensatory mitigation ratios independent of other assessment techniques,
when other than species - specific compensation must be evaluated.

The Department also notes that the proposed compensatory mitigation ratio of 1:1 is not
consistent with current compensatory mitigation requirements of the Corps Regulatory programs
throughout the nation. In the Hackensack Meadowlands in Northeastern New Jersey, for
example, compensatory mitigation ratios for projects requiring Corps authorization, pursuant to
the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344 et seq.), typically require from 3:1 to 4:1 ratios if the

. method of compensatory mitigation is wetland enhancement, as the Corps has proposed for this
project.

Considering that HEP does not assess all wetland functions and the proposed compensatory
mitigation ratio is not consistent with current trends, the Department recommends that the Corps
revise the compensatory mitigation plan to provide 3 acres of wetland enhancement foreveryl ™
acre of wetland to be filled and to provide 1 acre of wetland enhancement for every 1 acre of
wetland indirectly impacted. Such a compensatory mitigation ratio would resultin a
compensatory mitigation plan to enhance approximately 27 acres of wetlands.

Throughout the DEIS (e.g., Abstract, Summary, page 21) and associated feasibility report (e.g.,
page 77), the Corps states that an array of mitigation plans using HEP protocol was developed

" in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service..." Such statements are misleading as
they imply that the Service supports the currently proposed compensatory mitigation plan. The
DEIS and the Feasibility Report must be clarified to avoid indicating that the Service supports
the Corps currently proposed,-12.8-acre compensatory mitigation plan.

'DUNE IMPACTS

The proposed project would adversely affect 18.46 acres of dune vegetation along the Raritan
and Sandy Hook Bay shoreline. From review of project plans it appears that the existing dune
system would be fortified, resulting in an engineered structure lacking the physical and
vegetative variability of natural dune systems. Dunes on the southern shore of Raritan Bay have
been documented as valuable habitat for songbirds and some hawks (Kane and Kerlinger, 1994).
The Deparument recomniends that the Corps re-evaluate the proposed project in an effort to
identify opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts to dune systems. For example, it may be
possible to avoid or minimize impacts by exploring alternative alignments, or fortifying the
existing dune in only limited areas. The DEIS should be modified to include a discussion
regarding dune avoidance and minimization. :

Also, the Corps should quantify in the DEIS the type of vegetation that would be impacted by the
proposed dune fortification and more thoroughly assess such impacts over time. Sucha
discussion should include consideration of any expected dune maintenance. The Department
understands that vegetation to be eliminated by dune fortification includes both herbaceous and
scrub-shrub communities. Although the Corps proposes to replant the fortified dune, a net loss
of habitat value will occur over time for wildlife resources, particularly migratory songbirds and
hawks. Such impacts would include loss of habitat during construction, loss of scrub shrub
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communities over time, and loss of habitat heterogeneity. Should impacts to-dune communities
remain after avoidance and minimization, the Corps will need to provide compensatory
mitigation in advance of project impacts at a ratio of 1:1.

BORROW AREAS

The Corps proposes to use the offshore Sea Bright borrow area as the material source for beach
nourishment and dune fortification. However, the Corps notes that other sources of material are
under investigation and would require separate National Environmental Policy Act review (83
Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). The Department has no comment regarding use of the Sea
Bright borrow area. However, the Department finds that the Corps’ intent to evaluate a second
potential sand source under a separate NEPA review poses potential segmentation problems.

The Final EIS (FEIS) should, therefore, include a quantitative description of the limitations of
the Sea Bright borrow area as a source of material for this proposal over its projected life, and ™
any consequences to this project in the event that a subsequent sand source is not identified. The
Department will provide comments on other potential source areas.

INTERIOR DRAINAGE

The DEIS does not contain a discussion on the impacts (e.g., water quality, fish and wildlife
habitat, vegetative communities) of interior drainage facilities, including detention ponds.
Additionally, it is difficult to determine from the DEIS and Feasibility Report where storm water
outfalls associated with interior drainage facilities would be located. These outfalls should be
placed in locations such that impacts to adjacent salt marsh are minimized. For example, it -
would seem beneficial to discharge storm water to ditches within salt marshes and not directly to
the high marsh. Locating outfalls within existing ditches would be more likely to reduce erosion
of the marsh and minimize adverse impacts to salt marsh vegetation.

PEWS CREEK STORM GATE

The Corps claims that the storm gate on Pews Creek would decrease the mean spring high tide
by.0.72 inch and increase peak ebb tidal velocities, thereby enhancing sediment transport from
the existing salt marsh into Raritan and Sandy Hook Bay. This enhanced sediment transport
would appear to reduce the salt marsh sedimentation rate, which could result in long term
impacts to coastal wetlands within Pews Creek. The Corps indicates that these predicted impacts
would not have an adverse impact on the ecology of the Pews Creek coastal wetlands; however,
the Corps proposes to monitor the effects of the proposed storm gate. The Department
recommends that the Corps state in the FEIS that compensatory mitigation will be provided for
any adverse effect on coastal wetlands associated with installation and operation of the Pews
Creek storm gate. The Corps should confirm in the FEIS that funds are available for mitigation
of impacts should they occur.

- -



CONTAMINANTS

The U.S. Geological survey has commented that contaminated sediments have been identified
offshore of the proposed project area in Raritan and Sandy Hook Bays. The disturbance of
contaminated sediments during project activities could adversely affect water quality and aquatic
biota. The Department recommends that the Corps evaluate the potential for contaminant
remobilization and include such a discussion in the FEIS.

AL TERNATIVES

The Department recommends that the Corps continue to evaluate a non-structural alternative that
would focus on removing structures from flood-prone areas. Such an alternative appears to be
the only way to provide permanent protection from flooding and would provide valuable open _
space to the community. Open space would improve the quality of life in Port Monmouth and
would provide exceptional opportunities for restoration of fish and wildlife habitats. From
review of the DEIS and Feasibility Report, it does not appear that the economic benefits of open
space and wildlife were fully considered by the Corps prior to discounting buy-out plans.

CONCLUSIONS

The Department concludes that, as proposed, the project would have substantial and .
unacceptable cumulative adverse impacts to wetlands and wildlife resources. As currently
proposed, the Department does not support implementation of the proposed project. The
Department recommends that the Corps re-evaluate the proposed project with the objective of.
further minimizing adverse impacts to wetlands and wildlife resources and fully mitigating for
unavoidable adverse impacts.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Should you have any questions
rezarding the above comments and recommendations, please contact Clifford G. Day of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, New Jersey Field Office, 927 North Main Strest, Building D,
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232, (609) 646-9310.

Sincerely,

Lot d o=

Andrew L. Raddant
Regional Environmental Officer
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The District Response to DOI DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

DOI Comment 1 (page 1, paragraphs 2 and 3; page 2, paragraphs 2 and 3): The

amount of compensatory mitigation proposed for wetland impacts is unacceptable to the
USFWS. Specifically, a 1:1 ratio involving enhancement of existing wetlands is
inadequate to compensate for the net loss of wetland acreage due to the project. It is the
USFWS position that the HEP does not assess all of the functions and values of wetlands,
and therefore is not an appropriate tool for determining the compensatory mitigation
ratios independent of other assessment techniques. USFWS recommends that the District
revise the compensatory mitigation plan to provide 3 acres of wetland enhancement for
every acre of wetland impact and to provide 1 acre of wetland enhancement for every 1
acre of wetland indirectly impacted.

The District’s Response 1: One of the goals of the HEP process was to assess potential
impacts of the project to ecological communities by documenting changes in habitat
quality and quantity. Through the HEP species selection process, wildlife species are
chosen based on their significance and/or applicability to.the proposed project. Careful
selection of the appropriate species allows predicted impacts to be extrapolated to a larger
segment of the wildlife community (USFWS 1980). At Port Monmouth, species were
carefully selected based upon their associations with the habitats most likely impacted by
the proposed project and that they represent a guild. Wetland communities were
expected to receive the most impacts therefore the black duck, marsh wren, and clapper
rail were chosen as evaluation species that represented different guilds and their various
utilization within the coastal marsh ecosystem. These three species are commonly
associated with wetland habitats and certain combinations of wetland habitat
characteristics outlined within their respective HSI models will determine their
abundance and distribution (USFWS 1980).

The habitat variables associated with the evaluation species used at Port Monmouth can
be indirectly related to some common wetland functions and values used in other
assessment techniques such as the Wetland Evaluation Techniques (WET [Adamus et al.
1987]) and the Evaluation for Planned Wetlands (EPW [Bartoldus et al. 1994]). Table 1
outlines the various habitat variables measured and their relationships to common
wetland functions and values. In addition to the variable description, the relationship
between the variable and the resulting suitability index is indicated. This relationship can
be used to demonstrate that the model interpretation of the relationship between the
habitat value of the variable to the particular species is equal to the interpretation of the
relationship between the variable and particular wetland functions and values.

For example, Black Duck V6 is a positively correlated variable; habitat quality is
increased in areas when the percent cover of submergent vegetation is increased. The
function that submergent vegetation is playing on primary production also represents a
positive correlation, since it is assumed that as submergent vegetation abundance
increases so does the value of a wetland as a primary producer.
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The District Response to DOI DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

Table 1. HEP Species Habitat Variables and Their Relationship With Common Wetland
Functions and Values

Wetland
Species/ HSI Model Function or Function and Value
Variable | Variable Description | Relationship Value Relationship
Black Duck | Percent of each emergent Positive/Negative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
V5 ' and forested wetland cover S stabilization and
types occupied by open nutrient retention
water
Black Duck | Percent of open water Positive Primary production | Positive
V6 substrate occupied by and nutrient
submergent vegetation retention h
Black Duck | Percent of non—forested Positive Water quality Positive
v7 wetlands that supports > '
750 snails/m’
Black Duck | Percent of total land and Positive/Negative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
A\, water area occupied by salt stabilization and
marsh nutrient retention
Marsh Wren | Growth form class of NA Primary production | NA
Vi emergent hydrophytes and sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent herbaceous canopy | Positive Primary production | Positive
V2 cover and sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Mean water depth Positive Hydrology and Positive
V3 sediment
, stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent shrub canopy cover | Negative Sediment Positive
V4 stabilization
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent and Positive Shoreline bank Positive
A\ scrub-shrub wetland crosion control and
shoreline that borders flat to sediment
gently sloping banks or stabilization
tidal flats exposed at low
tide
Clapper Rail | Percent of the total land and | Positive Sediment Positive
v2 water area that is emergent or stabilization and
scrub-shrub wetland nutrient retention
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent or Positive Shoreline bank Positive
V3 scrub-shrub wetlands that is erosion control and
within 15 m of tidally sediment
influenced waterbodies stabilization

*  athreshold value is reached where the relationship is inversed
NA not applicable
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The District Response to DOI DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

Due to the selected species’ preference of wetland habitats and the characteristics of the
habitat variables used in the HEP process, the District believes that an overall assessment
of wetland functions and values is an inherent part of the HEP assessment. Through the
use of the HEP process, the District was able to quantify project impacts and develop the
appropriate mitigation plan.

The District used HEP to determine the appropriate mitigation effort needed to offset
project associated impacts. Although the results of the HEP resemble a 1:1 acre
mitigation ratio, the selected mitigation plan is not acre ratio based. The determined
mitigation effort is solely driven by the HEP process. Through the HEP process, the
District determined that 12.76 acres of direct and indirect wetland impacts during the year
of construction would result in the loss of a total of 5.38 black duck and 5.40 marsh wren
wetland HUs. In addition, the District determined that the indirect impacts would not
result in permanently lost wetlands and that 1.91 black duck and 2.27 marsh wren
wetland HUs would be returned. Therefore, the total loss of wetland habitat value
associated with the project would be 3.47 black duck and 3.13 marsh wren HUs during
the year of construction. The restoration/enhancement of 12.80 acres of wetland
Phragmites into emergent salt marsh habitat during the year of construction would result
in a gain of 7.68 (12.80 x 0.60 HSI for SM) black duck HUs and 9.22 (12.80 x 0.72 HSI
for SM) marsh wren HUs. In terms of wetland HUs, the black duck is mitigated for at a
2.21:1 ratio (7.68 mitigated HUs for 3.47 impacted HUs) and the marsh wren at a 2.95:1
ratio (9.22 mitigated HUs for 3.13 impacted HUs), during the year of construction.

In addition, the District through habitat modeling and HEP calculations determined that
12.80 acres of mitigation would be needed to offset the impacts associated with the
project by the year 2052. In order to select the appropriate mitigation effort, the District
implemented a step-wise procedure to determine the level of mitigation needed to offset
impacted HUs. Using a range of mitigation acreages, the District calculated the available
HUs at year 2052 for six mitigation scenarios: 25.60 acres (200%), 16.00 acres (125%),
12.80 acres (100%), 10.24 acres (80%), 6.40 acres (50%), and 3.84 acres (30%). The
District determined that at year 2052, marsh wren HUs were almost (-0.33) compensated
for with 6.40 acres of mitigation and that a net gain of 1.87 black duck HUs was still
observed at the lowest level of 3.84 acres. Based on this evaluation, the District
determined that at the year 2052 in terms of HUs the marsh wren is mitigated for at
approximately 2:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum required 6.40 acres) and the
black duck is mitigated for at a greater than 3:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum
required <3.24 acres). In addition, at year 2052, there is a net gain of 5.49 black duck
and 3.57 marsh wren HUs resulting from the selected mitigation effort.

The District is unaware of any existing process or rationale that is uniformly accepted,
used and/or-agreed upon by regulatory and resource agencies that justifies an acreage
based compensatory mitigation ratio. The results of the Mitigation Report (USACE
2000) and the rationale as discussed above, provide a quantitative assessment of habitat
values that justify the appropriate acreage needed to offset direct and indirect wetland
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The District Response to DOI DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

habitat impacts. Accordingly, the District believes that the selected mitigation plan

adequately replaces the quality and quantity of immediate and long-term impacts to
wetlands habitats.

DOI Comment 2 (page 2, paragraphl): The DOI notes the proposed compensatory

mitigation of 1:1 is not consistent with current compensatory mitigation requirements of
the Corps Regulatory programs throughout the nation.

The District’s Response 2: The Corps’ Regulatory program is consistent with
institutional policies of other agencies to mitigate based only on acres of wetland
impacted regardless of wetland functions and value. The District is unaware of any
existing process or rationale that is uniformly accepted, used, and/or agreed upon by
regulatory and resource agencies that justifies an acreage based compensatory mitigation
ratio. The results of the Mitigation Report (USACE 2000) and the rationale as discussed
above, provide a quantitative assessment of habitat values that justify the appropriate
acreage needed to offset direct and indirect wetland impacts. Accordingly, the District
believes that the selected mitigation plan adequately replaces the quality and quantity of
immediate and long-term impacts to wetlands habitats.

DOI Comment 3 (page 2, paragraph 3): The DEIS and Feasibility Report must be

clarified to avoid statements (i.e., ..... in consultation with the USFWS) indicating that

the USFWS supports the District’s currently proposed 12.8-acre compensatory mitigation
plan. '

The District’s Response 3: The language as stated in the DEIS is appropriate because
the District did consult with the USFWS regarding mitigation. In addition, the language
does not state that the USFWS supports the selected mitigation.

DOI Comment 4 (page 2, paragraphs 4 _and 5): The USFWS is concemed that the

impacts to the dune system along the Raritan and Sandy Hook Bay shoreline are not
thoroughly discussed and should be reevaluated to avoid and minimize impacts.

The District’s Response 4: Because only short-term impacts to vegetation and wildlife
- are expected, the District views the discussion in the DEIS as adequate. The restored
dune will be replanted with dune grasses and shrubs. The implementation of the selected
plan is expected to provide long- and short-term benefits to the existing dune complex.
Placement of sand is expected to provide immediate and long-term protection by
preventing further erosion. In addition, the increased area of the fortified and revegetated
dune will potentially provide more wildlife habitat when compared to the No-action
alternative. As a result, mitigation efforts are not planned.
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The District Response to DOI DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

The originally preferred dune plan was much larger than the selected dune plan. The
District reevaluated the originally preferred dune plan and identified opportunities to
minimize impacts to the dune and Green Acres property

DOI Comment 5 (page 3, paragraph 1): The USFWS is concerned about the District’s
use of other sources of material for beach nourishment and dune fortification other than

the offshore Sea Bright borrow area. USFWS is requesting that the FEIS include a
quantitative description of the limitations of the Sea Bright borrow area as a source of
material over the life of the project, and any consequences to this project in the event that
a subsequent sand source is not identified. '

The District’s Response 5: The Sea Bright borrow area is estimated to contain a
sufficient amount of sand for the life of the project. To reduce overall project costs, the
District is currently investigating other potential offshore borrow areas. The
characterization of the existing resources and impacts to other potential offshore sand
sources will be addressed under a separate NEPA document. This position is in
accordance NEPA regulations 40 CFR Parts 1500 — 1508, and is not considered a
segmentation issue.

DOI Comment 6 (page 3, paragraph 2): The USFWS is concerned that the DEIS does
not thoroughly discuss the impacts to interior drainage facilities, including detention
ponds. In addition, the location of stormwater outfalls is not described or discussed.

The District’s Response 6: The District completed an interior drainage analysis for the
proposed plan alignment. The approach included consideration of minimum facility
drainage outlets, pumps and ponds for identified drainage basins. In the draft main report,
pages 73, 74 and 75 discuss the required outlet structures along with approximate
locations. There are three primary and eleven secondary drainage outlets proposed at the
Compton Creek Basin area. For the Pews Creek interior area, there are two outlets that
function when the gate is closed: the pump discharge pipe and gravity outlets. In the draft
report, page F-48 and Sub-Appendix F1 contain further information on formulation of
interior drainage and selected plan details. Excavation of ponds for the proposed plan is
not required.

Although temporary impacts to the function of water quality drainage facilities are
expected due to implementation of the proposed project, the District anticipates no long-
term impacts to these facilities. In addition, the District anticipates improvement to
existing structures directly impacted by construction.

DOI Comment 7: (page 3, paragraph 3): The USFWS is concerned that the District will
"not provide compensatory mitigation if any adverse effect is noted on coastal wetlands
associated with the installation and operation of the Pews Creek storm gate.
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The District Response to DOI DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

The District’s Response 7: Based on the District’s hydrodynamic model of Pews Creek,
the placement of a storm gate in Pews Creek will have minimal effect on the daily tidal
cycle. Post-construction monitoring of the marsh is proposed to substantiate this
position. The District will continue to coordinate with DOI and other resource agencies
during the development of the monitoring details, sampling methodologies and impact
threshold levels. A detailed Pews Creek monitoring plan will be prepared in the next Pre-
construction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase. The District will take appropriate
corrective action, if needed, based on the results of the monitoring program.

DOI Comment 8 (page 4, paragraph 1): The USFWS is concemed that activities
associated with the project could disturb offshore contaminants that have been identified
by the U.S. Geological Survey. The USFWS recommends that the District evaluate the
potential for contaminant remobilization and include such a discussion in the FEIS.

The District’s Response 8: The potential to disturb contaminants located offshore would
be directly associated with activities in the borrow area. The District’s preferred borrow
area neither contains nor is associated with contaminants, and has been permitted through
the NEPA process. Accordingly, the potential for contaminant remobilization has been
previously addressed. In addition, if contaminants are within the sand placement
footprint, the implementation of the selected plan would benefit water quality and aquatic
resources. The placement of sand would secure contaminants potentially eliminating the
remobilization. '

DOI Comment 9 (page 4, paragraph 2): The USFWS is concerned that the DEIS and
Feasibility Report does not fully consider the benefits of open space, restoration of fish
and wildlife habitats, and the permanent protection from flooding, provided for by buy-
out plans.

The District’s Response 9: The District has considered an array of alternatives,
including non-structural solutions during the plan formulation process. Corps policy
limits the extent to which recreation benefits of open space may be applied. There is
currently no means to quantify, in terms of dollar value, the restoration of fish and
wildlife resources. In a similar vein, the feasibility report does not quantify social
benefits associated with avoiding relocations. Non-structural alternatives are discussed in
detail in Appendix A, Volume IlI-1. The non-structural alternatives, including buyouts,
were significantly more costly relative to comparable structural solutions.
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Covernor

501 Rast Stata, 2™ Ficor
Trenton, RI 09625-0439
al. # (609) 292-123S5 - Fax § (609) 292-811S5

May { 720

Frank Santomauro, P.E.

Planning Division

Department of the Army

New York District, Corps of Engineers
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

New York, NY 10278-0090

RE: Raritan Bay Sandy Hook Bay _
Combined Flood Control and Shoreline Protection
Project _
Port Monmouth, New Jersey
Middletown, Monmouth County

Dear Mr. Santomauro:

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection,
Land Use Regulation Program has reviewed the Draft
Feasibility Report, the Draft Environmental Impact
statement, the Draft Port Monmouth Mitigation Report and the
Draft Port Monmouth Habitat Evaluation Procedures Report.
The Program offers the following comments to assist your
agency in its preparation of the Final Documents for the
project and for submission to this office for a Federal
Consistency Determination and Water Quality Certificate.

Draft Mitigation Report / Draft Habitat Evaluation
Procedures Report

As proposed the project would affect 12.76 acres of
wetlands. Your agency (ACOE) proposes to mitigate these
impacts through enhancement procedures that would convert
12.8 acres of Phragmites dominated wetlands to a Spartina
dominated salt marsh. However, the Program requires
enhancement mitigation at a ratio of 3 acres of enhancement
for each acre of wetlands impact.

The ACOE employed the Habitat Evaluation Procedure -
(HEP) to evaluate impacts to wildlife in the project area.
HEP is a model designed to estimate gains and losses of
wildlife habitat units (HUs). It is our understanding that

New]erzyismimulOppoﬂminyﬂ'p}oyB
Recycied Paper

Commissioner
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the ACOE believes that the conclusions drawn from the HEP
model suffice as reflections of gains and losses of wetlands
values and functions as well. In previous discussions with
the ACOE, "the Program expressed a willingness to consider
the adequacy of the HEP analysis for this project. We have
concluded that for the sake of permitting and subsequent
mitigation of wetland impacts that HEP is not sufficiently
robust to encompass all the wetlands values and functions
considered by the Program. Additional consideration of the
loss of wetlands functions and values must be provided and
mitigated for.

The HEP analysis for the proposed project, evaluated
habitat value for the marsh wren, the black duck and the
clapper rail. Accordingly, the mitigation was designed to
replace HUs for the marsh wren, the species with the
greatest predicted project impacts.

Wetlands affected by the project fall into two
categories; those impacted by the levee footprint and those
behind the levee that would be impacted by a loss of
hydrology. In the Comptons Creek marsh, the levee footprint
destroys 6.71 acres of wetlands and changes in hydrolegy
will impact 5.63 additional acres of wetlands. At Pews
Creek, the levee footprint would destroy 0.42 acres of
wetlands and no changes in hydrology would occur to affect
additional wetland areas.

For the black duck, 2.29 HUs would be lost by the
isolation of the wetlands behind the levee in the Comptens
Creek wetlands. However, 3.25 HUs would be created by
predicted Phragmites encroachment in the wetlands and also
by the establishment of upland grass habitat on the levee.
For the marsh wren, 2.18 HUs would be lost by isolation of
wetlands behind the levee. However the prediction is that
2.27 HUs would result from the encroachment of Phragmites in
the wetlands. TUpland grass habitat on the levee does not
represent HUs for the marsh wren.

A conclusion from the HEP model is that marsh wren
habitat lost to isolation of wetlands would be adequately
compensated by the predicted encroachment of Phragmites.
Black duck habitat lost to the project would be compensated
for by the encroachment of Phragmites and by habitat
creation on the levee.

The Program maintains that the HEP does not adequately
assess the impacts associated with the isolation of
wetlands. These small isolated areas located adjacent to
residential properties would be fragmented remnants,
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physically separated by the levee from the main body of
wetlands. Further, most of the isolated wetland areas would
pe modified to serve as stormwater drainage facilities.
Each of these aspects of the wetlands isolated by the
project, would contribute to degradation of habitat not
accounted for in the HEP study. The marsh wren behavioral
aspect of the model, which indicates that the Habitat
Suitability Index (HSI) for marsh wrens is 0 if the extent
of contiguous wetlands is less than 1 acre, supports our
concern. As a result, the Program concludes that the
jsolated wetlands should not be credited as beneficial HUs.

Additionally, it is our position that even if the HEP
were to be used to determine the replacement of wetland
values and functions, the HUs attributed to the levee
itself, have no meaning in terms of wetlands functions and
values. The mitigation must reflect the replacement of
direct and indirect wetlands values and functions in terms
of wetlands, not in terms of non-wetlands habitat.

The Pews Creek marsh has higher HSI values than the
Comptons Creek marsh. The HEP analysis indicates that the
Comptons Creek marsh has a lower capability to produce
habitat units than the Pews Creek marsh. The Program
concludes that habitat units lost at the Comptons Creek
marsh without replacement within the Comptons Creek wetlands
system will result in a compounding of the diminished
capability of the Comptons Creek system. The Rules on
Coastal Zone Management requires that mitigation be
performed onsite to the maximum extent practicable.
Consequently, any loss in the Comptons Creek system should
be compensated for in the Comptons Creek system if at all
possible.

The Program has additional concerns regarding the HSI
values provided for proposed enhanced areas. The HEP model
does not demonstrate that enhanced marsh would have the
equal habitat quality to that of the existing marsh. This
concern is especially acute in areas where the proposed
mitigation is thatching and herbicidal treatments.
Specifically, one of the habitat variables for the marsh
wren is mean water depth. It appears unlikely that without
excavation the specified mean water depth aspect would occur
in areas where only thatching and herbicidal treatment takes
place. Put in other terms, the mean water depth would
remain at the Phragmites community preference value.

. According to the HEP report, use of marsh wren habitat
may over-represent the importance of Phragmites to the
overall wildlife community. The HEP report references
literature indicating that in terms of avifauna species
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richness and diversity Phragmites habitats are generally
more than 20% lower than salt marsh habitats. To account
for this diminished capacity, the HEP team multiplied the HU
values for the Wetland Phragmites (WPH) cover type by a
Relative Value Index (RVI) of 0.80. This resulted in
adjusted HU values for the Phragmites Wetland habitats.
Although the Program accepts that habitats consisting
predominantly of Phragmites exhibit diminished richness and
diversity, the Program questions the extent to which the RVI
was applied in this study. Specifically, the study defined
the WPH cover type as including areas with 2 30% coverage of
Phragmites and < 30% shrub cover. The Program questions the
applicability of applying the RVI in instances other than
where the cover is predominantly Phragmites.

In an effort to elucidate long-term gains and losses of
habitat units, the ACOE and HEP team developed a Phragmites
Encroachment Model. The Phragmites Encroachment Model
establishes an encrocachment rate of 2% per year. The rate
is -based on published ecological studies and the
applicability of the encroachment rate at the Pews Creek and
Comptons Creek wetlands is assumed. Although the Program
accepts that the model may serve as a useful tool for .
predicting long-term changes in habitat for the purposes of
determining HUs, the model is not useful from the
perspective of regulatory wetlands mitigation. 1In
determining appropriate mitigation, the Program relies on
the baseline data provided with the application for the
project area, which in this case, is the 1997 survey data.

Finally, the wetlands line indicated in the DEIS is not
the wetland line agreed upon by the ACOE and the Program.
This must be corrected. Use of the verified wetlands line
will alter the HEP figures.

Mitigation Design

As stated above, it is our position that mitigation for
project impacts in the Comptons Creek drainage system should
occur within the Comptons Creek drainage system. That aside,
the Program has the following comments on the mitigation
proposal as presented.

The Program is concerned by the anticipated changes in
the tidal flushing in Pews Creek. According to the reports,
the tide gate installation may reduce the duration of tidal
inundation in the Pews Creek Marsh. Additionally, proposed
changes in the existing ditch system within the Pews Creek
wetlands may also reduce the duration of inundation. The
Program is concerned that an outcome of this change may be
an increase in Phragmites encroachment that was not
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accounted for with a concomitant reduction in the success of
the proposed enhancement.

Mitigation consisting solely of thatching and
herbicidal treatments is not adequate, because the existing
physical conditions will remain that favor the dominance of
Phragmites unless other means of altering the conditions are -
employed, such as lowering the elevation of the area (i.e.
increasing tidal inundation). Also we can not subscribe to
a mitigation program that requires long term maintenance and
application of herbicides. The mitigation must be self-
perpetuating at the end of the monitoring period, which is
three years.

In order to evaluate the mitigation proposal, the
Program will need site specific information regarding soils
and the proposed hydrologic regime for the project site.

In designing the mitigation site, a minimum six-inch
layer of topsoil (A-Horizon) must be provided. . For
Reference, if natural topsoil is used then at least 8%
organic carbon content (by weight) must be incorporated into
the A-horizon for sandy scils and 12% organic content for .
all other soil types. If manmade topsoil is used it must
consist of equal volumes of organic and mineral materials.
Soil test must be provided to demonstrate success.

Minimization and Avoidance

Based on the information provided to us, the Program
pelieves that additional opportunities to minimize impacts
to wetlands exist. It does not appear that the proposed
Comptons Creek levee has been located at the edge of
wetlands to the maximum practicable extent thereby
minimizing impacts to the wetlands. Also, it is our
understanding that many of the wetland areas that would
remain behind the levee would serve for the short-term
storage of stormwater. In order ¢to demonstrate that
avoidance and minimization has been achieved, please provide
site plans that show the footprint of the levees and all
proposed ponding areas petween the proposed levees and the
uplands. It is our position that wetland areas dedicated to
stormwater storage or drainage capture are subject to
periodic maintenance and increased impacts such as pollutant
loading. Consequently, we consider these impacts as direct
impacts to wetlands.

The Documents indicate that some of the ponds will be
excavated to a depth not to exceed elevation 3.5.
Groundwater elevation is 3. Please discuss potential
impacts to groundwater.
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Please elaborate 'on what 1is considered the levee
footprint. This elaboration should include consideration of
all permsnent structures or grading associated with the
levee construction. Also, any construction accessways Or
overburden placed in wetlands that remains in place for 6
months or more must be considered as a permanent impact.

It does not appear that project impacts associated with
the elevation of Port Monmouth Road have been fully
discussed or addressed.

Mitigation Monitoring

The Program will require that the mitigation site be
monitored for a period at least three full growing seasons
following completion of the mitigation plantings. The
mitigation shall be considered successful, if the ACOE
demonstrates that the site meets the following:

That the site has an 85 percent survival and 85 percent
areal coverage of mitigation plantings and or target
hydrophytes that are species native to the area and
similar to species identified in the mitigation-
planting plan. .

That the site is occupied by less than 10 percent
invasive or noxious species such as but not limited to
Phalaris arundinacea (Reed canary grass), Phragmities
australis (Common reed grass), Pueraria montana
(Kudzu), Typha latifloia (Broad-leaved cattail), Typha
angustifolia (Narrowed leaved cattail), Lythrum
salicaria (Purple loosestrife), Adilanthus altissima
(Tree-of-heaven), Berberis thunbergi (Japanese
barberry)., Berberis vulgaris (Common  barberry) .,
Elacagnus angustifloia (Russian olive), Elaeagnus
umbellata (Autumn olive), Ligustrum obtusifolium
(Japanese privet), Ligustrum vulgare (Common privet)
and Rosa multiforia (Multiflora rose).

That the appropriate hydrological regime for the site
has been provided.

That appropriate top soil was used in the construction
of the mitigation site.

The Program has checklists prepared for assessihg the
success of the mitigation site. These checklists will be
provided under separate cover.

Other Issues
Water quality drainage facilities were installed to

treat stormwater runoff when the Township and County
reconstructed Port Ho_nmouth Road. The function of these
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facilities must be maintained by either avoiding or
replacing the water quality stormwater facilities.

The reports indicate that the tidal flow velocities in
Pews Creek will increase creating the potential for
additional sediment to be carried out of the marsh. Please
discuss the potential for increased sedimentation in the
existing marina basin and navigation channel.

The proposed beachfill may reduce water depth at the
end of the existing fishing pier. Please discuss potential
impacts to the pier such as the diminution or elimination of
ability to fish from the pier.

Although the Program accepts the alignment of the levee
from the proposed dune to Port Monmouth Road, there is a ~
proposal to construct townhouse units in this area. This
may have an impact to your acquisition costs.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please

contact Mr. Christopher Dolphin of my staff at (609) 242-

- 9017. Thank you for your continued attention to &and
cooperation with New Jersey's Coastal Management Program.

Sincerely,

Ruth Ehinger
Assistant Director
Bureau of Coastal Regulation

RE/CMD/KRK

*x TOTAL PARGE.BB *x






The District Response to NJDEP, LURP DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

NJDEP, LURP Comment 1 (page 1, paragraph 2): The proposed project offers a

mitigation effort, in the form of enhancement, of 12.8 acres for 12.76 acres of wetland
impacts. LURP requires an enhancement mitigation ratio of 3 acres of enhancement for
each acre of impacted wetlands.

The District’s Response 1: The District used HEP to determine the appropriate
mitigation effort needed to offset project associated impacts. Although the results of the
HEP resemble a 1:1 acre mitigation ratio, the selected mitigation plan is not acre ratio
based. The determined mitigation effort is solely driven by the HEP process. Through
the HEP process the District determined that 12.76 acres of direct and indirect wetland
impacts during the year of construction would result in the loss of a total of 5.38 black
duck and 5.40 marsh wren wetland HUs. In addition, the District determined that the
indirect impacts would not result in permanently lost wetlands and that 1.91 black duck
and 2.27 marsh wren wetland HUs would be returned. Therefore, the total loss of
wetland habitat value associated with the project would be 3.47 black duck and 3.13
marsh wren HUs during the year of construction. The restoration/enhancement of 12.80
acres of wetland Phragmites into emergent salt marsh habitat during the year of
construction would result in a gain of 7.68 (12.80 x 0.60 HSI for SM) black duck HUs
and 9.22 (12.80 x 0.72 HSI for SM) marsh wren HUs. In terms of wetland HUs, the
black duck is mitigated for at a 2.21:1 ratio (7.68 mitigated HUs for 3.47 impacted HUs)

and the marsh wren at a 2.95:1 ratio (9.22 mitigated HUs for 3.13 impacted HUs), during
the year of construction.

In addition, the District through habitat modeling and HEP calculations determined that
12.80 acres of mitigation would be needed to offset the impacts associated with the
project by the year 2052. In order to select the appropriate mitigation effort, the District
implemented a step-wise procedure to determine the level of mitigation needed to offset
impacted HUs. Using a range of mitigation acreages, the District calculated the available
HUs at year 2052 for six mitigation scenarios: 25.60 acres (200%), 16.00 acres (125%),
12.80 acres (100%), 10.24 acres (80%), 6.40 acres (50%), and 3.84 acres (30%). The
District determined that at year 2052, marsh wren HUs were almost (-0.33) compensated
for with 6.40 acres of mitigation and that a net gain of 1.87 black duck HUs was still
observed at the lowest level of 3.84 acres. Based on this evaluation, the District
determined that at the year 2052 in terms of HUs the marsh wren is mitigated for at
approximately 2:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum required 6.40 acres) and the
black duck is mitigated for at a greater than 3:1 ratio (12.80 acres instead of the minimum
required <3.24 acres). In addition, at year 2052, there is a net gain of 5.49 black duck
and 3.57 marsh wren HUs resulting from the selected mitigation effort.

The District is unaware of any existing process or rationale that is uniformly accepted,
used and/or agreed upon by regulatory and resource agencies that justifies an acreage
based compensatory mitigation ratio. The results of the Mitigation Report (USACE
2000) and the rationale as discussed above, provide a quantitative assessment of habitat
values that justify the appropriate acreage needed to offset direct and indirect wetland
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impacts. Accordingly, the District believes that the selected mitigation plan adequately

replaces the quality and quantity of immediate and long-term impacts to wetlands
habitats.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 2 (page 1, paragraph 3): It is LURP’s understanding that

For example, Black Duck V6 is a positively correlated variable; habitat quality is
increased in areas when the percent cover of submergent vegetation is increased. The
function that submergent vegetation is playing on primary production also represents a
positive correlation, since it is assumed that as submergent vegetation abundance
increases so does the value of a wetland as a primary producer.
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Table 1. HEP Species Habitat Variables and Their Relationship With Common Wetland
Functions and Values

Wetland
Species/ HSI Model Function or Function and Value
Variable | Variable Description | Relationship Value Relationship
Black Duck | Percent of each emergent Positive/Negative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
V5 and forested wetland cover stabilization and
types occupied by open nutrient retention
water
Black Duck | Percent of open water Positive Primary production | Positive
V6 substrate occupied by and nutrient
submergent vegetation retention ~
Black Duck | Percent of non—forested Positive Water quality Positive
V7 wetlands that supports >
750 snails/m’
Black Duck | Percent of total land and Positive/Negative* Sediment Positive/Negative*
A\’ water area occupied by salt stabilization and
marsh nutrient retention
Marsh Wren | Growth form class of NA Primary production { NA
Vi emergent hydrophytes and sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent herbaceous canopy | Positive Primary production | Positive
V2 cover and sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Mean water depth Positive Hydrology and Positive
V3 sediment
stabilization
Marsh Wren | Percent shrub canopy cover | Negative Sediment Positive
V4 stabilization
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent and Positive Shoreline bank Positive
Vi scrub-shrub wetland erosion control and
shoreline that borders flat to sediment
gently sloping banks or stabilization
tidal flats exposed at low
tide
Clapper Rail | Percentofthe total landand | Positive Sediment Positive
V2 water area that is emergent or stabilization and
scrub-shrub wetland nutrient retention
Clapper Rail | Percent of emergent or Positive Shoreline bank Positive
V3 scrub-shrub wetlands that is erosion control and
within 15 m of tidally sediment
influenced waterbodies stabilization

*  athreshold value is reached where the relationship is inversed
NA not applicable
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Due to the selected species’ preference of wetland habitats and the characteristics of the
habitat variables used in the HEP process, the District believes that an overall assessment
of wetland functions and values is an inherent part of the HEP assessment. Through the
use of the HEP process, the District was able to quantify project impacts and develop the
appropriate mitigation plan. '

NJDEP, LURP Comment 3 (page 2; paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6): LURP is not satisfied
with the HEP analysis of the isolated wetlands behind the proposed levee. LURP
expresses concern that the HEP analysis probably overestimates the value of these
isolated wetlands to black duck and marsh wrens. Also, LURP does not agree that the
majority of these wetlands would be filled with wetland Phragmites, suggesting that most
of the areas should be modified to serve as stormwater drainage facilities.

The District’s Response 3: A total of 5.63 acres of wetland habitat will be isolated by
the proposed levee. Of this 5.63 acres of isolated wetland habitat, 3.93 acres or 70% is
currently dominated by wetland Phragmites cover types and is expected to remain
unchanged. Colonization of the remaining 1.7 acres of salt marsh (SM), open water
(OW), and wetland scrub-shrub (WSS) by wetland Phragmites cover types (WPH and
WPHS) is expected due to disruption of existing tidal hydrology. Many studies have
documented colonization of Phragmites where tidal flushing is interrupted in salt
marshes (Roman et al. 1984, Hellings and Gallagher 1992, Rozsa and Orson 1993,
Warren 1994, Chambers et al. 1999). The net effect of these cover type changes on
wildlife would be a 23% reduction in black duck HUs (from 2.49 to 1.91 HUs) and a
10% reduction in marsh wren HUs (from 2.53 to 2.27).

The selected plan intends to use the isolated wetlands as temporary stormwater storage
areas. In addition, the District believes that the encroachment of Phragmites into these
isolated wetlands (stormwater storage areas) is a reasonable assumption and that these
reductions accurately portray the loss in habitat value as a result of levee construction.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 4 (page 3, paragraph 2): It is LURP’s position that even if

the HEP were to be used to determine the replacement of wetland functions and values,
the HUs attributed to the levee itself have no meaning in terms of wetland functions and
values. The partial return of black duck HUs by the habitat created by upland grass
growing on the levees should not be calculated as returned black duck HUs.

The District’s Response 4: The District agrees that if the HEP is to be used to determine
the replacement of wetland values and functions the return of black duck HUs provided
by the upland grass habitat on the constructed levee should not be considered as returned
wetland HUs. However, as indicated by Response 1, appropriate mitigation is achieved
when only HUs attributed to wetland habitats are considered. HUs provided by the
levee’s upland grass is attributed to the replacement of impacted upland HUs.
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NJDEP, LURP Comment 5 (page 3, paragraph 3 and page 4, paragraph 4): The HEP
analysis indicates that Compton Creek marsh has a lower capability to produce habitat
units than the Pews Creek marsh. LURP concludes that HUs lost at the Compton Creek
marsh without replacement within the Compton Creek wetlands will result in a
compounding of the diminished capability of the Compton Creek system. The rules of
Coastal Zone Management require that mitigation be performed onsite to the maximum
extent practical.

The District’s Response 5: The HEP considered the impacts (loss of HUs) regardless of
where the HUs were lost. To maintain consistency in the HEP, the selected mitigation
plan replaces all of the HUs lost regardless of where the HUs were lost. Accordingly,
Pews Creek is within the Project site and therefore is onsite. In addition, the District
determined that the Compton Creek study area contributes 4% less black duck HUs, 11%
less marsh wren HUs, and 2% less clapper rail HUs, when compared to the Pews Creek
study area. The District believes that these differences are not enough to conclude that
there is a significant difference between the capability of Compton Creek and Pews
Creek to produce HUs. In addition, the selection of feasible mitigation sites in Compton
Creek would be difficult due to the lack of large continuous areas of wetland Phragmites.
The closest suitable area for mitigation is located in the Pews Creek study area, which is
considered to be within the Project site and therefore is on-site. Finally, it is not possible
to meet the mitigation goal established by the interagency HEP team to convert WPH to
saltmarsh in the Compton Creck Study Area, because the HSI values of the WPH and SM
cover types at the Compton Creek Study Area are the same.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 6 (page 3, paragraph 4): LURP is concemned that solely
thatch removal and herbicidal treatment of existing Phragmites areas is not adequate
enough to promote a self perpetuating salt marsh community, specifically high marsh.
Therefore, the habitat value of these areas is probably overestimated. In addition, LURP
cannot subscribe to a mitigation program that requires long-term maintenance and
application of herbicides. The mitigation effort must be self-perpetuating at the end of
the monitoring period, which is three years.

The District’s Response 6: Encroachment of Phragmites into areas formerly dominated
by salt marsh vegetation is a documented result of reduced salinity and disturbance that
occurs following the removal of tidal influences from coastal marshes (Roman et al.
1984, Sinicrope et al. 1990). The removal of Phragmites through mowing, disking, and
burning have been found to be ineffective, and actually facilitate the plants spread and
propagation (Garbisch 1986). Herbicidal treatment and subsequent thatch removal
through burning has been shown to be an effective means of Phragmites control
(Garbisch 1986, Jones and Lehman 1987). The Delaware Division of Fish and Wildlife
(DFW) has found that a multiple herbicidal treatment and burn approach is necessary to
control robust stands of Phragmites. The DFW has documented 83-99% control
following only one application of the gylphosate herbicide Rodeo, but indicated that up to
five annual treatments may be necessary (Jones 2000). Although, repeated applications
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has had success with reducing herbicide treatment concentrations by 50% for 2™ and 3™
year applications (Marks ez g, 1993). Since the remaining thatch can persist for years
and can shade out planted or newly colonizing desirable salt marsh species, thatch
removal is recommended in order to increase the probability of success (Jones 2000).

The District’s Response 7: The District examined the raw data from sample plots
identified as the WPH cover type: 84% of the plots contained >40% coverage by
Phragmites, 74% of the plots contained >50% coverage and 58% of the plots contained
>75% coverage. Based on this analysis, the District believes that the WPH cover type
Was accurately characterized as areas predominately vegetated with Phragmites, therefore
the application of the RVI was appropriate. The definition to define the WPH cover type
Wwas agreed to by the interagency HEP team,

interagency HEP team believe that the PEM is a suitable model] for estimating changed
habitat conditions at Port Monmouth. It is the District’s position that using the 1997
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impacted by the construction of the levee in 2002 were not significantly different from
acreage impacts estimated for 1997. For example, the SM cover type in Compton Creek
was reduced by only 0.13 acres from 2.39 in 1997 to 2.26 in 2002, and the WPH cover
type was increased by 0.54 acres from 3.04 in 1997 to 3.58 in 2002. In terms of HUs, the
SM cover type in Compton Creek was reduced by only 0.08 black duck and 0.08 marsh
wren HUs; and the WPH cover type was increased by 0.20 black duck and 0.25 marsh
wren HUs between 1997 and 2002. Similar results were calculated for the Pews Creek
study area. In addition, impacts to total wetland acreages would remain the same
regardless of baseline year.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 9 (page 4, paragraph 3): The wetlands line indicated in the
DEIS is not the wetlands line agreed upon by the District and LURP. LURP request that

the wet line be corrected and HEP figures should be updated.

The District’s Response 9: The District is currently working with the LURP to resolve
this issue.

NJDEP. LURP Comment 10 (page 4, paragraph 5 and page 5, paragraph 1): LURP is
concerned that District did not account for the reduction in the duration of tidal
inundation resulting from installation of a tide gate and changes to the existing: ditch
system in Pews Creek. LURP anticipates increased Phragmttes encroachment as a result
of this reduction. LURP is concerned that this aspect is not incorporated into calculating
the success of the proposed enhancement.

The District’s Response 10: Based on the District’s hydrodynamic model of Pews
Creek, the placement of a storm gate in Pews Creek will have minimal effect on the daily
tidal cycle. Post-construction monitoring of the marsh is proposed to substantiate this
position. The District will continue to coordinate with LURP and other resource agencies
regarding the development of monitoring details, sampling methodologies and impact
threshold levels. A detailed Pews Creek monitoring plan will be prepared in the next
PED phase. The District will take appropriate corrective action, if needed, based on the
results of the monitoring program.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 11 (page 5, paragraph 2): In order to evaluate the mitigation
proposal, LURP will need site-specific information regarding soils and the proposed

hydrologic regime for the project area.
The District’s Response 11: The District will discuss site-specific information such as

soils and the hydrologic regime in a detailed Wetland Mitigation Plan that will be
developed in the next PED phase.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 12 (page 5, paragraph 3): LURP requires that a minimum

six-inch layer of topsoil be provided at the mitigation site.
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The District’s Response 12: The District will discuss topsoil acquisition, characteristics,
and placement design in a detailed Wetland Mitigation Plan that will be developed in the
next PED phase.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 13 age 5, paragraph 4): LURP is concerned that the
proposed Compton Creek levee is not located at the edge of wetlands to the maximum
practical extent, thereby, minimizing impacts to wetlands, Also, LURP is concerned
about the wetlands isolated behind the levee. It is LURP’s understanding that these areas
would serve as short-term storage of stormwater. It is LURP’s position that wetland
areas dedicated to stormwater storage or drainage capture are subject to periodic
maintenance and increased impacts such as pollutant loading. Consequently, LURP
considers these impacts as direct impacts to wetlands.

Although identified as indirect impacts, the isolated wetlands behind the levee ‘were
considered as impacted wetlands and were considered in the formulation of mitigation
during the District’s planning process.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 15 age 6, paragraph 1 and 2): LURP would like an
elaboration on what is considered the levee footprint, Project impacts associated with the
elevation of the Port Monmouth Road have not been discussed or addressed.
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In order to maintain the integrity of the line of protection and provide for continued access, the
road raising is included as a plan component. The road raising would be accomplished within
the existing rights of way and disturbed uplands areas. For further discussion regarding the
road raising, pleasc see paragraph 238 in the Main Report. Finally, the selected mitigation
plan replaces more HUs than HUs lost, to include those HUs lost due to the road raising.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 16 (page 6, paragraph 3): LURP would like to see LURP’s
checklists and criteria for monitoring and assessing mitigation success incorporated into
the mitigation monitoring plan.

The District’s Response 16: The District will continue to coordinate with LURP and
other resource agencies during the development of the Wetland Mitigation Plan, to
include LURP requirements. A detailed Wetland Mitigation Plan will be prepared in the
next PED phase.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 17 (page 6, paragraph 4): LURP would like to see that the
function of water quality drainage facilities associated with Port Monmouth Road be
maintained by either avoiding or replacing the water quality stormwater facilities.

The District’s Response 17: The District agrees with this comment. As detailed designs
are completed during the next PED phase, the existing water quality facilities will be
avoided where possible. If necessary, replacement facilities will be developed. The
District intends to continue our on-going coordination with LURP in the next PED phase.

NJDEP, LURP Comment 18 (page 7, paragraph 1): LURP would like to see a
discussion on the potential increased sedimentation in the existing marina and navigation
channel as a result of increased tidal flow velocities at Pews Creek.

The District’s Response 18: No additional sedimentation would be induced by the
project, as the small velocity increase in the gate area would tend to keep the area from
excessive build up of sediment. Flow through the creek would keep the entranceway
clear for flows through the wetlands and drainage ditches. Preliminary indications are
that significant shoals would not be realized. Storm events in which gate closure will be
maintained are anticipated to be limited in nature, but some temporary transport build-up
may not be precluded at these times, particularly in direct vicinity of the closed gate.

NJDEP, LURP _Comment 19 (page 7, paragraph 2): LURP would like to see a

discussion of the potential impacts to the existing fishing pier as a result of reduced water
depth caused by the proposed beach fill.

The District’s Response 19: The District expects minimal affects to recreational fishing

from the pier because the selected plan cost has a provision to extend the fishing pier
based on the beach fill template.
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NJDEP, LURP Comment 20 (page Z. _paragraph 3): LURP is concerned that
acquisitions costs may be influenced by the proposal to construct townhouse units.

The District’s Response 20: The acquisition costs for Project cost estimates are based on
current appraisal costs and valuations. Land acquisition costs will be the responsibility of

costs at the time of acquisition
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May 23, 2000

Mr. Mark H. Burlas

Senior Wildlife Biologist
CENAN-PL-EA

26 Federal Plaza .
New York, NY 10278-0090

RE: Draft EIS Review Comments
- Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey
Middletown Township, Monmouth County

Dear Mr. Burlas:

The Office of Program Coordination of the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed its review of Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay,
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project, Port Monmouth (Middletown
Township), Monmouth County, New Jersey. We offer the following comments
regarding natural resources, cultural resources, parkland, and regulatory
requirements. .

NATURAL RESOURCES
Dunes

The Department's Division of Fish and Wildiife (DFW) supports the
proposed new dunes, however the Draft EIS does not contain detailed design
characteristics of the fore slopes of the dunes. The DFW would like to see an
irregular design on the design of the face and not just a straight bank. More

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer
Recveied Paper
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importantly, they do not agree with the proposal to create piping plover habitat at
this location, since this is not a barrier island; the resource would be more
vulnerable to predation at this location. If the plover population was a higher
level, then marginal habitat for recruitment maybe of some value. The new
beach will benefit terns and should be monitored as per the plan for their
presence. As an alternative however, the DFW strongly recommends that five
nesting structures for ospreys be built as part of the mitigation. This need is
demonstrated by the nesting attempt on the 5% pole south of Church Street on
Compton's Creek. Kathy Clark from the DFW's Endangered and Non-Game
Species Program (ENSP) should be contacted at 609-628-2436 for details; she
will be happy to work on specific locations and platform designs.

Additionally, the DFW has some concemns about the source of the
material. We agree on the use of the Sea Bright Borrow site and/or the use of
Sandy Hook Channel dredging. The use of these sites should have minimal

require timing restrictions of 2/1 — 3/30 to protect glass eels during migration;
Compton Creek would require a timing restriction of 4/1 — 6/30 to protect
anadromous fish during migration and spawning.

While the presence of horseshoe crabs was mentioned in other locations,
if they are present on the beach a timing restriction of 5/1 - 8/1 would be
necessary for their protection and their benefits to the shorebird resources.

Concerns exist about the water depth under the fishing pier at the
completion of this project. Will the beach replenishment decrease this water
depth (presently about 2 feet at MLW) and result in a reduction in angling
recreation? Will an extension be added?

Levee

Levees present some unique opportunities to address the black duck
concerns found in the HEP study. If a levee is constructed the DFW has long-
term concerns about its effect on sait marsh vegetation. The levee to the north of
Pews Creek appears to be adding to the spread of phargmites by hindering salt
water flushing. We are suggesting that this levee be planted in warm seasonal
grasses (see attached) for their value to wildiife. No walking or bicycle paths
should be constructed on the top of the levee. Additionally, the Pews Creek
levee and the dredge spoil bank to the south of Compton Creek should be
planted in warm seasonal grasses and native shrubs (see attached,
“Landscaping for Birds"). The use of silt fence during the construction of the new
levee is recommended to prevent silting of Compton Creek during construction.
If the silting can not be contained then a timing restriction of 4/1 - 6/30 would be
required to protect anadromous fish. To protect the levee, the trapping of
muskrats is strongly recommended.
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Department as the project proceeds through planning, design, permitting,
construction, and operation stages.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for this
important project.

Lawrence Schmidt
Director
Office of Program Coordination

Attachmants

C: Kathy Clark, NJDEP -
Don Wilkinson, NJDEP
Andrew Didun, NJDEP
Mike Heenehan, NJDEP
Chris Dolphin, NJDEP
Desborah Fimbel, NJDEP
Bamard Moore, NJDEP






Flood Wall Ponding

No mention was made of any contact with the local mosquito commission.
The DFW has concerns about the design encouraging the proliferation of
freshwater mosquitoes. The location of this project next to New York City may
aid in the spread of the West Nile like virus. While various pumps are mentioned,
no mention of any kind of screening is mentioned to prevent beneficial fishes
from being entrapped. This possible problem area should be addressed. Great
care should be taken not to impact the salinity of the existing marsh.

Phragmites Treatment Plan

The treatment of Phragmites was covered in the plan. We feel this should
be incorporated into a monitoring and treatment plan that may run as long as five
years. The current attempts by PSE&G are pointing to a five-year plan that
involves an initial broad treatment with subsequent spot treatments over the next
four years to eradicate this species. The follow up spraying should occur around
9/15 of each year as long as the head is tasseled and it is before the first frost.
This timing will achieve the most benefit from the spray. Great care should also
be given to not introduce any purple loosestrife in the disturbed areas. This
species can be treated with the Phragmites. Warm seasonal grasses should be
planted in the upland areas and the spartina alternaflora should reseed by its
self. Spartina patens may have to be replanted to achieve reestablishment if
none are present in the area. The entire project area should be treated including
the area around the MUA. The mosquito commission may assist with helping to
restore tidal flows. All existing creeks and ditches should be cleaned of human
trash (old boats, etc.).

Pews Creek Gate

The construction of these gates should not interfere with the migration of
glass eels up the creek 2/1 - 3/30. Coffer dams maybe used as long as they are
constructed prior to 2/1. We have concemns about the long-term effects on salt
marsh vegetation. Will this passage allow for the current volume of salt water to
remain and not be limited and cause intrusion by freshwater species? Perhaps
this should be monitored.

Restoration Concerns

Two areas on Port Monmouth Road, one just south of Pews Creek, almost
across from the marina entrance, and the other at the junction of Church Street
should be restored to previous, lower elevations. Restoration of spartina patens
and open water marsh mariagement ditches will be needed to restore tidal flow.



Additional Concerns

What happens if power is interrupted? Can gates and floodwalls be
opened manually? ,

Please contact Don Wilkinson (856-785-0455) of the DFW if you have any

questions regarding the above comments on potential impacts to natural
resources. ‘

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Most. cultural resource issues associated with the project have been
previously addressed. However, our Department's Historic Preservation Office
looks forward to receiving the results of:

> Phase i testing at the prehistoric Late Woodland archaeological site (28 MO
272), and

> Phase | testing (with subsequent assessment and treatment if sites are
identified) of .aréas not previously tested archaeologically within the C2
ponding/interior drainage facility area, ’

They also look forward to receiving the opportunity to review any environmental

mitigation areas and borrow areas, which may be identified in the future and

have not yet been assessed for archaeological and historic site potential.

if you have any questions regarding cultural resources issues, please
contact Deborah Fimbel (609-984-501 9) at the Historic Preservation Office,

PARKLAND

government and the NJDEP. The Draft EIS states that there will not be negative
impacts to parkland. A definitive determination will have to be made on each
parkland parcel in the area of the project. Thus each municipal, county and State

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS -

The Draft EIS notes pending approvals with our Department. We
encourage continued coordination with the various appropriate programs of our



The District Response to NJDEP, OPC DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

NJDEP, OPC Comment 1 (page 1, paragraph 2): The Division of Fish and Wildlife
(DFW) is concerned that the DEIS does not contain detailed design characteristics of the
fore slopes of the proposed dune. In addition, the DFW would like to see an irregular
design of the face and not just a straight bank. The DFW does not agree with the
proposal to create piping plover habitat within the dune area. The DFW strongly
recommends that five nesting structures for ospreys be built as part of the mitigation.

The District’s Response 1: Detailed design features of the dune and berm will be
developed in the next Pre-construction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase. However,
the feasibility level design is shown on Figure 24 in the Main Report. The District will
coordinate with the NJDEP to determine the feasibility of implementing local preferences
regarding the dune face.

The implementation of the selected bayshore plan is to provide shore protection. The
creation of potential piping plover nesting habitat is indirect. Over the past few years,
piping plovers have nested on new beaches along the Atlantic coastline that were
constructed by the District. Monitoring of these non-barrier island beaches have found
that piping plovers had the highest nesting productivity in the state. The District
proposes to implement a piping plover monitoring program similar to the existing
monitoring programs along the Atlantic coast. At this time, nesting platforms for ospreys
are not proposed. However, the District will continue to coordinate with the NJDEP to
explore their construction.

NJDEP. OPC Comment 2 (page 2, paragraph 2): The DFW has some concemns about
the source of material. The DFW agrees with the use of the Sea Bright Borrow site
and/or the use of Sandy Hook channel dredging. The use of suitable material from the

mouth of Pews Creek and Compton Creek should be explored and time restrictions
adhered to.

The District’s Response 2: The District has explored the possibility of using the material
at the mouth of both Pews Creeck and Compton Creek. The results of the analysis
conclude that the material was not suitable because of incompatible grain size. Local
dredging practices however, are likely to continue with beach disposal which could
somewhat reduce the amount of offshore material needed for the project.

NJDEP, OPC Comment 3 (page 2, paragraph 3): If horseshoe crabs are present on the

beach during dune construction then a timing restriction of 5/1-8/1 would be necessary
for their protection and their benefits to shorebird resources.

The District’s Response 3: The width of the existing beach is narrow and suggests that
either minimal or no horseshoe crab mating occurs. Consequently, a timing restriction is
not warranted. The District does acknowledge that the implementation of the selected
plan may improve the mating and spawning habitat of the horseshoe crab. A timing

Page 1



The District Response to NIDEP, OPC DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New J ersey

restriction for subsequent renourishment efforts may be warranted, depending upon the
future number of horseshoe crabs spawning at the project area.

The District’s Response 4: The District expects minimal affects to recreational fishing
from the pier because the selected plan cost has a provision to extend the fishing pier
based on the beach fili template.

® The use of silt fence during construction of the new levee is recommended to prevent
silting of Compton Creek.

* Ifsilting can’t be contained then a timing restriction of 4/ 1 - 6/30 would be required
to protect anadromous fish,

® To protect the levee the trapping of muskrats is strongly recommended.
The District’s Response 5: The District agrees that the wetlands on the protected side of

the levee will likely be converted into Phragmites. This indirect impact to wetlands was
included as a component of the impact assessment and development of mitigation.

Page 2



The District Response to NJDEP, OPC DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

NJDEP, OPC Comment 6 (page 3, paragraph 1): The DFW is concerned that the local

mosquito commission was not contacted. Also, the DFW is concerned about the design

encouraging the proliferation of freshwater mosquitoes and its relationship to the West
Nile virus.

The District’s Response 6: The local mosquito commission was contacted and attended
meetings that the District had with the local officials. The District will continue to
coordinate with the local mosquito commission to ensure that they are aware of these new
freshwater wetlands, so appropriate control measures are implemented.

NJDEP, OPC Comment 7 (page 3, paragraph 1): While various pumps are mentioned,
there is no mention of any kind of screening to prevent beneficial fishes from being
entrapped. This potential problem should be addressed.

The District’s Response 7: The District coordinated with the NJDEP, DFW and the
NMFS to determine the importance of finfish use in Pews Creek. The results of the
coordination concluded that the finfish use in Pews Creek was minimal and that sampling
was not justified. Accordingly, it is anticipated that pumps will have little or no impact to
finfish. In addition, the species selection process conducted by the interagency HEP team
determined that no long-term adverse impacts to finfish would result from the
implementation of the selected plan.

NJDEP, OPC Comment 8 (page 3, paragraph 2): The treatment of Phragmites should
be detailed and recommendations for treatment are provided by the DFW. Great care

should also be given to prevent the introduction of purple loosestrife into disturbed areas.

The District’s Response 8: The District will continue to coordinate with the NJDEP and
other resource agencies during development of the details of the Wetland Mitigation Plan

to ensure its success. A detailed Wetland Mitigation Plan will be prepared in the next
PED phase.

NJDEP, OPC Comment 9 (page 3, paragraph 3): The DFW is concerned that the
construction of the Pews Creek tide gate could interfere with the migration of glass eels
up the creek from 2/1-3/30. Coffer dams maybe used as long as constructed prior to 2/1.
Will the Pews Creek passage allow for the current volume of salt water to remain and not
be limited and cause the intrusion by freshwater species? Perhaps this should be
monitored.

The District’s Response 9: The District agrees with the recommendation to monitor the
Pews Creek wetland. Based on the District’s hydrodynamic model of Pews Creek, the
placement of a storm gate in Pews Creek will have minimal effect on the daily tidal
cycle. Post-construction monitoring of the marsh is proposed to substantiate this
position. The District will continue to coordinate with the NJDEP and other resource
agencies regarding the development of monitoring details, sampling methodologies and
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The District Response to NJIDEP, OPC DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New J ersey

NJDEP, OPC Comment 11 (page 4, paragraph 1); DFW is concerned that if the power
is interrupted whether or not the tide gates can be operated manually. :

" NJDEP, oPC Comment 12 (page 4 aragraph 2): The OPC’s, Historic Preservation
Office looks forward to receiving the results of:

Phase II testing at the prehistoric Late Woodland archaeological site (28 MO272) and
® Phase 1 testing of areas not previously tested archaeology within the C2
ponding/interior drainage facility area

The District’s Response 12: The District will continue to coordinate with the NJISHPO
regarding the results of further testing at: 1) Areas not previously tested at the Phase |
level of effort within the C2 ponding/interior drainage facility area (j.e., potential natural
storage area) and 2) _The prehistoric Late Woodland archaeological site (28 Mo 272)
(Phase II testing).

NJDEP, OPC Comment 13 (pa e 4, paragraph 3); Approvals may be required, through
the OPC’s, Green Acres Program, for project construction activities that would cause a
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The District Response to NJDEP, OPC DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

diversion from conservation and/or recreation use or negatively impact parkland parcels
that come under jurisdiction of the Green Acres Program. A definitive determination will
have to be made on each parkland parcel in the area of the project. Thus, each municipal,
county and State owned parcel in the project area must be identified and a determination
made as to its status as parkland. If a diversion exists, compensation in the form of
replacement land may have to be provided.

The District’s Response 13: No Green Acres diversion is expected because the plan
formulation process included measures to extend the beach berm and dune further seaward in
order to avoid any impacts or diversions from conservation or recreation.

NJDEP, OPC Comment 14 (page 4, paragraph 3): The OPC recommends continued
coordination with various programs at the NJDEP during the next phases.

The District’s Response 14: The District agrees with the OPC comment and intends to
coordinate with the appropriate offices of the NJDEP throughout the project.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0080

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF June 22, 2000

Environmental Assessment Section
Environmental Analysis Branch

Ms. Dorothy P. Guzzo

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Historic Preservation Office

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
CN 404

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0404

Attention: Deborah Fimbel
Dear Ms. Guzzo:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (Corps), has received and
responded to comments from the Office of Program Coordination with respect to the cultural
resources section of the Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
entitled Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay Hurricane and Storm Damage Protection Project,

Port Monmouth, Middletown Township, Monmouth County, New Jersey as follows:

Response to NJDEP, OPC Comment 12: The New York District will coordinate with NJSHPO
regarding the results of further testing at: :

e Areas not previously tested at the Phase I level of effort within the C2 ponding/interior
drainage facility area (i.e., potential natural storage area) and

e The prehistoric Late Woodland archaeological site (28 Mo 272) (Phase II testing)
Thank you for your comments. If you have any questions or comments, please contact John
Killeen, Project Archaeologist at (212) 264-0473.
Sincerely,

T i G e

Roselle E. Henn
Acting Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch

cc: Paul Sabalis, Study Manager, ACOE
Mark Burlas, Project Biologist, ACOE






THE TOWNSHIP OF MIDDLETOWN

Environmental Commission
One Kings Highway
Middietown, NJ 07748-2594
Tel: (732) 615-2000
Fax: (732) 957-9090

Organized December 14, 1667
“Pride in Middletown"”

May 23, 2000

Mr. Mark H. Burlas

Senior Wildlife Biologist
CENAN-PL-EA

26 Federal Plaza

New York, N.Y. 10278-0090

Re:

Draft EIS

Feasibility Report for Hurricane &
Storm Damage Reduction

Purt Monmouth, New Jersey

Dear Mr. Burlas:

The Middletown Township Environmental Commission has reviewed the subject document and will

present the following comments. The comments cite and follow the numbered paragraphs presented in the
document and are not ranked by importance.

60.
65.

 68.

The Monmouth County Parks System as a wetland mitigation task associated with the construction of the
Church Street bridge over Compton Creek has removed the railroad embankment.

The paragraph insinuates that “natural” wetland filling is bad. Is the Corps intending to fight the natural
wetiand cycle? If so, how will wetland filling be.fought and where will the sedimentation occur?

Much of the dune berm has been damaged by Middletown authorities not enforcing dune protection ordinances.
ATYV activity has been witnessed by a Commission member in company with a local police officer who, when
reminded, took no action to stop the dune grass destruction.

Table 2 on page 30 documents 300 structures in the Compton Creek basin, which will remain, unprotected after the
proposed project is constructed.

102.

108.

One area can not be favored over another. The Port Monmouth side of the Compton Creek basin is being
favored over the Belford side, which has no protection.

Zoning changes can reduce future growth and limit the people exposed to flood damage. Pro.jeet construction
can provide a sense of security and promote further growth, which would be negatively impacted in the future
when the project can not be maintained or the effects of sea level rise can not be stopped.

. It says that floodproofing generates a false sense of security. The same is true about levees.

. Where will the Monmouth County marina place its dredged material since a proposed flood control structure is

within the current dlsposal area? Past sediment analyses have revealed toxin levels exceedmg NIJDEP Criteria
for beach placement. - -

- No high-ground on the nght bank of Compton Creek is clalmed yet itis the locanon ‘of the Monmouth County
ferry docks. - .- . LT et

Save a Life, Save a Neighborhood, Save Taxes—Volunteer!



165. A structure should not be designed based on information obtained from borings 175 feet from the proposed

structure focation. Borings should be performed within the structure footprints and should be more closely
spaced than the previous 1,500 foot frequency.

168. The proposed structures cut across the Henry Hudson Rail-Trail Park. Trail re-grading or flood gates, like in
the existing Pews Creek Flood structure, are required to maintain the trail right-of-way.

202. Nourishment is a perpetual requirement. Who will fund the task after 50 years? Also, beach nourishment will
mean longshore sand movement resulting in faster shoaling rates in either/or the Pews Creek or Compton

242. What is the lifetime and reserve capacity of the Sea Bright borrow area? Sub-aqueous sand mining is
becoming an unfavorable venture off this area of the New Jersey coast. Also, is sand grain size being

considered as part of the sand source evaluation? Mis-matched grain sizes could result in the accelerated ~
disappearance of the placed dunes of beach nourishment.

253. Salt marsh restoration by eradicating Phragmites with herbicides was attempted by the Lintle Silver
Environmental Commission. Vocal opposition by the neighboring residents killed the project. There are many
residents close to the proposed marsh restoration areas who may also oppose herbicide applications.

279. Since when will levee/floodwall “features” in someone’s backyard enhance their property?

284. Of the 50% state share of the project cost. what is Middletown Twp. committed to Pay and does that include
initial cost over-runs and unplanned beach nourishments?

Yellow DEIS Page 25 — The Geology section is TOTALLY wrong. From what state was the author of this section?
Volume I1I-1 Page A-44 — The different shorelines need to be denoted with either patterned lines or colors.

The above comments address specific paragraphs of the Draft EIS document. A general and most important concern
of the Environmental Commission is the impact the proposed project will have on the Belford community. When
the project is finished and functional, flood water will stil] enter Compton Creek with the intention of flooding the

low lying areas. However, now the flood storage capacity has been reduced by the levees blocking the formerly
flooded low areas of the Compton Creek basin in Port Monmouth. The volume of water needs to go somewhere yet

Very truly yours,
Middletown Environmental Commission

Michael S. Fedosh
Chairman

cc: Middletown Township Committee
Monmouth County Parks System



The District Response to Middletown Township DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

Middletown Township Comment 1 (page 1, paragraph numbered60): The Monmouth
County Parks System as a wetland mitigation task associated with the construction of the
Church Street Bridge over Compton Creek has removed the railroad embankment.

The District’s Response 1: The sentence in the report reads: “including the former fill
embankment” The selected mitigation plan to offset impacts to wetlands and wildlife
resources is proposed to take place in the Pews Creek study area and is not associated
with the old railroad embankment in the Compton Creek study area.

Middletown Township Comment 2 (page 1, paragraph numbered65): The paragraph
insinuates that “natural” wetland filling is bad. Is the Corps intending to fight the natural

wetland cycle? If so, how will wetland filling be fought and where will the sedimentation
occur?

The District’s Response 2: A Phragmites encroachment model was utilized in this study
as a means of projecting deleterious effects of natural filling of salt marsh by Phragmites.
Wetland filling in this circumstance means creation of a lower value cover type as
compared to salt marsh for the indicator Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) species. As
part of the selected mitigation plan, an ancillary long-term benefits associated with salt
marsh preservation is anticipated. The conversion of Phragmites to salt marsh at Pews
Creek will slow the encroachment of Phragmites into the salt marsh. In addition, the

proposed levee at Compton Creek will serve as a protective barrier against the spread of
Phragmites.

Middletown Township Comment 3 (page 1, gaiawh numbered68): Much of the dune
berm has been damaged by Middletown authorities not enforcing dune protection

ordinances. ATV activity has been witnessed by a Commission member in company with
a local police officer who, when reminded, took no action to stop the dune grass
destruction.

The District’s Response 3: The report cites that “much of the dune’s protective berm
has been lost.” It may be that other, local factors have contributed to accelerated loss of
berm, but this is a local, non-Federal issue for resolution. Dune walkovers are included as
project features. There are sufficient contingencies on all costs, and if any additional fill
quantities are ultimately required to restore the design fill templates, this should not pose
a problem. However, once a project is turned over to the State upon construction, the
operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement responsibilities
contractually fall to the local jurisdictions in accordance with a project cooperation
agreement.

Middletown Township Comment 4 (page 1, paragraph 5): Table 2 on page 30
documents 300 structures in the Compton Creek Basin, which will remain, unprotected
after the proposed project is constructed.



The District Response to Middletown Township DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New J ersey

The District’s Response 4: Response: Concur. Paragraph 153 in the main report
discusses screening on an alternative alignment on the Compton Creek side. However,

formulation is based on the National Economic Development (NED) plan, the one that

Middletown Township Comment 5 age 1, paragraph numbered]02): One area can
not be favored over another. The Port Monmouth side of the Compton Creek Basin is
being favored over the Belford side, which has no protection.

The District’s Response 5: One area is not being favored over another. Both areas were
studied. The decision on plan alignment is based on benefit cost analysis.

Middletown Townshi; Comment 7 (page 1 aragraph numbered109): It says that
floodproofing generates a false sense of security. The same is true about levees.

The District’s Response 7: All protection plans have limits.

Middletown Township Comment 8 age 1, paragraph numbered113): Where will the
Monmouth County marina place its dredged material since a proposed flood control

The District’s Response 8: The disposal area is located on the west side of Pews Creek,
outside of the proposed project area. The implementation of the selected plan will not
impact the disposal area.

Middletown Township Comment 9 (page 1 aragraph numbered]14): No high ground
on the right bank of Compton Creek is claimed yet it is the location of the Monmouth
County ferry docks.



The District Response to Middletown Township DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

The District’s Response 9: Extending the project to cross over Compton Creek near the
ferry dock would be extremely costly requiring a major gate closure across a busy
waterway, and the annual storm damage reduction benefits would not justify such an
expenditure.

Middletown Township Comment 10 (page 2, paragraph numbered 165): A structure
should not be designed based on information from borings 175 feet from the proposed

structure location. Borings should be performed within the structure footprints and should
be more closely spaced than the previous 1,500-foot frequency.

The District’s Response 10: The District agrees with this comment. Additional borings
will be taken during the next Pre-construction, Engineering and Design phase.

Middletown Township Comment 11 (page 2, paragraph numbered 168): The proposed
structures cut across the Henry Hudson Rail-Trail Park. Trail regrading or flood gates,

like in the existing Pews Creek Flood structure, are required to maintain the trail right-of-
way.

The District’s Response 11: The District agrees with this comment. Trail regradmg will
occur as part of the project.

Middletown Township Comment 12 (page 2, paragraph numbered 202): Nourishment
is a perpetual requirement. Who will fund the task after 50 years? Also, beach

nourishment will mean longshore sand movement resulting in faster shoaling rates in
either/or Pews Creek or Compton Creek channels. Where will the funding come from for
the more frequent dredging tasks? Monmouth County and the Army Corps of Engineers
are responsible for dredging Pews Creek or Compton Creek channels, respectively.
Proposed daily ferry service out of Compton Creek would not be tolerant to shoaling.

The District’s Response 12: After 50 years, renourishment would become a non-Federal
responsibility. Beyond 50 years, only a Reevaluation or Reformulation type study could
possibly allow for additional Federal involvement in beach nourishment. The potential
increase in channel maintenance dredging is recognized, and as such annualized project
costs on page 87 include $40,000 annualized to account for this contingency. The Corps
Operation and Maintenance authority would still fund maintenance associated with the
Federal project at Belford Harbor/Compton Creek. The new jetties at Pews Creek would
minimize any increase in shoaling.

Middletown Township Comment 13 (page 2, paragraph numbered 242): What is the

lifetime and reserve capacity of the Sea Bright borrow area? Sub-aqueous sand mining is
becoming an unfavorable venture off this area of the New Jersey coast. Also, is sand
grain size being considered as part of the sand source evaluation? Mis-matched grain
sizes could result in the accelerated disappearance of the placed dunes of beach
nourishment.



The District Response to Middletown Township DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New J ersey

Middletown Townshig Comment 15 {page 2, paragraph numbered 2 79): Since when
will levee/floodwall “features” in someone’s backyard enhance their property?
Middletown T, ownship Comment 16 (page 2, paragraph numbered 284): Of the 50%
state share of the project cost, what is Middletown Twp. Committed to pay and does that

include initial cost overruns and unplanned beach nourishments?

The District’s Response ] 6: The Federal government will cost share the PED phase and
construction with the State of New Jersey at 65% Federal and 35% non-Federal for initial
construction. Renourishment cost sharing will be 50% Federal and 50% non-Federal.

Scheduled €mergency and post storm rehabilitation costs, as indicated on page 93, would
be cost shared equally between the Federa] government and the State of New J. ersey. The

The District’s Response 17: The District’s Response 1: The geology description
presented in Section 3.1.1 (page 25) of the DEIS was more regional based. Accordingly,
the District has rewritten this section to be more site-specific and will update the FEIS to
incorporate the following new text-



The District Response to Middletown Township DEIS Comments
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

“The Port Monmouth Project area is located in the Coastal Plain Physiographic Province,
which forms the eastern margin of the North American continent. Its surface has a gentle

slope to the southeast that generally does not exceed 5 or 6 feet to the mile (Wilber and
Johnson 1940).

The major rock unit in the Port Monmouth Project area consists of the Englishtown Sand
(Ket) of the Cretaceous (NJDEP 1999). This unit consists of white or yellow quartz sand
with some mica and is sparingly glauconitic. Some beds of this unit have been cemented
by iron oxide into massive stone. Thin laminae of fine clay can also be found in some
locals. The thickness of the unit decreases from 140 feet near the Atlantic Highlands to
less than 20 feet thick in southern portions of the state (Wilber and Johnson 1940).”

Middletown Township Comment 18 (page 2, paragraph Volume III-1 Page A-44)):
The different shorelines need to be denoted with either patterned lines or colors.

The District’s Response 18: The District agrees with this comment and will revise the
profile lines so that the different shorelines can be identified.

Middletown Township Comment 19 (page 2, last paragraph): Final concerns cited by
the Commission focused on: displaced flood waters, increased upland runoff from
continued development, and sea level rise.

The District’s Response 19: Storage loss was minimal on the Compton side with the
levee in place. Sea level rise has been incorporated into the design for the period of
analysis of the project. Continued development is an issue of concern, but floodplain
management is locally executed. The PCA requires floodplain management planning.

Reference List

Wilber, C.P. and M.E. Johnson. '1940. The Geology of New Jersey. Department of
Conservation and Development, State of New Jersey, Geologic Series, Bulletin 50.
Trenton, NJ. 203 pp.

NIDEP. 1999. GIS Resource Data Series 1- Volume 2. New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection, Bureau of Geographic Information & Analysis, Office of
Information Resources Management.



U.S. Department
of Transportation
United States
Coast Guard

Mr. Mark H. Burlas

Senior Wildlife Biologist
CENAN-PL-EA

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278-0090

Dear Mr. Burlas:

Commander Battery Park Building
First Coast Guard District New York, NY 10004-5073
Staff Symbol: obr

Phone: (212) 668-7165

FAX: (212) 668-7967
16591/PEWS. COMPTON

CREEKS/NJ

March 24, 2000

-

We have reviewed the Main Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
proposed Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project for
Port Monmouth and Middletown Township, New Jersey.

Since no bridge will be directl

regarding the proposal.

y impacted by the project, we will have no objection or concern

Si ly,

Ga%sof

Bridge Admini T
First Coast Guard District
By direction of the District Commander



The District Response to the USCG DEIS Comment
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

USCG Comment 1 (page 1, paragraph 2): Since no bridge will be directly impacted by

the project, we have no objection or concemn regarding the proposal.

The District’s Response 1: The District agrees with this comment.
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NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090

February 25, 1999

Environmental Analysis Branch
Environmental Assessment Section

Mr. Clifford G. Day

Supervisor, New Jersey Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services, Region 5

927 North Main Street

Building D1

Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232

Re: Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Port Monmouth, New Jersey

Dear Mr. Day:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (District) would like to thank
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) for the opportunity to respond to the -
Service's draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 2b report. Attached are our comments
to recommendations made by your office (see Attachment 1). The District intends to
distribute the DEIS for public and agency review in the near future.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Mark

Burlas of my staff at 212-264-4663. The District looks forward to continuing our
coordination.

Sincerely,

%&WN Z:im«/s-c
Frank Santomauro, P.E.
Chief, Planning Division

Attachment

Copy Furnished:
Mr. Bemard Moore, P.E.; NJDEP






District Response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft 2b Report Attachment 1
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay .

Combined Hurricane and Shore Protection Project

Port Monmouth, New Jersey

USFWS (Service) Recommendation 1: Continue to work together with the HEP
team to revise the HEP study to include the June 1998 plan revisions and/or any
future alternative designs.

District Response: The District concurs. The District will continue to work with
the interagency HEP team and coordinate the assessment of impacts for all
revisions to the selected plan with the interagency HEP team.

Service Recommendation 2: Continue Section 7 consultation with the Service,
due to changes in the proposed project plan for beach fortification and
nourishment and potential impacts (adverse and beneficial) to the piping plover.

District Response: The District concurs. The District feels that the continuation
of informal coordination of Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
with the Service is appropriate. The District has consulted and coordinated with

several individuals from the Service throughout the project, and looks forward to
its continuation.

The fortification of the existing dune will result in more sandy beach habitat. The
expanded sandy beach can provide additional suitable habitat for shorebirds to
nest, to include the Federally-listed threatened piping plover' (Charadrius
melodus). The District and the Service have mutually agreed upon that beach
nourishment can provide benefits to both Federal- and State-listed endangered
and threatened species, as well as non-designated shorebird species. This
conclusion was documented as a result of a partnership between the District and
the Service to monitor shorebirds as a component of the biological monitoring

program along 20-plus miles of nourished Atlantic coast shoreline in northern
New Jersey.

The District feels that there is another opportunity to form a similar partnership
with the Service, and suggests that we develop a limited post-construction
shorebird monitoring effort to determine nesting utilization of shorebirds on the
restored sandy beach. This component should target only those shorebird
species that have a significant designation.

Service Recommendation 3: Survey the proposed area of beach fortification
and nourishment for beach nesting birds prior to project implementation;
following construction, monitor the area during the nesting season.

District Response: The District concurs to post-construction monitoring (see the
District's response to Service Recommendation 2 above). However, the District
does not agree with the need to conduct pre- and during-construction



District Response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft 2b Report Attachment |
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay

Combined Hurricane and Shore Protection Project

Port Monmouth, New Jersey

monitoring of nesting shorebirds at the existing beach, because the existing
beach is very narrow and often during high-tide. The District would like to
request the Service to define the time period that is associated with “nesting
season”. The “nesting season” should be linked to only those shorebird species
that have a significant designation.

Service Recommendation 4: Continue to coordinate with the NMFS to fulfill
consultation requirements pursuant to Section 7 (a)(2) of the Endangered
Species Act.

all requirements, as defined in the subject Biological Opinion, during
construction. Finally, coordination with the NMFS will continue because a
répresentative from the NMFS is part of the interagency HEP team.

Service Recommendation 5: Continue to consider candidate species and State-
listed species during project planning.

District Response: The District concurs. The District will continue to consider
Federal- and State-listed threatened and endangered species, as well as,

Service Recommendation 6: Determine the potential impacts (positive and
negative) as a result of Proposed dune fortification and beach nourishment to
ensure that any adverse environmental effects of the selected plan are
minimized to the maximum extent possible, and that appropriate and practicable
measures to compensate for any unavoidable impacts are included in the plan.

District Response: The District concurs. The implementation of the selected bay
shore protection plan will provide substantial benefits by decreasing damages
caused by hurricanes and wave attack, and provide additional habitat for
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shorebirds to nest. (see the District’s response to Service Recommendation 2
above). The initial bay shore protection plan was the construction of a
secondary dune behind the existing dune. However, late in the study phase it
was discovered that the footprint of a secondary dune would encroach onto
NJDEP “Green Acres” property. Consequently, the District reevaluated the
secondary dune alternative and decided to formulate a bay shore protection plan
that would not involve real estate that is designated as NJDEP “Green Acres”
property. This decision was made to avoid the many restrictions imposed on
land that is designated as NJDEP “Green Acres” property.

The selected bay shore protection plan involves the fortification of the existing
dune to a height of +16.0 feet NGVD. The fortification of the existing dune couid
only be expanded into the intertidal zone, because of restrictions imposed by the
NJDEP “Green Acres” property designation.

The footprint of the design template of the proposed fortified dune will directly
impact about 14.2 acres of intertidal zone; however no net-loss of intertidal
habitat is expected. The District proposes to monitor the impact of the selected
bay shore protection plan to mitigate for unavoidable effects to intertidal
resources. The District does not intend to provide compensatory mitigation,
because no net-loss of intertidal habitat is expected. The District proposes to
monitor the recovery of intertidal infauna, epibenthic and finfish resources, finfish
feeding habits, water quality, grain size and shorebird use. Except for the
shorebird component, sampling for all of the monitoring components will involve
2 years of pre-construction, 1 year of during-construction and 2 years of post-
construction. The shorebird component will be conducted only in the post-
construction phase and only target shorebird species that have a special
significance, such as the piping plover and least temn.

Service Recommendation 7: Follow the recommendations that were provided
within the Service's planning aid letter (U.S. Fish and Wildlife the Service, 1998)
(Appendix A) to modify the draft HEP study report to ensure an adequate
assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed project on wildlife.

District Response: The District concurs. The District and the Service met on
October 15, 1998 to discuss concerns of the Service as outlined in the subject
planning aid letter. Based upon discussions at the meeting, the District is under
the impression that the Service does not foresee any significant outstanding or
unresolvable differences at the-Pews Creek Study Area (PCSA) and Compton
Creek Study Area (CCSA). In addition, the Service indicated that all of their
concems, as defined in the subject planning aid letter, have been appropriately
addressed, pending their review of the DEIS that includes a revised HEP report.



District Response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft 2b Report Attachment 1
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay :

Combined Hurricane and Shore Protection Project

Port Monmouth, New Jersey

The District believes that Service Recommendation 7 has been appropriately
addressed and implemented based upon our October 15, 1998 meeting.

Service Recommendation 8: Continue to work with the HEP team to reach
consensus on how to apply the hydrodynamic model (Pews Creek) and how to
apply the Phragmites encroachment model, prior to application of either model to
predict future habitat conditions for the HEP study. Use the revised and agreed-
upon models to determine potential project-related impacts to evaluation species
and other wildlife.

District Response: The District concurs. The District will continue to coordinate
with the interagency HEP team. The District believes that Service
Recommendation 8 has been appropriately addressed and implemented based
upon our October 15, 1998 meeting. For further discussion, please see the
District's response to Service Recommendation 7 above.

The hydrodynamic model developed for Pews Creek projected that the
difference in daily tidal flow is negligible when comparing the no-action
alternative to the with project with the storm gate in the open position. The
District proposes to monitor the effects of the storm gate at the PCSA to confirm

Service Recommendation 9: Re-analyze HEP study to determine cumulative
project-related impacts to wildlife following prescribed HEP methodology as
recommended in the Service's planning aid letter to the Corps (see Appendix A).

District Response: The District concurs. The District recalculated the future
conditions of the no-action alternative and the project without mitigation using the
Phragmites encroachment model and the equation for the sum of Cumulative
habitat units (HUs). The results are the same as the Services’ results as

has been appropriately addressed and implemented based upon our October 15,
1998 meeting. For further discussion, please see the District’s response to
Service Recommendation 7 above.
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Service Recommendation 10: Investigate the feasibility of a partial buy-out of
flood-prone structures to reduce the size of levees and floodwalls or to provide

space for re-locating these structures to reduce adverse impacts to estuarine
emergent wetlands.

District Response: During the preliminary plan screening process, non-structural
measures were investigated as alternatives, including buyouts, road raisings and
relocations. Generally, these measures are more expensive and less reliable
methods of protection as compared to structural improvements. It became clear
that these methods taken separately would not meet project goals.

Plan formulation sought to avoid impacts, and many initial plans, which had large
footprint areas in the wetlands, were ruled out. Direct impacts are largely
associated with the Compton Creek portion of the current alignment, which
consists of a series of levees, floodwalls and road closure gates. The current
alignment closely follows the edge of development. There are additional
considerations with regard to site specific minimization of impacts along this
alignment. Relocations and buyouts would add cost, in addition to having
potentially adverse social impacts. The current alignment also allows for interior
ponding storage. Shifts in the alignment could be problematic in terms of interior
runoff and readily available easement locations. Additional shifts in alignment

could also impact areas that may be sensitive from a cultural resources
viewpoint.

The levee and floodwall heights are related to the level of protection, with risk
and uncertainty considerations incorporated. Slight shifts in the alignment would
likely not affect the required heights. For levees, the height, along with required
side slopes, dictates the required base footprints. Partial relocations were
considered, but in view of plan siting efforts already taken to avoid wetland
impacts, additional relocations would increase project costs and reduce interior
runoff storage and were not found to be feasibie.

Service Recommendation 11: Coordinate with the NJDFG&W, the LURP and
the Service to develop water management plans for any necessary pounding
areas. :

District Response: The District concurs. The District has met several times with
the NJDEP, LURP and will continue to coordinate with the NJDEP, LURP as part
of our acquisition of state permits. The District will continue to coordinate with
the Service. The District does not feel that it's necessary to develop water
management plans at the pounding areas, because the pounding areas consist






Tel: (732) 787-6260
Fax: (732) 787-0313

- J. CRAWFORD COMPTON, INC.

Real Estate Since 1922

A o 732 Route 36 « P.O. Box 206
Suburban and Country Residences Beiford, New Jersey 07718

ONTGAGES . ABPRAJSALS . MANAGEMENT April 26, 2000

Paul Sabalis |

U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza —

New York, NY 10278-0090 : ~

Dear Mr. Sabalis,

- As a lifelong resident of the Middletown, NJ bayshore area and member
of the area’s oldest Real Estate firm I applaud the efforts in engineering the
Port Monmouth storm damage reduction program.

The project falls short, though, in accomplishing what the prior work of
the East Keansburg leeve did for homeowners protected by that “Hurricane
Berm”. Specifically that is to have removed those homes from the need to
purchase flood protection insurance. These insurance premiums result in an
average monthly expense of $40. per household. Not knowing the cost of
raising the height of the project berm sufficiently to offer such flood
protcction I can only posc the question: Why can’t the project be built so as
to relieve the protected homes from having to buy flood insurance?

I'll appreciate a response and your suggestions as to appropriate

contacts to communicate this issue.
Sincerel:E

Brian T. Compton

- THE COMPTONS WERE AMONG MIDDLETOWNS FIRST SETTLERS IN 1665



The District response to J. Crawford Compton, Inc.
Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay
Hurricane and Storm Damage Reduction Project

Port Monmouth, New Jersey
District response:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has conducted a feasibility study for the
purpose of hurricane and storm damage reduction at Port Monmouth. This study has been
executed in partnership with the State of New Jersey, our local non-Federal partner. During a
feasibility study, plans are screened for suitability to reduce potential storm damages.
Additionally, from a Federal perspective. a